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1 Purpose

This report presents the findings and conclusions from an evaluation of the Ministry of Social Development’s (MSD) package of assistance to Out-of-School Care and Recreation (OSCAR) programmes.
2 Issues for consideration

The Assistance Package appears to have had a positive impact on the financial viability, stability, and quality of OSCAR programmes. Given the main findings of the evaluation, the evaluators believe consideration should be given to the following issues relating to the policy, implementation and delivery of the package and those relating to the possible regulation of the OSCAR sector.

2.1 Issues relating to implementation and delivery 

2.1.1 Access

The Assistance Package was available to the OSCAR sector, but, the Assistance Grant was under-accessed by approximately $1.4 million in the first year (for more information see Appendix A). There is no evidence to suggest that this was because providers were unaware of its availability. There is evidence, however, that in spite of awareness of the funding, many providers either did not know enough about it to apply or had misconceptions about the eligibility criteria. Further promotion of the details of the Package may be called for.
Access to the Assistance Grant may also have been lower than expected because of the time it has taken programmes to obtain approval from the Department of Child, Youth and Family Services (CYF). This appears to be an issue of the resourcing allocated to CYF to undertake these approvals. 

There is also some evidence to suggest that the application process may have been confusing and difficult for some providers. (This is discussed in more detail below.)

In spite of the fact there was a lower-than-expected uptake of the Assistance Grant in the first year, there is clearly a need for the funding among OSCAR providers based on the responses of non-funded providers, a total of 61% appeared to be eligible for either the Development Grant or the Assistance Grant. 

2.1.2 Eligibility criteria

Two of the eligibility criteria for the Assistance Grant were questioned by evaluation participants. They are the requirement to operate at a deficit and the requirement to charge parents fees.

The deficit requirement is intended to indicate programme need, but seems to conflict with the aim of moving programmes to operate in a business model. Although the funding administrators are flexible about the charging of parent fees (in some cases allowing programmes to charge koha only), providers may not know this. There is some concern that programmes in low-income areas, or areas with a high Māori or Pacific population, may be missing out on the funding because they feel they are unable to charge any fees.

2.1.3 Application processes

Some providers found the process of applying for the funding challenging. Some funded providers also found that the length of time between applying for the funding and receiving notification of approval was too long. Although the funding administrators are flexible about approving funding applications subject to confirmation of CYF OSCAR approval, delays in receiving CYF approval also caused delays for providers in receiving their funding. Providers may not know that they are still able to submit their application while awaiting approval. Consideration could be given as to how to shorten the length of time needed to process applications.
OSCAR fieldworkers have played a key role in assisting programmes with their applications, and the solution to issues of the complexities of the process may lie in making such assistance more readily available, rather than in simplifying the process itself. In particular, fieldworkers are funded on the basis of the number of funded programmes in their area, but it is commonly the non-funded providers that need assistance.

2.1.4 Appropriateness of funding

There is evidence that the amount of the Development Grant is not sufficient for all programmes. While the $3,000 may be adequate to cover the costs of setting up a programme and gaining CYF approval, it may not be sufficient to cover a programme’s running costs until it has gained CYF approval and is eligible for the Assistance Grant. The amount of time between receipt of the Development Grant and eligibility for the Assistance Grant is variable, depending of the timing of the funding rounds and the length of time it takes the programme to gain CYF approval. 
The fact that 80% of Development Grant recipients received the full amount of funding, combined with the fact that it was mainly used for ongoing operating costs (only 10% of recipients indicated it had fully covered costs), suggests that many providers need some form of funding specifically to cover their interim operational expenses while they await CYF OSCAR approval. 

There is also evidence that the amount of the Assistance Grant is not sufficient for all programmes. Only 34% of recipients indicated the grant had fully covered costs (and some of these respondents noted that it had only done so because of careful budgeting on their part). Fifty-four percent of those whose costs were not fully covered indicated that they would need less than $7,500 extra in order to cover costs (only 19% said they would need $7,500 or more). This suggests that, should a revised funding cap be considered, a grant of $16,500 would meet the needs of a large proportion of programmes and that fewer programmes would require the maximum amount.

Clearly, a one-off Assistance Grant – or payment of such a grant for a few years running – will not be sufficient to increase the ongoing financial viability and stability of OSCAR programmes. The strong evidence from the evaluation is that OSCAR programmes are in need of ongoing operational funding. Some informants also believed that other sources of funding were drying up as a result of the OSCAR funding being available; however, it was beyond the scope of the evaluation to verify the extent to which this has occurred.

This observation highlights the importance of resolving any issues of access to the funding (either regarding knowledge about it or eligibility criteria). OSCAR programmes that are funded on an ongoing basis will continue to benefit and grow stronger, while those that do not receive funding through the package may find alternative sources of funding more difficult to come by and may flounder.

2.1.5 Other forms of assistance

There is evidence in the evaluation that OSCAR programmes could be helped to become more financially viable, stable, and of a higher quality by the provision of additional advice and support, such as that currently provided by the OSCAR fieldworkers. The skill levels and management capacity of OSCAR providers vary, and programmes would benefit from assistance and training in such areas as budgeting and improving programme quality. Programmes also need assistance with completion of their funding applications and in writing the policies required for CYF approval. Fieldworkers and NAOSCAR reported that there was currently more demand for their services than they were able to provide. 

2.1.6 Supply of OSCAR programmes

Evidence from the evaluation suggests that the Assistance Package is having a positive impact on the supply of OSCAR programmes. Specifically, there is evidence that the stability of funded programmes has increased and some programmes have begun to make expansion plans as a result of the funding being in place.

What could not be determined within the scope of the current evaluation was the level of demand for OSCAR services among families with school-age children. Thus, the question of whether there is unmet demand for OSCAR programmes in the community remains. Clearly, this is an area for further research, perhaps involving a survey of parents with school-age children. Such an investigation would undoubtedly contribute to policy development in relation to OSCAR and the Assistance Package.

2.2 Issues relating to regulation of the OSCAR sector

Some of the comments by our informants suggest that the OSCAR sector would benefit from greater regulation in some form. Regulation is seen as a vital step on the road to improved quality in the sector, as it would improve accountability and communication and would set minimum standards for all OSCAR programmes. 
A first step towards greater regulation could involve registration of OSCAR providers or programmes on a central register, which would be maintained and updated regularly (at least annually) by a single agency. Having such a register would facilitate communication with the sector by the various agencies (including MSD, its service delivery arm Work and Income, and CYF). It would enable a more accurate account of the numbers and types of programmes currently operating, which would assist with policy development and planning. 
Assigning a unique identification number to each programme (which is used by all agencies) would help to eliminate any confusion that arises where programmes have more than one name and where providers offer multiple programmes with similar names.

CYF OSCAR approval could be adopted as the minimum standard of regulation. Once this standard has been met by the vast majority of programmes – which could take several years – the goal posts could be shifted to encourage a higher level of quality among OSCAR programmes. Licensing early childhood services may be a useful model to emulate in the OSCAR sector. 
However, providers are likely to need greater financial or other incentives to meet the standards required for regulation. This may require either legislation making it illegal to operate an OSCAR programme outside the regulatory regime and/or the guarantee of adequate, ongoing funding to programmes that meet the regulation criteria, as well as continuing subsidies for parents to approved OSCAR providers. 

3 Summary of key findings

3.1 Purpose of evaluation, objectives, and methodology

In 2002, Cabinet approved a package of assistance to support the OSCAR sector. A total of $36.6 million was allocated to the package for the first four-year period (2002/03 to 2005/06). Two of the five components of the package involve direct funding to OSCAR programmes: an Assistance Grant of up to $9,000 to fund any deficit between projected operating costs, and fees and other revenue, and an Establishment Grant (now known as the Development Grant) of up to $3,000 to facilitate the establishment of CYF-approved programmes.
The amounts allocated to these components of the package were: Assistance Grant – $5.6m for the first year (2002/03) and $7.1m for subsequent years; and Development Grant – $169,000 per year. The uptake of the Assistance Grant was lower than expected in the first year of the funding (which is approximately the same as the period covered by the evaluation). As a result, approximately $1.4m of the $5.6m allowed for the Assistance Grant was not used. 

The purpose of these funding components is to:

· prevent existing at-risk providers/programmes from exiting the industry

· encourage the creation of new programmes by either new or existing providers.

To be eligible for the Development Grant, programmes must be either newly established, or existing and seeking to gain CYF approval. The provider must be able to demonstrate the costs for which the funding is required and community need for the programme. The grant is to be used to cover the costs of gaining CYF approval, the costs of establishing the programme (where applicable), and general operating costs while the programme is awaiting CYF approval and eligibility for the Assistance Grant.

To qualify for the Assistance Grant, programmes must have current CYF OSCAR approval, must operate 5 days a week and a minimum numbers of hours per week and weeks per year
, must demonstrate that the funding is needed to improve the viability and sustainability of the programme, and must collect fees from the parents of participating children. 

The other components of the Assistance Package are broadly aimed at capacity building through training, information dissemination, and advice and support. By implication, these components contribute to stability by enabling quality providers to operate more efficiently/effectively.

An evaluation of the Assistance Package was required in order to:

· examine the implementation of the package

· describe the nature of the assistance being provided

· establish the suitability and adequacy of the package (in facilitating an increased supply of stable, quality OSCAR programmes)

· determine whether the package is increasing the supply of stable, quality OSCAR programmes.

The evaluation was undertaken between October 2003 and May 2004, and involved:

· the development of an evaluation plan in consultation with MSD

· key informant interviews with industry representatives, OSCAR fieldworkers, and contracts advisory and OSCAR-coordinating personnel at MSD and CYF

· analysis of various sources of secondary information

· a survey of funded providers

· a survey of non-funded providers.

The survey of funded providers and most of the secondary data analysis focused on programmes or providers that had received the Development Grant in November 2002 to September 2003 (inclusive) and/or the Assistance Grant in Funding Rounds 1 to 3 (August 2002, November 2002, and April 2003). The survey of non-funded providers focused on those who had not received any OSCAR funding from MSD, including any funding from October 2003 to early 2004.
It is important to note that the sample sizes for the funded provider and non-funded provider surveys were different (250 and 400 respectively). Response rates to both surveys were at best average: 58% for the survey of funded providers and 24% for the survey of non-funded providers. Therefore, caution must be exercised when considering the results. (See Appendix B for detailed survey information) 

3.2 Views on the OSCAR sector

Informants described the OSCAR sector as being hugely diverse, not only in terms of the types of providers and the areas from which they operate, but also in terms of the skills and management capacity of the providers. The picture key respondents painted of the sector (before the funding, at least) is one where a significant proportion of programmes were in a tenuous financial position and hence, unstable. The quality of programmes was also seen as hugely variable. 
The issue of the misconception among parents and agencies dealing with the OSCAR sector that the sector is regulated and monitored was raised.

3.3 Implementation of the Package

Over the period covered by the evaluation, 336 providers received OSCAR funding for one or more of their programmes. A total of 551 programmes received the Development Grant and/or the Assistance Grant over this period – 79 were awarded the Development Grant and 482 were awarded the Assistance Grant (10 received both grants). 

3.3.1 Processes

The evaluation sought to uncover any potential barriers to uptake of the OSCAR Assistance Package, including that of awareness. 

Awareness and knowledge

Eighty-two percent of the non-funded providers reported that they knew about the OSCAR funding. However, 30% of those who were aware of the funding but did not apply said this was because they did not know enough about it. Overall, lack of awareness or lack of knowledge about funding was a barrier for 40% of responding non-funded providers.
Also, 36% did not apply because they understood they were ineligible, but there was no relationship between their belief about their eligibility and our assessment of their eligibility from their responses in the questionnaire. 

Most commonly, funded (53%) and non-funded (49%) providers who were aware of the funding had found out about it from the National Association for Out-of-School Care and Recreation programmes (NAOSCAR).

Difficulties with application

Nearly half of funded providers needed help with their application for the Development Grant (47%) or the Assistance Grant (46%). Assistance Grant applicants needed most help with the financial aspects of the application (writing a budget and preparing accounts). However, many providers also needed assistance with the main part of the application.
Some informants commented on the difficulty some providers had with the application, and 28% of non-funded providers who had not applied reported that this was because they found the process too difficult or daunting.

The help respondents required with their application was predominantly provided by OSCAR fieldworkers.

3.3.2 Characteristics of funded providers

Against the background of the sector given by our informants, the main characteristics of the providers and programmes awarded OSCAR funding in the period covered by the evaluation are as follows:

Years of operation

Thirty-nine percent of the providers had been running OSCAR programmes for two to five years, and 36% had done so for six or more years.

Programmes offered

Sixty-seven percent of the programmes were before-/after-school programmes, 28% were holiday programmes, and only 5% operated both during the holidays and before/after school. Only 33% of the before-/after-school programmes operated before school. Providers most commonly operated only one before-/after-school programme (71%) and/or one holiday programme (51%).

Demand

On average, the funded programmes had 33 places available and had 24 children enrolled on a regular basis and 6 enrolled on a casual basis. Only 16% of programmes had a waiting list.

Legal status

Forty-nine percent of the responding funded providers were either incorporated societies or charitable trusts. For 35% of the providers, operating OSCAR programmes was their sole activity, while another 33% were also involved in community activities.

Location

Twenty-four percent of the providers were based in Auckland, 14% were based in Wellington while 36% were based in North Island areas other than Auckland or Wellington. Thirteen percent were based in Christchurch with the remaining 13% based in other South Island areas.

CYF OSCAR approval

Although CYF OSCAR approval was a requirement for the Assistance Grant and a required outcome of gaining the Development Grant, 12% of the responding funded providers did not have current CYF approval. Most of these were either Development Grant recipients who were still awaiting approval or Assistance Grant recipients whose approval had lapsed since receiving the funding.

Financial viability

The level of the projected operating deficit, that a sample of successful Assistance Grant applicants had before they were awarded the grant, ranged from $0 to $27,700. Programmes most commonly had a projected deficit of $7,500 to $9,999 (33%), and the mean deficit was $8,816.

3.3.3 Differences between funded and non-funded providers

The following differences were observed between funded and non-funded providers that responded to the respective surveys.

· More non-funded providers (40%) described a programme that operated as both a holiday programme and an after-school programme. Fewer (24%) described a programme that operated before/after school only. Only 5% of funded programmes operated as both a holiday programme and an after-school programme.

· Fewer non-funded programmes (4%) than funded programmes (23%) had been operating for less than two years, however, this result may be due to the non-funded provider database being less up to date. More non-funded (24%) than funded (8%) programmes have been operating for 11 or more years.

· Funded programmes appear more likely to operate longer each day during the holidays – 64% of funded programmes operated for 9 or more hours a day, compared to 42% of non-funded programmes.

· There was no difference in the mean number of places offered or the numbers of children enrolled.

· While there was no difference in the number of paid staff employed, non-funded programmes appeared (on average) to employ slightly more unpaid staff (1.6 unpaid staff members, compared to 0.7 for funded programmes).

3.4 Nature of the assistance provided

The maximum amounts of OSCAR funding available were $3,000 (plus GST) for the Development Grant and $9,000 (plus GST) for the Assistance Grant. Analysis of the data for funding recipients in the period covered by the evaluation showed that:

· the majority (80%) of successful Development Grant applicants were awarded the full $3,000

· similarly, 74% of successful Assistance Grant applicants were awarded the full $9,000.

Funded providers in receipt of the Development Grant were expected to use the funds to establish their programme (if it was a new programme) and to gain CYF OSCAR approval, but could also use funds to cover interim operating expenses. Recipients of the Assistance Grant were expected to use the funds for ongoing operating expenses, in a way that would improve their financial viability and sustainability.

The evaluators examined the information from the funded providers’ survey to establish how the funding had been used. They found that most recipients of the Development Grant (71%) used the grant for ongoing expenses (such as wages and rent), rather than specifically to fund the setting up or development of their programme (eg 55% used it to buy new equipment) or to pay someone to write the policies required for CYF approval (38%). This presumably allowed them to continue operating until they became eligible for the Assistance Grant.

Recipients of the Assistance Grant most commonly used the grant to cover general ongoing operating costs (67%) and to buy new equipment or upgrade existing equipment (69%). Other uses of the Assistance Grant included the cost of employing additional staff (38%) and staff training and support (36%) – both of which would have contributed to the programme’s viability and sustainability. Significantly, 41% also used the grant to maintain current fee levels and, in effect, provide a form of subsidisation.

In addition to receiving the funding, 93% of providers utilised the advice and support component of the Assistance Package – the OSCAR fieldworkers. The assistance that OSCAR fieldworkers provided covered a wide range of areas, but funded providers most commonly reported the assistance related to the OSCAR funding (56%) and gaining CYF approval (44%). 

Funded providers overwhelmingly rated the assistance provided as helpful (90%), including 63% who rated it as “very helpful”. One aspect of the fieldworkers’ role that key respondents saw as important, given the current capacity of the sector, was that of providing development support to OSCAR programmes. 

3.5 Suitability and adequacy of the funding and other assistance

Given the intention of the Assistance Package, its structure, and the amounts of the individual grants awarded, the evaluation team explored issues around the suitability and adequacy of the package.

3.5.1 Adequacy of the funding

Although providers appreciate the funding, the amount is clearly insufficient for about half of the programmes.
Fifty-one percent of funded providers expressed their appreciation for the funding. However, only 10% of Development Grant recipients and 34% of Assistance Grant recipients reported that the amount of the funding fully covered the costs it was intended to cover. For 54% of the remaining Assistance Grant recipients, the additional amount of money needed to fully cover their costs was less than $7,500 (only 19% said they would need $7,500 or more).

Similarly, 51% of funded providers felt the programme’s current sources of income (including the OSCAR funding) did not cover the true costs of running the programme. These providers employed a range of strategies to make ends meet, most of which impacted upon the ability of the provider to offer a quality programme. While some informants felt that the funding amounts awarded were sufficient, others believed that more money was needed, either across the board or for at least some providers.

There is an unmistakable need for ongoing funding.
Funded OSCAR programmes have a great need for ongoing financial assistance. The majority (70%) of survey respondents who received the Assistance Grant said there would be a continuous need for it to cover ongoing expenses and to build on the progress programmes had made in improving quality. 

Ninety-one percent of the responding funded providers had applied or planned to apply for the Assistance Grant for 2004 or in the future. Furthermore, when funded respondents were invited to make additional comments, 27% took the opportunity to reiterate that the Assistance Grant needed to be ongoing and/or that they could not operate without it. 

3.5.2 Suitability of the funding

There were barriers to gaining CYF approval, some of which were related to resourcing through the package.

Although 39% of funded providers with CYF approval reported no difficulty with the process, others had difficulties with the time it took to prepare for the assessment (26%), writing the policies and procedures (19%), and the time it took to get an assessment and gain CYF approval (17%). For non-funded providers, the most common reason for not having CYF approval was “not knowing enough about it” (45%).

Our informants raised questions about possible inconsistencies with the interpretation or application of the CYF guidelines and in the number of CYF assessors available to provide the assessments. 

The time it takes to schedule an assessment and gain CYF approval is related to the number of CYF Assessors available to provide assessments, which in turn is related to the resources allocated to CYF as part of the Assistance Package. OSCAR fieldworkers commonly assisted programmes to gain CYF approval. The amount of such support available to programmes is also dependent on the level of resourcing provided through the package.

The package may be more suitable if it is restructured to provide additional advice and support.

The informants suggested the Assistance Package could better support providers if it allocated more of the budget to the advice and support component. This was seen as especially important, given the current capacity of the sector and the lower-than-expected uptake of the Assistance Grant funding. The advice and support component could be reduced again in the future as the capacity of the sector is increased. Reconsideration of the requirements that programmes charge fees and have an operating deficit was also suggested.

3.6 Impacts of the Assistance Package

The Assistance Package was designed to improve the stability of the OSCAR sector, by providing funding that would enable marginal providers to become financially viable and therefore stable over a longer period, and improve the quality of service offered.
The evaluation team’s main conclusions about the impact of the package are as follows.

Most OSCAR providers are aware of the Assistance Package, but there is a lack of understanding about the package and eligibility. Eighty-two percent of the non-funded providers reported that they knew about the OSCAR funding. However, of those who were aware of the funding but did not apply, 30% said this was because they did not know enough about it and 36% said this was because they understood they were ineligible (yet they were often incorrect).

Based on our assessment of the programmes’ eligibility for the OSCAR funding (from responses in the questionnaire), 40% of the non-funded programmes appeared to be eligible for the Development Grant and 21% for the Assistance Grant. Only 11% of the programmes appeared to be ineligible for either grant.

The Assistance Package has helped to make OSCAR programmes/providers more financially viable, but the amount is clearly insufficient for about half of the programmes.
The OSCAR Assistance Package appears to have assisted funded providers to meet the costs of running their programme. Forty-six percent of funded providers, compared to 18% of non-funded providers, felt that their programme’s current income (from all sources) was sufficient to cover the true costs of running their programme. However, the proportion of funded providers who felt the programme’s true costs were not covered was still high (51%).

Funded programmes were no less likely than non-funded programmes to have a range of funding sources – 32% of funded and 25% of non-funded programmes received other grants or funding and 20% of funded and 22% of non-funded programmes had “other” income sources, such as community fundraising. 

Adding the amount of the Assistance Grant that programmes received to their projected operating deficit showed that even after receiving the Assistance Grant, 43% of the funded programmes still had a theoretical operating deficit. This is consistent with the proportion of respondents who reported that they had an operating deficit in the year they received the funding (43%).

Using an overall financial viability indicator (calculated from respondents’ answers to four questions from the questionnaire), there is no clear difference between the funded and non-funded programmes in terms of overall financial viability.

Our informants generally believed that the financial viability of funded programmes had improved as a result of the Assistance Package. 

The Assistance Package has had a modest positive impact on the stability of OSCAR programmes/providers.
Eighty-one percent of funded providers thought it was “very likely” their programme would still be operating in 2005 compared to 67% of non-funded providers. When funded respondents were invited to make additional comments, 32% commented that the funding assisted the stability of their programmes. 

This was also reflected in the comments provided by the informants. While they reported they had seen some improvement in the stability of the OSCAR sector, they saw this stability as contingent on the funding continuing to be available to providers through an annual grant.

The Assistance Package has encouraged providers/programmes to make expansion plans.
Forty-six percent of funded providers reported that, as a result of the funding being in place, they had expanded (or had made definite plans to expand) their programme by employing additional staff and creating more places. Some had opened a new programme at the same location (14%) or opened a new programme at another location (12%). 

Importantly, the informants believed that the Assistance Package gave providers an incentive to expand their programmes. Expanding a programme or establishing a new programme is seen as risky, because of the financial commitments involved, and receipt of the funding provided through the package took away some of the risk by covering some of the provider’s costs.

The Assistance Package has helped providers improve the quality of their programmes.
The key indicator of quality used in the evaluation was whether the programme had current CYF OSCAR approval. Our informants strongly believed that “quality” encompassed much more than what is required of the programme to gain CYF approval. They generally agreed that gaining CYF approval was a good first step towards creating a quality programme. 

There was considerable evidence that the OSCAR Assistance Package had acted as an incentive to gain CYF approval and take steps towards improving quality. For example, more funded (84%) than non-funded (60%) programmes had current CYF OSCAR approval. 

Fifty-seven percent of funded providers reported having applied for CYF approval in order to be eligible for the Assistance Grant. Similar proportions applied in order to improve the quality of the programme (60%), enhance the programme’s reputation (56%), and increase parent confidence in the programme (56%).

The majority (73%) of funded providers reported that, as a result of the funding being in place, they had improved (or had made definite plans to improve) the quality of their programme(s). Over half (56%) had improved (or planned to improve) the standard of care provided.

Staff training is an indicator of programme quality. Funded providers commonly indicated that they had provided or planned to provide staff training either through the sessions provided by the OSCAR fieldworkers (53%) or through the Open Polytechnic course (41%), as a result of the funding being in place. Funded programmes (74%) appear more likely than non-funded ones (31%) to have “other staff costs (such as training)” as one of their expenses.

Reflecting on the feedback from surveyed providers, informants also believed that the Assistance Package had acted as an incentive for programmes to improve their quality. Having received the funding gave providers the means to improve the quality of their programme, whether by upgrading their equipment and resources, paying their staff, or employing additional staff.

Recipients of the OSCAR funding had commonly used the grants for staff-related expenses and upgrading equipment. Where programme expenses had increased, this was commonly because they had upgraded equipment (75%), employed additional staff (67%), increased staff pay (65%), and/or provided (more) staff training (60%). These findings indicate that funded providers were investing in areas to improve the quality and stability of their programmes.

4 Views about the OSCAR Sector

4.1 Diversity of the sector

4.1.1 Types of providers

The OSCAR sector in New Zealand is very diverse. Programmes are run by a variety of types of providers. The informants interviewed for the evaluation described the types of organisations and individuals that run OSCAR programmes as including: schools, sole traders (who often operate from a school), early childhood centres, iwi organisations, churches, charitable trusts, community organisations, sports or recreation centres, private organisations, and parents.

[The diversity is] Huge. I think that is why a lot of people find OSCAR difficult to get a handle on because of the diversity of the types of programmes. But we say one of the special things about the OSCAR programmes is that they truly reflect the community. It is still a community driven sector, so it is pretty much still grass roots. (National Executive Officer, NAOSCAR.)

The informants also commented on the diversity of the sector in terms of socio-economic areas (covering low- to high-income areas), rural and urban areas, and operation of after-school and holiday programmes. One informant commented on the “human” element behind these programmes:

You have to talk about the sector as consisting of real people with real feelings about things, and not just a bunch of abstract “programmes”. (OSCAR fieldworker.)

4.1.2 Skills and management capacity
The skills and competencies of staff and management in the OSCAR programmes are reportedly also highly variable. Our informants pointed out that people who set up an OSCAR programme do so for a variety of reasons. They come from a range of backgrounds and with a range of skills. Often the programme provider’s skills are in working with children, rather than in running a small business, and the provider may have had no business motive in the initial setting up of the programme.

Definitely, some of the programmes are extremely well run. … There are some people out there who have got some experience and quite a bit of insight, and make the programmes really exciting in a happening place, safe and accountable, etc. Then there are others where whoever is either supervising or coordinating a programme [doesn’t] quite have the skills or the vision to know where to go to from where they are. (OSCAR fieldworker.)

A lot of people haven’t worked with a lot of paperwork in the past. (OSCAR fieldworker.)

Generally the urban areas are a bit more skilled than the rural areas. [There are] those that are highly used to working in the community field and working with children, and so their skills are okay. But then there are those programmes … [that] have been set up by a volunteer group of parents, … but they really don’t have the skills initially to operate a programme in an effective way. (OSCAR fieldworker.)

4.1.3 Financial viability, quality, and stability

Overall, the OSCAR sector is diverse in terms of financial viability, quality, and stability. However, the impression of the sector given by our informants is that it is quite fragile. It appears, from the comments of the informants at least, that few providers make anything more than a modest profit from running OSCAR programmes. Many focus on providing the basic service without much consideration of “quality”, and the programmes’ continued existence depends on any number of factors (sources of funding, numbers of children, availability of staff or volunteers) that could change at any time.

All of the OSCAR fieldworkers interviewed for the evaluation reported that a considerable number of programmes in their area are not (or are barely) financially viable. Many providers did not operate with a profit motive.

[I’m] Generalising, but most of [the programmes in this area] would be not financial viable, or wouldn’t be financial viable without that funding. They all pretty much across the board struggle as far as viability goes. (OSCAR fieldworker.)

There is a number of independent providers – some who run for a slight profit and some who run at a loss and do it for goodwill. (OSCAR fieldworker.)

These sole traders are not out to make a stack of money. (OSCAR fieldworker.)

To be honest a lot of these organisations are in a tenuous financial position…. (Contracts Advisor, MSD.)

The informants also reported that the quality of OSCAR programmes is variable. The overall impression is that the quality of the average OSCAR programme is quite low.

The older providers – the ones that have been established for quite some time – their quality is generally much, much higher; the new programmes aren’t [of as high a quality]. (OSCAR fieldworker.)

I would say there is a distinct variation in the quality. There are some programmes that I go to … [where] there might be one supervisor and a whole bunch of kids and very little resources. … Then there are other programmes that have fantastic resources … [and] lots of adults and … [access to] professional development…, which means those supervisors are able to do a better job. Then you might have a single person with no resources who [is] … doing the best they can, but it is just not as good as with someone else … [with] more resources and support. (OSCAR fieldworker.)

Let’s not talk about quality out-of-school care, because we are nowhere near that on any widespread scale. … [The quality of programmes] is horrendously variable – [abysmal] to wonderful and everything in between. … I used to talk about quality a lot, but it is so far off the picture at the moment, I just don’t fret anymore, because I was expecting it 10 years ago and it [will be] another 10 years before we [can] even start the agenda for quality – many programmes are nowhere near there. (OSCAR fieldworker.)

In some areas, the OSCAR fieldworker considered the programmes to be predominantly stable, while in others, programmes essentially operate on a short-term basis, committing only to operate for a term, a year, a holiday period, and reassessing their continued operation at the end of that time.

[Programmes in my area are] Fairly stable because I think … there is a desire to provide the service for the children more than anything, so they will keep them going no matter what, if they can. (OSCAR fieldworker.)

A lot of them go from programme to programme … – they survive through one programme and then they have to reassess, before they start the next programme, whether they are in a position financially to run it. Several holiday programmes operate like that. (OSCAR fieldworker.)

I think most of the ones in my region are quite stable. … There are a number who run very tight budgets, who are at risk of closing for financial reasons. They often have small numbers and find it hard to maintain staffing levels and receive adequate income. (OSCAR fieldworker.)

Most programmes live continuously like year-to-year, is it still going to exist. Very few programmes have long-term planning; very few of them have money in the bank that can deal with a crisis or an emergency. Some programmes, when a staff member leaves, they have to shut down while they look for someone else. (National Executive Officer, NAOSCAR.)

4.2 Perceptions regarding regulation of the sector

Although there are many agencies that have a relationship with OSCAR programmes, the OSCAR sector is not regulated or monitored by any organisation. Because schools and early childhood services are regulated by the Ministry of Education (MOE) it appears there may be a perception among a number of parents, and even some government agencies, that there is regulation and monitoring of the OSCAR sector, in the same way. 

What is really scary is that most parents believe that there is an agency watching out and monitoring the programme. … As a parent when you put your kid into an early childhood centre, there is the licensing process going on. When you have your kid in a school there is the MOE. They just assume that it is the same [for OSCAR programmes]. A lot of parents are really shocked when they find out that anybody can set up a programme and there is no regulation about setting up a programme – you just go ahead and do it. (National Executive Officer, NAOSCAR.)

5 Implementation of the Package

5.1 Awareness of the OSCAR Funding
Most OSCAR providers appear to be aware of the OSCAR funding offered by MSD. Of the responding non-funded OSCAR providers, 82% said that they were aware of the OSCAR Funding before they received the questionnaire (Table 11).

The informants also believe that most providers know about it (although some may still need more information about the specifics of the Package, such as who is eligible to apply). However, there is evidence from the evaluation that there are some misunderstandings within the sector about what constitutes an “OSCAR” programme and the roles of the various agencies involved. At least a small portion of the sector believes they are not “officially” an OSCAR provider until their programme has CYF OSCAR approval. Additional research would be needed to determine the extent of the confusion within the sector. 

I think [awareness] is pretty good now as opposed to six months ago…. (OSCAR fieldworker.)

I think most of them know about it, but I think some of them have misconceptions about it. (National Executive Officer, NAOSCAR.)

[Providers are] reasonably well [aware], but they don’t realise the details of the package. … It is often fairly hard to get funding grants for out of school care, and they are just constantly being turned down for funding grants. So they think pretty much that the Funding Package is going to be the same, so they don’t bother applying. (OSCAR fieldworker.)

Although awareness of the OSCAR funding was seen to be reasonable or even high, uptake of the funding was lower than anticipated. As a result, money allocated to the Assistance Package ($1.4m) in the first year was reassigned, as it had not been used.

I think we gave back $1m last year. … It was obvious after the second round that we wouldn’t hit the target, and probably it was a bit over $1m under-spent. In the first year, approximately $5.6m was available to OSCAR programmes, and now I know it has gone up to about $7.1m. Now that will be the same through the outyears [ie into the foreseeable future]. (Contracts Advisor, MSD.)
During the evaluation, the researcher responsible for the evaluation had conversations with several non-funded providers who believed they were ineligible to take part in the survey because the programme they operated was “not OSCAR”. A small number of non-funded respondents noted on their completed questionnaire that they were unsure if their programme was “OSCAR”. 

Similarly, respondents to both the funded and non-funded surveys annotated the question asking how long their OSCAR programme had operated with such comments as “8 years in total, 3 years as OSCAR”. This suggests that at least a small portion of the sector believes they are not “officially” an OSCAR provider until their programme has CYF OSCAR approval.

Responses throughout the questionnaires from both surveys (as well as in the pilot questionnaire and the researcher’s conversations with respondents) indicated confusion between the roles of all the agencies involved with OSCAR: MSD; Work and Income (commonly referred to as “WINZ” and part of MSD), CYF, and NAOSCAR. 

5.2 How OSCAR providers found out about the funding
The informants consistently reported that providers had found out about the Assistance Package through NAOSCAR, through the OSCAR Fieldworkers, and by word of mouth. Only a small proportion of providers found out about it through contact with MSD or CYF directly. 

NAOSCAR took an active role in disseminating information about the Assistance Package, via web sites, a mail-out to 1,700 schools and community groups, and articles in various newsletters.

From the surveys of OSCAR providers, 53% of the funded providers and the non-funded providers who were aware of the OSCAR funding (49%) had first found out about it from NAOSCAR (Table 12). Thirty-two percent of both funded and non-funded providers had heard about the OSCAR funding from the OSCAR Network. Funded providers (40%) appeared more likely than non-funded providers (25%) to have first found out about the funding from OSCAR fieldworkers.

Predominantly [providers have found out about the Package] through National OSCAR. They contacted a lot of schools [and] community agencies and advertised the funding on various community-funding websites. (Contracts Advisor, MSD.)

Most tend to find out about it from us or from other programmes, or from other networking that they do. A school [that just] started a new programme – they found out about the Assistance Funding because they were talking to other schools. (OSCAR fieldworker.)

We always try to get articles in PTA magazines, Principals magazines, and in newsletters of other community organisations. We also did a bit of a splurge at the beginning of this year and got hold of all the councils Community Development Departments, and they put it in their community newspapers as an article. (National Executive Officer, NAOSCAR.)
5.3 The process of applying for OSCAR funding
5.3.1 The application process
The Contracts Advisor at MSD who was interviewed as an informant for the evaluation described the application process. 

The first point of contact for providers who wish to apply for funding for their programme(s) is NAOSCAR – for example, via their 0800-number. Following a discussion with the provider, NAOSCAR sends the provider an application form and an information booklet, which outlines the funding criteria, application closing dates, and so on. NAOSCAR is available to give any assistance providers need to complete the application form.

Once the application has been completed, it is returned to NAOSCAR, who check it for any information gaps and follow up with providers as required. NAOSCAR’s Funding Committee meets to review the applications received, prepare a one-page summary on each programme, and make recommendations on whether to fund the programme and the level of funding to be awarded. These recommendations are then considered by the funding Evaluation Panel convened by MSD. The Panel comprises three staff from MSD’s Contracts Team, a Financial Advisor from MSD, and two NAOSCAR staff. 

Generally the decision [on whether to fund a programme] is reached in a consensus between [the] six of us that sit on the panel…. (Contracts Advisor, MSD.)

Applications for the Development Grant are processed in batches approximately monthly, whereas Assistance Grant applications are processed following the application closing date for each funding round. Most of the information provided in the application is taken as given, however, checks are made on the consistency of the financial information provided and whether there are any issues around the programme’s CYF OSCAR approval.

The time it takes to process the funding applications and compile the list of approved applications is about 4 to 6 weeks for the Development Grant and about 10 weeks for the Assistance Grant. Once an application has been approved, providers are advised by letter. They are also sent a letter of agreement that they must sign and return to MSD. The process also requires providers to invoice MSD for the approved funding amount before payment is made. Thus, it takes an additional two to three weeks for approved programmes to receive the funding amount.

5.3.2 Difficulties providers experienced in the application process
Those applying for the Assistance Grant clearly needed most help with their budgets and other financial information. This seems to be a key area for development and training with programme providers. 

Forty-seven percent of responding funded providers who had received the Development Grant indicated that they needed help to complete their application (Table 13).

The areas providers most needed help with were completing the main part of the application (63%) and carrying out a needs assessment for the programme (49%) (Table 14).

Similarly, 46% of responding funded providers who had received the Assistance Grant indicated that they needed help to complete their application (Table 15).

The areas that providers receiving the Assistance Grant most needed help with were writing a budget for the programme (58%) and preparing accounts required for the application (42%). To a lesser degree, help was also needed with completing the main part of the application (29%) and obtaining letters of reference from the community (21%) (Table 16). 

The informants interviewed as part of the evaluation generally reported that the financial aspects of the OSCAR funding application were where help was most often needed. This included preparing budgets and financial reports, and (where applicable) separating the OSCAR programme’s accounts from those of the larger organisation.

It is predominantly around accounts. Some people keep their own accounts and you get things written on bits of paper and stuff. There will be misunderstandings of what periods we are asking [for] stuff from. Because a lot of these organisations are small, they don’t have an accountant, so getting someone to do their accounts is often an issue. (Contracts Advisor, MSD.)

The main thing that they get stuck on is the presentation of financial records. They have to separate out OSCAR from their other organisation’s [finances]. Doing budgets – some programmes have never had a yearly budget. (OSCAR fieldworker.)

One fieldworker found that providers needed more help with the Development Grant application.
Especially people who are setting something up and they need help with things like working out a budget, how much money are they going to need and how much money they can expect to get in, and how many kids they can get in. It is a lot of money stuff really, and they have to work out the viability of the whole thing. (OSCAR fieldworker.)

Other aspects of the application process providers had difficulty with were getting the supplementary information (eg references), the changing closing dates (between the first year and the second year), and waiting to hear if their application was successful.

In the last funding round, another difficulty that then became apparent was, because we are now talking about programmes that have applied twice, now approaching referees again – they have to do that every year. That is really difficult because you are relying on people for goodwill basically…. (OSCAR fieldworker.)

Another thing that has been a bit confusing is the changing closing dates and when they were eligible to reapply. (OSCAR fieldworker.)
People don’t like waiting for answers. After they have sent it in there seems to be quite a long wait before they get any reply and they find that quite difficult to deal with. … They don’t necessarily want the money [straight away] – they just want a response. (OSCAR fieldworker.)

5.3.3 Help providers received to complete application
OSCAR fieldworkers play a central role in assisting providers to complete their application forms. This is not surprising, given that offering such assistance is part of what the fieldworkers are contracted to do, but it provides confirmation that fieldworkers are being utilised as intended. 

Overwhelmingly, help with the Development Grant application was provided by an OSCAR fieldworker (91% of the cases where help was needed) (Table 17). 

Help with the Assistance Grant application was also most commonly provided by an OSCAR fieldworker (60%). Twenty-three percent of respondents had received help from NAOSCAR and 21% from a parent or other person associated with the programme) (Table 18).

I have been the main person in doing that. It is mainly the Fieldworkers. Occasionally they will ring up the National Association with questions, but it is generally Fieldworkers that go out and help them put it together. (OSCAR fieldworker.)

We did huge, huge amounts of work in the first year – we helped everybody pretty much. I think I could say we helped every person that applied for funding. Now we don’t help so many because our help has been effective, and they know what they are doing now – people don’t need to come back to us again. (OSCAR fieldworker.)

Yes [it has mainly been Fieldworkers], but also often if an organisation has a Financial Manager or some sort of finance person – like community centres will have a Treasurer – they will take care of doing the financial stuff. (OSCAR fieldworker.)

5.3.4 The role of NAOSCAR in the application process
Not only is NAOSCAR involved in disseminating information about the OSCAR funding, but they – and the OSCAR fieldworkers whom they employ or contract – are also key players in assisting providers with their funding applications. NAOSCAR also processes the funding applications and makes recommendations to the funding Evaluation Panel. The OSCAR fieldworkers continue to provide assistance to funded programmes.

5.4 Who received the funding
5.4.1 Provider details
Recipients of the OSCAR funding were predominantly small providers (operating only one or two programmes), who are generally involved in only OSCAR and/or community activities. The legal status of the organisation suggests that these providers are generally not operating with profit as their primary motive. Of course, providers with a strong profit motive would be unlikely to be eligible for the funding, unless they were just setting up or seeking CYF OSCAR approval. 

The funding period covered by the evaluation was November 2002 to September 2003 (inclusive) for the Development Grant and Funding Rounds 1 to 3 (August 2002, November 2002, and April 2003) for the Assistance Grant.

Providers that applied for OSCAR funding for at least one programme over the period covered by the evaluation were most commonly incorporated societies (30%). Twenty-two percent operated as a charitable trust, while 17% were sole traders, 13% registered companies and 16% educational institutions. Only 2% of those who applied for the OSCAR funding were crown entities or government departments (such as city or district councils) (Table 1).

The OSCAR providers that received funding over the evaluation period were based throughout New Zealand (
Table 2
). Most commonly, these providers were based in North Island areas other than Auckland or Wellington (36%); with 24% based in Auckland,14% based in Wellington, 13% in Christchurch, and 13% in other South Island areas. These figures roughly reflect the population of school-age children in these areas
, with the exception of Auckland, which has a slightly lower proportion of funded providers than might be expected on this basis (there is no obvious reason for this finding for Auckland).

The responding OSCAR providers who had received funding for at least one programme most commonly operated only one before-/after-school programme (71%) and/or one holiday programme (51%) (Table 19). 

Thirty-nine percent of the funded providers had been operating OSCAR programmes for two to five years, and 25% had been running programmes for six to ten years (Table 20).

Funded providers most commonly operated as incorporated societies (31%). Nineteen percent were sole traders, 18% educational institutions and 18% charitable trusts Registered companies comprised only 14% of the responding funded OSCAR providers (Table 21).

Thirty-five percent of funded OSCAR providers indicated that their organisation operated solely as a provider of OSCAR programmes (Table 22). Thirty-three percent were engaged in community activities as well as OSCAR provision, while 27% also reported being involved in early childhood education and 25% in primary or secondary school education. 

Table 1: Legal status of funding applicants

Source: Ministry of Social Development database. (Development Grant applications to September 2003, Assistance Grant applications in Funding Rounds 1, 2, & 3.)

	
	All 
successful 
applicants

	
	n=336

	
	%

	Charitable trust
	22

	Incorporated society
	30

	Sole trader
	17

	Registered company
	13

	Educational institutions (eg school, ECE centre)
	16

	Crown entities or government departments (eg city or district councils)
	2

	Other
	1

	Total
	100


Note: Components may not always add to 100% exactly because of rounding.

Table 2: Location of funded providers (all providers)

Source: Ministry of Social Development database. (Development Grant applications to September 2003, Assistance Grant applications in Funding Rounds 1, 2, & 3.)

	
	All 
successful
applicants

	
	n=336

	
	%

	Auckland
	24

	Wellington
	14

	Rest of the North Island
	36

	Christchurch
	13

	Rest of the South Island
	13

	Total
	100


Note: Components may not always add to 100% exactly because of rounding.

5.4.2 Programme details
Data from the applications database and the funded provider survey show similar results.

Some data were available from the applications of successful Assistance Grant applicants in Rounds 1, 2, and 3. Data included the establishment date of the programme and the numbers of children attending.

The establishment dates of programmes varied considerably, ranging from 1929 to 2003. Taking into account when the applications for funding were submitted, 25% of these programmes were newly formed at the time of their application, while 41% 
of programmes had been operating for up to five years. The remaining 34% of the programmes had been running for longer periods (Table 23). 

Funding applicants were asked about the number of children attending the programme at the time they applied for the funding. Among the successful Assistance Grant applicants, the numbers of children ranged from 1 to 120, with a mean of 27 (Table 24). 

In the survey of funded providers, respondents were asked about one of their programmes that had received the OSCAR funding (where more than one programme was funded, a random selection was made). Sixty-seven percent were before-/after-school programmes and 28% were holiday programmes (Table 25).

Of the funded programmes described in the survey, 98% (n=138) were still in operation at the time of the survey (Table 26). These programmes had most commonly been operating for 2 to 5 years (39%) or 6 to 10 years (25%). Twenty-three percent of the funded programmes had been in operation for less than two years (Table 27).

Of the (n=102) before-/after-school programmes that were still in operation
, 67% did not operate before school. Twenty percent were open for 1¼ to 2 hours, while 13% ran for an hour or less before school. Fifty-three percent of the before-/after-school programmes operated for 2¾ to 3 hours after school and 33% of the programmes were open for 2½ hours or less (Table 28).

Of the holiday programmes still in operation (n=43)
 described in the responses to the funded provider survey, 32% of these programmes operated 9 to 9¾ hours per day and 32% operated 10 or more hours per day (Table 29).

Thirty-three percent of the funded programmes offered 16 to 25 places for children each day, while 22% of the programmes had 26 to 35 places available. The mean number of places available in each programme was 33 (Table 30). 

Actual enrolments in the funded programmes were generally a little lower than the number of places available. Most commonly, 9 to 15 children (24%) or 16 to 25 children (25%) were enrolled on a regular basis. In addition, 34% of the funded programmes had 1 to 4 children enrolled on a casual basis. Sixteen percent of programmes had no casual enrolments. The mean numbers of actual enrolments were 24 children on a regular basis and 6 children on a casual basis
 (Table 31). 

At 80% of the funded programmes there were no children on a waiting list. Where programmes did have a waiting list 11% had only 1 to 5 children on the waiting list and 5% had 6 or more (Table 31). 

Most commonly, the funded programmes employed 2 to 2.5 paid staff (34%) or 3 to 3.5 paid staff (28%) to work with children each day. Sixty-four percent of programmes did not employ any unpaid staff, and, where unpaid staff were employed, the numbers tended to be low (18% employed only 1 to 1.5 unpaid staff) (Table 32). 

5.5 Who applied but did not receive the funding
5.5.1 Provider and Programme Details

Only 12% of those who applied for the OSCAR funding over the period covered by the evaluation did not have their application approved. Programmes whose application for funding is not approved are either declined outright or deferred (where providers are encouraged to apply again in the next funding round). Unsuccessful applications were more often deferred than declined, which is a deliberate strategy on the part of the MSD. Providers of these programmes were commonly awarded OSCAR funding for another programme in the same or another funding round.

Data supplied by MSD on unsuccessful applications (n=77) showed an even split between before-/after-school (48%) and holiday programmes (48%) and just 3% of programmes operated both before/after school and during the holidays (Table 33).

Sixty-two percent of the unsuccessful funding applications were deferred, while 38% were declined. In addition, 68% of OSCAR providers who submitted unsuccessful applications in the period covered by the evaluation were commonly awarded OSCAR funding for another programme in the same or another funding round
. However, all applications for funding for a before-school only programme and programmes that did not operate sufficient hours were declined outright.

The data presented above reflect the comments of the key informant most involved in this process. The Contracts Advisor at MSD estimated that “10 to 15 percent [of applications] are declined or deferred”. The Advisor also commented that the emphasis on deferring rather than declining applications was deliberate.

We very rarely decline applications – we usually defer them and invite them to apply again. It’s a polite way of declining. We say, “if you want to apply, you need to provide us with this” – the softly, softly approach. (Contracts Advisor, MSD.)
The non-funded provider survey excluded those known to have applied for the OSCAR funding. However, of the (n=72) respondents, (n=5) indicated that they had applied for the funding for one or more of their current programmes but had been unsuccessful
. 

5.5.2 Reasons applications were declined or deferred
The main reason funding applications had been declined or deferred was that the applicant had not supplied sufficient information about the programme, including financial information. 

Among the unsuccessful funding applications submitted during the evaluation, the reason most commonly given by the funding evaluation panel for declining or deferring an application was that insufficient information (including insufficient financial information) was provided (43%). Other reasons were lack of evidence of genuine need (14%), clear ineligibility for the funding (programme operated before school only or not enough hours) (13%), issues with CYF approval (9%), and profitability of the organisation or programme (9%). 

The responding non-funded providers who had applied for funding but were unsuccessful, understood that their application was declined because they had not provided all the financial information (eg annual accounts) required by the funding evaluation panel.

The Contracts Advisor at MSD reflected the reasons for declining or deferring applications as described above.

We won’t consider [the application] if they haven’t fulfilled the criteria. … [Reasons for declining/deferring include] Insufficient information – sometimes you just get an application form and that’s it. CYF issues, issues with the approval. (Contracts Advisor, MSD.)

5.6 Who did not apply for the funding
5.6.1 Provider details
The responding non-funded OSCAR providers who had not applied for the OSCAR funding most commonly reported operating only one before-/after-school programme (51%) and/or one holiday programme (52%) (Table 34). 

Thirty-four percent of the respondents who had not applied for OSCAR funding had been operating OSCAR programmes for two to five years, and 34% had been running such programmes for six to ten years (Table 35).

Most commonly, these OSCAR providers were educational institutions –schools or early childhood centres (39%). Incorporated societies accounted for 22% of the non-funded providers while 15% were charitable trusts and 12% were registered companies. Sole traders comprised only 6% of the responding OSCAR providers who had not applied (Table 36).

Only 13% of the responding OSCAR providers who did not apply for the funding indicated that their organisation operated solely as a provider of OSCAR programmes. Forty-three percent of the providers were also involved in early childhood education and 36% were engaged in community activities as well as OSCAR provision (Table 37). 

Two of the OSCAR fieldworkers who were interviewed as informants considered that, for the most part, the only providers in their area that had not applied for the funding were those who did not have CYF OSCAR approval. The exceptions noted were some early childhood centres (which had only small numbers of OSCAR children) and programmes that were running at a profit.
Generally the only ones that haven’t applied are the ones that haven’t got CYF approval. (OSCAR fieldworker.)

The few that haven’t are the early childhood centres … who don’t think it is morally right for them to apply when they have only got three kids. … There are one or two other CYF-approved programmes who are doing just fine financially and they don’t need the help – it is only two [in my area]. (OSCAR fieldworker.)

By contrast, a fieldworker from another area estimated that fewer than half of those with CYF approval had applied for the funding and listed the types of providers or programmes that had not applied. The national organisation had a different perspective, noting the skills of those that applied for the funding and that rural providers were less likely to have applied. 

[Of] the programmes that haven’t applied, one group would be the more profit-making oriented providers. … Another group [would be] … about 15 to 20 programmes run by [Name] City Council … through their Recreation Centres…. There is [also] a small group of people who think they are quite comfortable financially and don’t need the funding and don’t want to take it from anyone else. The rest are the ones that just haven’t joined the party really. We are still not up to half the approved programmes that have applied, and I think it is just another system they have to get their heads around. (OSCAR fieldworker.)

Currently the majority of the people who have applied for funding are people who are really good at fundraising and filling out forms. … The [poor] providers like the one-off OSCAR programmes are the ones that don’t tend to be [applying] and the ones coming from rural poor communities don’t tend to do it either. (National Executive Officer, NAOSCAR.)

5.6.2 Programme details
In the survey of non-funded providers, respondents were asked about one of their programmes (where they operated more than one programme, they were asked about the longest-running programme). Forty percent of the programmes for which no application had been made for the OSCAR funding appeared to operate both before/after school and during the holidays
. Thirty-four percent of the programmes described were holiday programmes, while 24% were before-/after-school programmes (Table 38).

These non-funded programmes described in the questionnaires had most commonly been operating for 6 to 10 years (36%) or 2 to 5 years (33%). Twenty-four percent of the programmes had been operating for 11 or more years. The fact that so few (4%) of these programmes had been in operation for less than two years may be due to the database from which the sample was selected being out of date, rather than indicating a definite trend (Table 39).

Of the before-/after-school programmes
 described in the questionnaires, 43% did not operate before school. Twenty-seven percent were open for an hour or less before school, while 16% ran for 1¼ to 2 hours. Forty-five percent of the before-/after-school programmes operated for 2½ hours or less after school, while 41% of the programmes were open for 2¾ to 3 hours at this time. The majority (82%) of the before-/after-school programmes that had not applied for the OSCAR funding operated 5 days a week. There were 73% operating for at least 40 weeks of the year – covering all weeks of the school year. However, 14% of the programmes operated fewer than 40 weeks (Table 40).

There were holiday programmes
 described in the responses to the non-funded provider survey for which the funding was not applied. Forty-one percent of these programmes operated less than 7 hours per day. However, 22% of these programmes operated 9 to 9¾ hours per day and 20%, 10 or more hours per day. The holiday programmes that had not applied for funding predominantly operated 5 days a week (88%). A majority (63%) of the holiday programmes operated for at least 8 weeks of the year – covering all the school holiday periods. However, 25% of the programmes operated for fewer than 8 weeks (Table 41).

Twenty-one percent of the programmes described in the questionnaires that had not applied for the OSCAR funding offered 1 to 15 places for children each day, while 21% had 46 or more places available. The mean number of places available in each programme was 32 (Table 42). 

Actual enrolments in the non-funded programmes that had not applied for funding were generally only slightly lower than the number of places available. Most commonly, 16 to 25 children (19%), 1 to 8 children (15%), or 46 or more children (15%) were enrolled on a regular basis. These programmes most commonly had 1 to 4 children (22%) or 4 to 8 children (15%) enrolled on a casual basis. Twenty-five percent of programmes had no casual enrolments. The mean numbers of actual enrolments were 24 children enrolled on a regular basis and 5 enrolled on a casual basis
 (Table 43).

Of the programmes in the survey of non-funded providers for which funding had not been applied, 70% did not have any children on a waiting list. Where programmes did have a waiting list, the number of children on that list was small: 7% had only 1 to 5 children on the waiting list and 9% had 6 or more (Table 43). 

Most commonly, the programmes not applying for funding employed 1 to 1.5 paid staff (19%) or 2 to 2.5 paid staff (22%) to work with children each day. Fifty-four percent of the programmes did not employ any unpaid staff. Where unpaid staff were employed, the numbers were quite varied (9% employed 1 to 1.5 staff, 10% employed 2 to 2.5 staff, and 10% employed 4 or more staff on a voluntary basis) (Table 44). 

An indicator of whether the responding non-funded programmes would be eligible for the OSCAR funding was calculated (findings and an explanation of how this indicator was calculated are given in Table 45). Based on this assessment, 40% of the non-funded programmes appeared to be eligible for the Development Grant and 21% for the Assistance Grant. Only 11% of the programmes appeared to be ineligible for either grant.

Barriers to applying for the funding
Respondents’ perception of whether they would be eligible for the funding did not correlate with the evaluation team’s assessment of their eligibility. This also suggests a lack of knowledge or understanding of the funding among non-funded providers.

The informants noted that programme providers often found the application process daunting and lacked confidence in their ability to complete the paperwork required. This would be even more evident if programmes did not already have CYF approval. Other issues included the need to separate the programme’s accounts and the eligibility criteria for the funding.

Over 36% of non-funded respondents who were aware of the OSCAR funding but had not applied for it said they had not applied because they understood their programme(s) would be ineligible (Table 3). Cross-tabulation of respondents’ understanding of whether they were eligible for the funding by the eligibility indicator described in section 5.6.2 of this report, revealed no direct relationship between the two. 

Non-funded respondents who were aware of the OSCAR Funding but had not applied also commonly indicated they had not applied because they did not know enough about the OSCAR funding or how to apply (30%), they felt the requirements of the funding application were too difficult or too daunting (28%), or they felt their programme(s) did not need the funding (26%) (Table 3). 

The two factors that these (n=19) respondents most commonly believed made their programme ineligible for the funding were that the programme did not run for enough hours (or weeks) (21%) or that it did not have CYF OSCAR approval (21%). Sixteen percent of respondents also believed that their programme was ineligible because of the nature of the programme (ie it was not community based or it provided home-based care) (Table 46).

Of the 14 respondents who felt their programme(s) did not need the funding, the most common reasons given were that parent fees/koha covered all their costs (43%), they received funds from other sources (43%), and they were supported (financially or in kind) by their host school, community group, or umbrella organisation (36%) (Table 47). 

Adding together those who were not aware of the OSCAR funding and those who did not know enough about it to apply, we found that lack of knowledge of the funding was a barrier to applying for a total of 40% of the responding non-funded providers.

Table 3: Reasons for not applying for OSCAR Funding

Non-funded Q12. What were the reasons for not applying for the OSCAR Funding in 2002 or 2003?

	
	Sub-
sample
Non-funded

	
	n=53*

	
	%

	We did not know enough about the OSCAR Funding or how to apply
	30

	Our programme(s) did not need the funding
	26

	We understood our programme(s) would be ineligible
	36

	We felt the requirements of the funding application were too difficult or too daunting
	28

	We did not want to go through the CYF OSCAR Approval process
	13

	We were unable to complete the application by the closing date
	19

	We did not have sufficient help to complete the application
	4

	Other
	15

	No response
	2

	Total
	**


Note: Total may exceed 100% because of multiple response.

*Sub-sample based on those who were aware of the funding but had not applied.

The informants identified that the application process itself was the biggest barrier to programmes applying for the OSCAR funding. Included in this was the time it took to complete the application, the provider’s confidence in completing the paperwork, and having to prepare the financial information required. If the programme did not already have CYF approval, the same barriers applied to gaining CYF approval first.

There are a lot of schools that haven’t got CYF approval who don’t want to know at the moment – they say they are doing just fine and they don’t want any more hassle. (OSCAR fieldworker.)

I guess the reason that groups don’t is because they are generally not confident … in themselves in filling out the paperwork. … Time is a big [factor]. (OSCAR fieldworker.)

People that are having to organise their financial accounts – that is the main “pain” [they experience]. (OSCAR fieldworker.)

Some schools don’t bother applying because one of the criteria to get to the funding is you have to separate your accounts, but they find it really difficult to separate their accounts because of their accounting systems. (National Executive Officer, NAOSCAR.)

The application for funding, [providers] find really hard. They talk about it being a bit ambiguous – “what are we supposed to put down?” (National Coordinator for OSCAR, CYF.)

Other barriers identified by the informants related to the eligibility criteria for the funding.

Some of them won’t charge parent fees because it can be a disincentive for parents to leave their kids there. That is one of the barriers…. Like … over in Gisborne and up north it is all koha, which of course is the only way they can get the kids there, [so] they don’t fit the criteria for the funding…. (National Executive Officer, NAOSCAR.)

[The application form] said one of the requirements is … to be borderline financially viable, and a lot of [the providers] found that just totally threw them, because they felt they had to muddle their books to look like they couldn’t sustain themselves…. (National Coordinator for OSCAR, CYF.)
6 Nature of the Assistance Provided

6.1 Amount of funding allocated
6.1.1 Development Grant

As Table 48 shows, 80% of programmes that were awarded the Development Grant between November 2002 and September 2003 received the full amount of funding ($3,000 plus GST). The minimum amount awarded over the period was $1,000 and the mean amount was $2,770.

6.1.2 Assistance Grant

Seventy-four percent of programmes that were awarded the Assistance Grant in Rounds 1 to 3 (the 2002-2003 financial year) received the full $9,000 (plus GST). Of the 26% of programmes that received less than the $9,000, two-fifths (11% of the total) were awarded $4,500 (plus GST). The minimum amount awarded in Rounds 1 to 3 was $1,000, and the mean amount was $7,930 (Table 49).

The informant from the MSD was not surprised that the majority of programmes apply for the full amount of the funding, given the level of the funding and the current financial position of many providers.

To be honest, a lot of these organisations are in a tenuous financial position, and it is not hard to demonstrate that you need the full amount – it is not big dollars we are dealing with. To some of these organisations [$9,000 plus GST] is a lot of money, but it is not over a year of operation. It will pay one person’s wages and that’s it, so it’s not difficult to [justify applying] for $9,000. (Contracts Advisor, MSD.)

6.2 What the funding was used for

6.2.1 Development Grant

The Development Grant is intended for establishing new programmes and for gaining CYF OSCAR approval for new or existing programmes. The most common way respondents to the survey of funded providers used the Development Grant was for ongoing expenses such as wages and rent (71%), presumably to support the programme until it gains CYF approval. This is acceptable use of the funding.
In terms of setting up or developing their programme, survey respondents mainly used the Development Grant to buy new equipment (55%), for promoting or advertising the programme (40%) and to upgrade the building or physical environment (28%). Thirty-eight percent of survey respondents had mainly used the Development Grant funding to pay someone to write the policies needed for CYF approval of their programme (Table 4).

The informants believed that the grant was mostly being spent on paying someone to write their policies and procedures for CYF approval which is not reflected in the survey findings (although such use of the funding was not uncommon). The fact that recipients of the grant commonly spent the grant money on operating expenses most likely reflects their level of need for ongoing funding in the period before they can apply for the Assistance Grant. One fieldworker acknowledged that the grant was often spent on general operating expenses.

Those programmes are tending to apply for additional money to pay someone to do their policies and procedures. (National Executive Officer, NAOSCAR.)

As far as the Development Grant goes, most people tend to spend that on similar things [to the Assistance Grant], spreading it over quite a wide area of things. A lot of it goes to paying people, a little bit goes into resources. I always encourage people if they are writing their policies that they pay someone to do it and do it quickly…. (OSCAR fieldworker.)

Table 4: Main use of the Development Grant

Funded Q16. What did you mainly use the Development Grant for?

	
	Sub-
sample
Funded

	
	n=44*

	
	%

	To buy new equipment
	55

	To upgrade the building or physical environment
	28

	To pay someone to write the policies needed for CYF Approval
	38

	For promoting or advertising the programme
	40

	For ongoing expenses (wages, rent, etc)
	71

	Other
	6

	Total
	**


Note: Total may exceed 100% because of multiple response.

*Sub-sample based on those who received the Development Grant.

6.2.2 Assistance Grant

The main purpose of the Assistance Grant is to cover a programme’s operating expenses and, in so doing, reduce the programme’s operating deficit.

Respondents to the survey of funded providers had mainly used the Assistance Grant to buy new equipment or upgrade existing equipment (69%) and to cover general ongoing operating costs (67%). The Assistance Grant was also frequently used to maintain current fee levels (41%), to employ additional staff (38%), and for staff training and support (36%). 

Other uses of the funding suggest that the programme’s expenses increased as a result of receiving the grant. Twenty-nine percent used the Assistance Grant to pay for rent of other services that were previously provided free of charge, 23% used it to give staff pay increases, and 14% used it to pay previously voluntary staff (

Table 5
).

Table 5: Main use of the Assistance Grant

Funded Q20. What did you mainly use the Assistance Grant for?

	
	Sub-
sample
Funded

	
	n=104*

	
	%

	To cover general ongoing operating costs
	67

	To pay previously voluntary staff
	14

	To employ additional staff
	38

	To give staff pay increases
	23

	For staff training and support
	36

	To maintain current fee levels
	41

	To pay for rent or other services that were previously provided at no (or reduced) charge
	29

	To buy new equipment and/or upgrade existing equipment
	69

	To upgrade the building or physical environment
	17

	Other
	24

	Total
	**


Note: Total may exceed 100% because of multiple response.

*Sub-sample based on those who received the Assistance Grant.

Our informants confirmed that Assistance Grant recipients spent the grant on ongoing operating expenses. They commented that the largest of these expenses is staff wages. Also noted was expenditure on equipment and resources, and other items that would improve the programme. Some providers had additional costs as a result of receiving the funding, including the decision to pay previously voluntary staff.

The Assistance Grant would have been used for general running costs. They would have spread it out over a whole lot of different things. Most people will have started paying people a little bit better or paying for some of the things they used to get for nothing. A lot of programmes have gone into adding extra resources for the kids and building their independence a little bit. (OSCAR fieldworker.)

Most of them use it to help pay for staff wages and general overheads. (OSCAR fieldworker.)

There has been lots of equipment and resources provided for the kids – that has been the main use that I have seen. I have also seen that funding covered current deficits and it has provided extra staff, which has allowed the programmes to grow and pay for wages. (OSCAR fieldworker.)

6.3 What other assistance was provided through the Package

Almost all funded providers received assistance from the fieldworkers. Advice and support provided by the OSCAR fieldworkers covered a wide range of areas, including assistance with funding applications and gaining CYF approval. The advice and support provided by the OSCAR fieldworkers was highly rated by those who received it – 63% rated it as “very helpful” and 27% rated it as “helpful” (Table 51). 

In addition to advice and support, NAOSCAR and the fieldworkers were involved in training of providers and encouraging networking within the sector. Informants described their role as community development, which was seen as the most appropriate model, given the current capacity of the OSCAR sector. 

Ninety-three percent of responding funded providers indicated that they or their staff had received some kind of advice or support from the OSCAR fieldworkers in relation to their programme. Most commonly, the assistance received related to the OSCAR funding (56%) and gaining CYF approval (44%). Advice and support was also frequently provided on: establishing or setting up the programme (32%), writing and putting in place policies and procedures (29%), planning and/or implementing programmes/activities for children (26%), programme management and organisation (26%), issues regarding children (such as behaviour management or child safety) (25%), and employment/staff issues (23%) (Table 50).

The OSCAR fieldworkers provided a range of advice and support to programmes. The informants reported that the role involved assistance to programmes across a wide range of areas including help with funding applications and CYF approval. An important element of this assistance was visits to the programmes. Assistance was provided to both funded and non-funded programmes.
A lot of it is advice and support to programmes and also there is quite a bit involved in liaising with different local and national bodies…. Help provide resources, helping with funding applications, where to look for funding and occasionally it has been staff [issues]. CYF approval, funding applications, programme development, budgeting, policy and procedures, sometimes employment practices. (OSCAR fieldworker.)

The number one thing is to keep in contact with all the programmes that have MSD funding…. Also to do visits to both at no less than one visit a year. Also a lot of the work that I tend to do is with people who haven’t got OSCAR Funding and would like to get some. (OSCAR fieldworker.)

Visiting programmes is the most quantifiable element to the work that we are contracted to do. … It is really, really important, because visits are expensive and the programmes could not pay for us to come and visit them…. (OSCAR fieldworker.)

Because a lot of programmes operate in isolation, especially the rural ones, and because there is no [Ministry of Education] with an [early Childhood Development] Unit attached anywhere, we take that role. Our phones and our Fieldworkers’ phones are going constantly with providers – they just need someone to talk to about what they are doing. (National Executive Officer, NAOSCAR.)
In addition to providing advice and support, OSCAR fieldworkers and the national body are involved in the provision of training. Often this takes the form of seminars and networking meetings for OSCAR providers.

There is a lot of local networking and it is also providing training opportunities for programmes. (OSCAR fieldworker.)

The current national training…, and most of the face-to-face training we do, … is on dealing with children’s behaviour, child development, arts and crafts, fitness, etc. Then there is the whole other side about being managers of staff and managing programmes. (National Executive Officer, NAOSCAR.)
NAOSCAR and one of the fieldworkers described the assistance that they provided as community development. CYF Assessors also found themselves involved in development of programmes. Development work with providers was seen as necessary, given the current capacity of the OSCAR sector. 

We really operate on a like grassroots community development model that tries to get the programmes to network with each other, support each other and share resources. (National Executive Officer, NAOSCAR.)

We are concerned with the sustainability of the OSCAR sector, and making sure programmes are running safely. Helping them to become better programmes…. (OSCAR fieldworker.)

Our focus is to help them get those [management] systems, not to solve their immediate problem…. They [the programmes] are constantly in a state of disarray, so we can talk about building up the quality of these programmes, but really at the moment we are still trying to do infrastructure, and we do infrastructure to a depth that not a lot of other agencies do anymore. (OSCAR fieldworker.)

We have been doing our own development work with the funding that we were granted … and give [providers] advice and information during the initial stage. (National Coordinator for OSCAR, CYF.)

7 Suitability and adequacy of the funding and other assistance

7.1 Financial viability of programmes

7.1.1 Covering costs as intended

Recipients of the Development Grant who responded to the survey were asked the extent to which the grant had covered the costs it was intended to cover. Only 10% of the respondents reported that the grant had fully covered costs while 50% reported that it had covered “some” of the costs, and 38% said most of the costs had been covered (Table 52).
Funded providers who had received the Assistance Grant were asked the extent to which the grant had covered the costs it was intended to cover. Thirty-four percent of respondents indicated the grant had fully covered costs. However, a number of these respondents noted that they had ensured costs were fully covered through careful budgeting. Thirty-seven percent reported the Assistance Grant had covered “some” of the costs it was intended to cover and 25% reported it had covered “most” of the costs (Table 53).

Respondents who had indicated that “most”, “some”, or “little (if any)” of the costs had been covered by the Assistance Grant were asked how much more money (in addition to the grant) the programme would have needed to cover costs. Although 28% of these respondents did not (or were unable to) provide an answer, 21% reported they would need an additional $2,500 to $4,999 and 22% said they would need an additional $5,000 to $7,499. A further 18% of respondents reported that $10,000 or more would be needed to fully cover the programme’s costs. Overall, 53% of respondents felt the programme would need less than $7,500 extra in order to fully cover its costs, while 19% felt $7,500 or more was needed (Table 54).

In terms of the expenses required for CYF OSCAR approval, our informant at CYF noted that it is rare for programmes to incur capital costs.

No, [providers] hardly ever [have capital costs to get CYF approval]. We are really careful about requiring those things of them. They need basic facilities, … a toilet, running water etc – we find they mostly have that. (National Coordinator for OSCAR, CYF.)
7.2 Quality (including CYF approval) of programmes

7.2.1 Supporting providers to gain CYF approval

OSCAR programmes received assistance with gaining CYF approval via different components of the Assistance Package – OSCAR fieldworkers, NAOSCAR and CYF Assessors. Part of the OSCAR fieldworkers’ role involved assisting programmes to gain CYF approval, with 44% of funded respondents indicating that fieldworkers had assisted with this (Table 50).

Our informants reported that assisting with CYF approval was one of the main ways fieldworkers and NAOSCAR helped providers. CYF Assessors also worked with providers to assist them where possible, noting that OSCAR programmes have more need of such help than other providers they deal with.

If they are submitting an application to us, then we will do our best to help, give them the development advice that they need – and we do that a lot more with the OSCAR providers than we would with any of our other providers. (National Coordinator for OSCAR, CYF.)
7.2.2 The process of gaining CYF OSCAR approval

The National Coordinator for OSCAR at Child, Youth and Family (CYF) who was interviewed as an informant for the evaluation described the process of gaining CYF OSCAR approval. 

An OSCAR provider wanting CYF approval for their programme will generally contact either an OSCAR fieldworker or a local CYF assessor initially. There are only 2 (one in Auckland and one in Christchurch) out of a total of 24 CYF assessors, who do OSCAR approvals. The other 22 mainly do other kinds of CYF approvals and just a small amount of OSCAR work. 

Once contact has been made, the provider will then be sent a copy of the CYF approval guidelines. 

We wouldn’t provide them with any assistance at that stage. We would tell them to “go away and read it and, if you have any questions, come back”. That basically qualifies whether or not they are serious about getting approval. (National Coordinator for OSCAR, CYF.)
The application for CYF OSCAR approval involves a letter from the provider to CYF saying that they are seeking approval and attaching copies of the required policies and procedures. A CYF assessor will then review the documentation provided to determine if it meets the requirements. If the policies and procedures do not follow the guidelines, providers are asked to make revisions.

There is usually quite a bit of to’ing and fro’ing because the application doesn’t meet all the standards; they haven’t covered all of the criteria. (National Coordinator for OSCAR, CYF.)
Once the paperwork is in order, an appointment is scheduled for a CYF assessor to make a three-hour site visit to audit the programme against its own policies and procedures. The CYF assessor writes an approval report based on the site visit, and makes a recommendation as to whether the programme is given approval or asked to meet some outstanding requirements. The report is signed off by the CYF assessor’s manager before it is sent to the programme provider. Any outstanding requirements identified in the report are usually resolved without a further site visit.

Probably 90%, a high proportion, [have issues before they are approved]. That … is quite often a number of minor issues, a collection of minor issues that we need them to address or tidy up. (National Coordinator for OSCAR, CYF.)
These issues are most commonly related to Police vetting (where there is sometimes some resistance from providers), supervision of children, and health and safety.

The most common thing is Police checks…. One reason is that they perceive that there is a cost associated with it but … if they sign up with the National Association [NAOSCAR] then there is no cost. I think the biggest barrier is that … – particularly with their committee members, who also need to be Police checked – … they feel almost embarrassed to ask people who are volunteering their time to undergo a Police check. (National Coordinator for OSCAR, CYF.)
Once approval is given, it must be renewed every two years. The renewal process involves a site visit and review of the relevant documentation. The CYF approval process can take some time, depending in part on the speed with which programmes can provide policies and procedures that meet the guidelines and can ensure these are in place.

[The length of time a CYF approval takes] is totally dependent on the provider. The best-case scenario is if a provider sent in an application that met all of the standards – [in that case] it might take us about 10 working days to assess their paper-based documentation. Then … [it] may be 4 to 6 weeks [before we can visit the programme] depending on … our work plan. … [Providers] would receive our report, depending on our work schedules, within 4 weeks of the visit. … Once they have received the report, most of them will achieve approval within the 4 to 6 weeks [we give them to resolve any outstanding issues] – over 90 percent would. (National Coordinator for OSCAR, CYF.)

[However,] what often happens is the provider either sends in an application that doesn’t meet the standards or they are found to be not following their own policies and procedures during the on-site assessment – and then it is really up to the provider how long the process is going to take. [It] might take them six months before they send in a new application that meets the requirements. (National Coordinator for OSCAR, CYF.)
7.2.3 Barriers to gaining CYF OSCAR approval

The CYF OSCAR approval process is clearly challenging for many providers. The confidence and skill level of providers in preparing the necessary policies and procedures is a likely factor in whether or not they apply for approval. The length of time the process takes – both in terms of the time required to write the policies and procedures and in the time it takes to gain approval – are barriers to programmes’ gaining approval. This in turn may have a limiting effect on the number of programmes that are able to apply for the OSCAR funding, particularly the Assistance Grant. 
Issues were raised by informants, and to a small degree by respondents to the funded providers survey, around possible inconsistencies in the interpretation or application of the CYF Guidelines and in the numbers of CYF assessors available to provide the approvals.

Of the respondents to the non-funded provider survey, 40% did not currently have CYF OSCAR approval for the programme described in the questionnaire. In the survey of funded providers, 93% had obtained CYF OSCAR approval for the programme described in the questionnaire. However, a small number of providers had evidently allowed their approval to lapse, meaning that 84% of funded respondents had current CYF approval
 (Table 55).

The most common reason given for the programme not having CYF approval was that the provider did not know anything/enough about it (45%). Other reasons were that the provider was in the process of getting approval (24%), that they were not confident about writing the required policies and procedures or putting these in place (17%), and that they could not afford to employ two staff, which is a requirement to gain CYF OSCAR approval (17%) (Table 56).

Thirty-nine percent of those who had obtained CYF approval for their programme indicated that they had had no difficulties with the CYF approval process. However, 26% of the respondents had difficulty with the amount of time involved in preparing for the assessment and 19% had difficulty writing the policies and procedures required. Other aspects of the process that respondents had difficulty with included the length of time it took to get assessed and gain CYF approval (17%) and ensuring two adults are present at all times (12%) (Table 57).

When asked to comment on CYF OSCAR approval (including any benefits of having approval or improvements to the process), 42% of funded respondents commented on issues they had with the approval process or suggestions for improvement to the process. Among these were 9% who raised issues with the assessors or the assessment process, 6% who felt they had a lack of information, and 6% who felt the process takes too long (Table 58). 

All of our informants interviewed as part of the evaluation identified barriers to gaining CYF approval around the confidence and skill levels of the programme providers. Providers often found the paperwork involved quite daunting. Related to this is the amount of time it takes to write the policies and procedures.

One of the problems that our fieldworkers are having is getting [programmes] CYF approved, because they [the providers] don’t have the capacity to deal with policies and procedures. (National Executive Officer, NAOSCAR.)

I guess that a lot of the people who are involved haven’t functioned with the written word in many, many years, so … lack the confidence and ability to write their policies up [is a barrier]. They find it an incredibly daunting process…. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 
With OSCAR providers, they are coming in cold, they have never had an audit before; they are usually unfamiliar with anything like it. … Also, for many of them, drafting policies is not their skill area – their skills are in other areas – so I think they face challenges there. (National Coordinator for OSCAR, CYF.)
Some people can whip up a set of policies quite quickly, and some people take a year or more. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 

I think time [is a barrier]. People that are good with kids are not necessarily good with accounts, but also not being necessarily good at drawing up policies and procedures. (Contracts Advisor, MSD.)
Another issue raised by the informants was that the CYF Approval Guidelines for OSCAR were open to interpretation and were, to some degree, applied differently by different CYF assessors.

I think there are a lot of misunderstandings between Assessors and programmes, on what the Assessor is requiring. … There are some CYF guidelines that have too much room for interpretation. Some of them are more black and white. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 

The standards – because they are called “guidelines” – they can be down to the interpretation of [individual] CYF Assessors, so the interpretation varies, so the quality varies of what is expected. … The expectations are not clearly stated in the guidelines…. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 

I know there is an issue around CYF approval wording as well, because it says the accounts don’t need to be done by an accountant, but by someone who has sufficient experience or expertise. There has been a bit of confusion around that whole area. (Contracts Advisor, MSD.)

You have got some Assessors who … are really tough and then some [who] are really loose, and it’s like, how did this programme ever get approved? … There are two levels to that [guidelines] document. One is the minimum standards themselves and then there [are] … recommendations for your programme. So some Assessors go by the recommendations and … others purely [by] the little grey box [outlining the minimum requirement]. (National Executive Officer, NAOSCAR.)

I know that nationally between regions there seems to be discrepancies [in the way the criteria have been applied]. Most of the assessments in our area have been done by two people and they are quite consistent about their expectations. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 

Our informant from CYF was aware that some providers had been confused about what the guidelines required, but was fairly confident of the procedures CYF assessors used to ensure the standards were consistently applied. Also, the guidelines are being revised, so there is an opportunity to clarify any areas that have been open to interpretation.

The grey boxes are the minimum requirements; the Points to Consider are things that we would expect that they would take into consideration when trying to address that main requirement. There has been a little bit of confusion, yeah. (National Coordinator for OSCAR, CYF.)

The Assessors have to rely on professional judgement, and we are all human beings, so everyone has their own slant in terms of their own professional judgement. But what we have done is national … Lead Audit training in an effort to ensure that we are consistent as possible…. We have peer support, so we have teleconferences and meet regionally to discuss our approach to assessments, particularly OSCAR…. [Also] every report that goes out is critiqued by one of the other team managers [and] … is sighted by a senior staff member before it goes out, to make sure there is consistency. (National Coordinator for OSCAR, CYF.)
We are undertaking to redevelop the standards at the moment … because the message that we have got from the provider sector is that there has been a bit of confusion around what is the minimum requirement and what is “nice to have”…. (National Coordinator for OSCAR, CYF.)
I think it [consistency] will improve with the review of the standards that [is] currently taking place. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 

Another barrier noted by the informants was the length of time it takes to get CYF approval. Some informants attributed this to insufficient resourcing for CYF assessors.

I am aware that there have been issues with CYF approval – delays in getting Assessors to come and visit and getting the paperwork done. (Contracts Advisor, MSD.)

The timeframe of getting the feedback and then no support in helping them to implement what is suggested. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 

Some programmes, it is taking months and months to get approved because the paperwork is lost and various things go wrong. There has been a vast improvement lately in this area. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 

CYF aren’t supporting programmes [enough]. For example, there is one OSCAR Assessor for the entire South Island, so an OSCAR programme, to get CYF approved, has to wait 6 to 8 weeks to get a visit. (National Executive Officer, NAOSCAR.)

There haven’t been enough resources being put into employing the Assessors. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 
Also seen as a barrier for some providers was having to deal with CYF. This may be because of issues within the community regarding CYF (in its other roles), because they already deal with one government department (such as the Ministry of Education), or simply because CYF is a government department. 

Another barrier is that some don’t want to be involved with CYF or WINZ for the subsidy, … [because] there is a stigma attached with CYF…. Especially in some communities you are dealing with – families that have dealt a lot with CYF [for other reasons] and they see it as a negative thing. (OSCAR Fieldworker.) 

Some providers shy away from the fact that CYF does it. I am just thinking of a small school – because they are small and they deal with the Ministry of Education, they don’t necessarily want to go into dealings with CYF as well. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 

Key informants’ suggestions for improvements to the CYF approval process included revision of the CYF Approval Guidelines to make them easier for providers to use. CYF is apparently already considering such suggestions.

As far as the paperwork goes, I think the guidelines need to be reformatted; it needs to be in simpler language. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 
[Some providers] see the examples [of policies in the appendices] and they think their policies have to be worded in this fashion, and of course they don’t have the ability or the confidence to do that. … Consequently we have seen a lot of policies coming through from organisations that are exactly the same as the appendices, but meaningless to them. The examples need to stay there, but if it was a worksheet type format where questions are asked of them and they fill out this answer. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 

I guess because the CYF standards come in that big fat book, people are sometimes put off by that and they would like a more simple format. … The standards [now] seem to be a bit more of discussion document … and I think people would really appreciate some kind of a checklist thing – things that we do [now], and these are the things that we need. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 

The things that we have been looking at that are not so difficult to manage like having a checklist for providers, so they know exactly what we will be looking at when we come to audit them on site. To help them be more prepared for our visit. (National Coordinator for OSCAR, CYF.)
Other suggestions included improvements to the timeframe for getting approval (perhaps by having more CYF assessors for OSCAR), making CYF and MSD data more compatible (to aid in information sharing), and ensuring that early childhood centres receive a site visit, rather than being audited on paper only. If CYF had more funding available for such work, there may be scope for CYF assessors to assist with the development of OSCAR programmes and increase fieldworkers’ understanding of the approval guidelines.
The more people, the quicker [the] timeframes or turnaround times for applications for approval. On an idealistic level, there would be some sort of link, our data would be compatible. I think both we and CYF have our own unique numbers [for each provider]. (Contracts Advisor, MSD.)

The other thing is that early childhood centres must be visited. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 
If we had unlimited funds, we could do some really neat things, like … providing technical assistance in terms of having a helpline, where you have got a dedicated group of individuals to provide assistance, for our Assessors to play more of a developmental role than they do now. … I think something that will improve the approval process is if we were able to be more involved in training and liaison with the fieldworkers, … so that they know the approval standards inside out. (National Coordinator for OSCAR, CYF.)

7.3 Adequacy of the funding

7.3.1 Adequacy of the Development Grant and Assistance Grant

It appears that for at least some programmes, in a variety of situations, the funding is not adequate for their needs. The setting up of new programmes, programmes in low socio-economic areas and programmes that operate both before and after school were identified as areas of need.

There was no consensus among the informants on whether the amounts of the Development Grant and the Assistance Grant were sufficient. Some felt that the amounts awarded were generally sufficient.

Yes, both of them appear to have been sufficient. I haven’t had anybody saying they would have liked more. I think they all have been thrilled with [what they have got] – because some providers have received the whole grant – they are quite thrilled to get the whole grant. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 

[The Development Grant is sufficient to cover costs in gaining CYF approval] I think so. Part of our assessment looks at their financial stability and viability, and I think $3,000 is enough to pay for their initial purchase of resources, advertising, and rental costs, which I consider to be their establishment costs. (National Coordinator for OSCAR, CYF.)
In contrast, others believed that more money was needed, either across the board or for at least some providers. 

No [the Assistance Grant is not sufficient]. Generally, with other funding agencies like Lotteries pulling out, it is harder and harder for programmes to sustain breaking even. A lot of them … are really struggling, especially in the lower socio-economic areas, where they can’t charge the high fees. Generally, if you have between 20 [and] 30 children, a programme costs roughly $40,000 to run. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 

It is never enough money, but people had nothing, [so] it probably feels like enough to the programmes. At the moment it is enough and it is my perception that it has been seen as a tremendous benefit to the programmes. Some programmes have somehow survived without it, so this is a much-needed bonus. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 

The informants also described various situations or circumstances where they believed the amounts were not adequate to cover the needs of programmes. In the case of the Development Grant, providers that are setting up (particularly to tide them over until they could apply for the Assistance Grant) and those needing to do building upgrades may need more than the $3,000 the grant provides. 

As far as the Development money goes, it might have covered the costs of getting set up, but I don’t know if there is enough there to cover the cost of getting the programme running until the next grant comes around. So there is enough money there to buy some equipment at the beginning, to pay someone a little bit of money to get your policies all written, to pay rent on your venue, things to get it started. But often the numbers are low when people start up, and there is not quite enough money there to sustain it through six months until the next funding round. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 
[It depends] what the [Development] Grant is for, is it for just those initial purchases etc or is it to help them get on their feet before the fees start coming through? If it is just for those fixed things, then yes I think $3,000 is enough, but if it is to assist them to get on their feet, then probably no, it is not enough. (National Coordinator for OSCAR, CYF.)
In some cases [the Development Grant is sufficient], and in other cases it isn’t. The places that I find it isn’t sufficient is where they have to do some building upgrades or making the building suitable for school-age children. Also the CYF approval process can mean a lot of work for a particular person, so it generally doesn’t finance adequately for the time that it takes. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 
One fieldworker felt the amount of the Assistance Grant, was not adequate to cover the costs incurred by an after-school programme that also operates before school. Another fieldworker believed that some programmes would benefit hugely from a significant increase in the funding amount, while other programmes were not in a position to effectively utilise any additional money.

Looking at programmes that run [both] before and after school – they can only apply as one programme, and that is quite hard because before-school [programmes] generally have lesser numbers, and they also expect the numbers to be [decent]. So none of our rural programmes – their numbers are not high and so they feel that this $9,000 is very much [to cover both before school and after school]. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 
As far as the Assistance money goes, some programmes could use two or three times that much, and would use it and fly … and be fantastic and use every bit of it to improve the quality of their programme and do fantastic things for their kids. And for some programmes, that is just enough at the moment; some programmes don’t have the capacity to know where to go from here. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 
One informant commented that the amount of funding allocated across all components of the Assistance Package was sufficient (although this person commented elsewhere on restructuring the Package). Another informant noted that providers appreciated the funding they received.

I think it [the overall amount allocated] is sufficient right now yes. (National Executive Officer, NAOSCAR.)

[The funding] is generally quite appreciated, which is nice. (Contracts Advisor, MSD.)
7.3.2 Meeting the “true costs” of running the programme

In order to assess the level of (financial) need among OSCAR programmes, respondents to both the funded and non-funded provider surveys were asked whether they considered the current sources of income for their programme were sufficient to cover the “true costs” of running the programme. For funded providers, the sources of income included the OSCAR Funding they had received.

As Table 59 shows, 46% of funded providers and only 18% of non-funded providers considered that the true costs of running their programme were covered by the programme’s current income. Fifty-one percent of the funded providers and 67% of the non-funded providers considered the current income did not cover the true costs of running their programme.

Both funded and non-funded providers whose current income did not cover the programme’s true costs employed a wide range of strategies to make ends meet. The strategies most frequently employed were:

· lost or damaged toys are not replaced as often as the provider would like (50% of funded and 40% of non-funded providers) 

· staff are paid low wages (48% of funded and 33% of non-funded) 

· equipment or facilities are not upgraded or repaired as often as the provider would like (42% of funded and 35% of non-funded) 
· children are taken on few (if any) trips (35% of funded and 31% of non-funded providers), 

· voluntary staff are used as much as possible (33% of funded and 29% of non-funded), 

· staff are paid only for the time they are with the children and not for any planning/preparation time (27% of funded and 40% of non-funded). 

The coordinator was unpaid in 24% of funded and 27% of non-funded providers programmes and 25% of the non-funded providers reported employing fewer staff than they really need.

7.4 Ongoing needs for funding and assistance 

7.4.1 Sufficiency of one-off Assistance Grant

All of the informants agreed that the Assistance Grant funding would be needed on an ongoing basis, both to cover expenses programmes were now committed to and to build on the progress they had made in improving programme quality. 

Seventy percent of recipients of the Assistance Grant who responded to the questionnaire for funded providers anticipated they would need the grant every year on an ongoing basis. Eighteen percent of the respondents believed that if they received the grant for “a few more years”, they might no longer need it. Only 1% of respondents felt that a one-off Assistance Grant was sufficient to meet their needs (Table 61). 

Respondents to both the funded and non-funded provider surveys were asked whether they had applied, or intended to apply, for the Assistance Grant for their programme in 2004 or in the future. In the case of non-funded providers, only those who were aware of the OSCAR funding were asked this question. As Table 62 shows, an overwhelming 91% of funded providers and 51% of the non-funded providers said that they did intend to apply for the Assistance Grant in 2004 or in the future. Twenty-four percent of the non-funded providers were “not sure” whether they would apply.

Non-funded respondents were asked to give their reasons for wanting to or not wanting to apply for OSCAR funding in 2004 or in the future. The most common reason for wanting to apply (39%) was to pay for specific needs of the programme, such as buying new resources, gaining CYF approval, or undertaking renovations. Only 12% wanted the funding to make the programme more financially viable, more stable, and/or more accessible to families. The reasons given for not wanting to apply were the difficulty of the application process (15%) and fact (or belief) that the programme would be ineligible (10%) (Table 63).

There was no doubt among the informants – programmes are going to need the Assistance Grant on an ongoing basis. In particular, it was pointed out that the grant is intended for ongoing operational expenses, and these will continue. Programmes had committed to certain ongoing expenses, such as staff wages, as a result of having the funding, and it would not be possible for them to go back on such commitments. There is the implication here, too, that the quality of the programmes has been improved by having this funding, and that would be compromised if the funding were no longer available.

It has to be ongoing. These are not services that just have one-off costs – resources wear down, staff have to be paid every week, rent has to be paid. This is not just an investment that is needed to establish new services – it is sustaining what is already there. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 

It is required on an ongoing basis. Their costs don’t change from year to year; the [numbers of children] are quite low, so you can’t keep putting parents fees up, and, due to lack of space or small population, they can’t keep increasing their numbers. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 

The sector would not recover from removal of the funding; it would be a disaster if we lost the ongoing funding. People are actually setting themselves up to make regular expenditure and pay staff at a certain level. If the money went, that would be a disaster. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 

Absolutely and definitely not [one-off] – ongoing funding is absolutely needed. It is interesting, because … now programmes are telling me that, without that grant, they would close. … If they increased staff, or have high numbers of children and stuff, they can’t go back. They are all saying that they need the funding to be ongoing. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 
There is definitely an ongoing need. If people got one Assistance Grant, that would not be enough. What has happened now – and it has only been a year – is that people have had a bit of a grant of $9,000 or whatever, and they have used that to improve their programme. … [It] would seriously decrease the quality of programmes if people got some funding [and] then didn’t. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 

Our informant from MSD commented that the original intent of the funding was to assist programmes to improve their quality to a level where parents would be willing to pay for their children to attend. What this informant suspects is the case is confirmed unequivocally by the other informants – ongoing external funding is required by these programmes and MSD’s OSCAR funding is the primary (if not the only) source.

Ideally [it was intended that] this funding would help organisations get through the tougher stages, and get all their processes and programmes up to a sufficient quality where parents are willing to pay for their kids to go…, and that they are able to survive without our assistance. [However,] my instincts tell me there will be a number of organisations that need this funding perpetually. (Contracts Advisor, MSD.)

They are going to need it ongoing. To be a sustainable programme, I think the programmes need external funding. (National Executive Officer, NAOSCAR.)

It is not like building up programmes so they can go get money elsewhere. Let’s be clear – there is no other money for OSCAR. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 

7.4.2 Other ways assistance could be provided

Programmes that had received the OSCAR funding were generally very appreciative of it, with many saying that they could not operate without it. Survey respondents and informants who suggested other ways assistance could be provided commonly proposed revisions to the eligibility criteria for the funding (particularly around charging fees and operating at a deficit) and advocated making the funding ongoing. 

OSCAR providers responding to the funded provider survey were asked if they had any suggestions for improvements to the OSCAR funding so that it would better meet their needs. The most frequent suggestions for improvements to the funding were for the amount of the funding to be increased (19%), for the timing of the funding to be improved (eg to become more frequent or to avoid holiday periods) (19%), and for the funding to be guaranteed or made ongoing (16%) (Table 64.).

Respondents to the survey of non-funded providers were asked for suggestions for other ways MSD could provide assistance to OSCAR providers. The most common suggestion was for a change to the eligibility criteria for the OSCAR Funding or for MSD to consider the needs of different types of programmes (33%). Other suggestions included making the process less daunting and providing more information about it (21%) and offering different types of grants or assistance for specific purposes (17%) (Table 65).

When asked if they had any additional comments about the OSCAR funding, 51% of these providers expressed their appreciation for the funding. Thirty-two percent of those who commented reported that the funding had helped the stability of their programme by allowing them to continue or expand. Similarly, 21% felt that the funding had helped the quality of their programmes by enabling them to provide training for staff and provide better activities for the children. Importantly, 27% of those who commented emphasised that the funding needed to be ongoing or that they could not operate without it (Table 66).

Informants recommended restructuring the Assistance Package as a whole to enable greater provision of advice and support (via NAOSCAR and the OSCAR fieldworkers) to OSCAR programmes. A relaxing of the restrictions on use of the Development Grant to assist new providers was also recommended which suggests that the criteria for use of this grant need to be clarified with the sector.

I don’t think the grant should be tagged to fees-only programmes. It does need to recognise the free programmes that are being offered out there as well. They are always being offered in areas of high social need, and that would have a huge benefit to the community if they started to provide the free programmes with grants. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 

I think you are missing out on a whole bunch of the population over that fees question. (National Executive Officer, NAOSCAR.)

I think some of the barriers need to be reduced and one of the barriers is the whole concept of what is a deficit? … I don’t think that question should be in there at all. (National Executive Officer, NAOSCAR.)
If money was attached to kids – like in schools and ECE centres – rather than based on operational deficit. The operational deficit is only on paper anyway. It would be more predictable. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 

The criteria for what the Development Funding can be spent on could be loosened up just a little, [to] ease some of the problems that new providers have. Specifically, the problem is that, once a programme has some basic equipment and is running, it can only apply for Development Funding that's directly related to getting CYF approval. Programmes that have barely adequate play equipment can't get funds to expand this sort of equipment until they are CYF approved and have applied for the main Assistance Grant. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 

Programmes in low socio-economic areas and in rural areas were the two groups identified by the informants as potentially justifying a lifting of the funding cap. Some of the informants believed a higher level of funding in general would be beneficial.

I think that potentially some organisations need more than $10,000. One way of looking at that is that it could be really short term. … But in some socio-economic areas, it is probably justifiable and the $9,000 may not be enough. So possibly a bit more flexibility. (Contracts Advisor, MSD.)

More money. … Generally, the programmes that are struggling are in the lower socio-economic areas where they don’t charge high fees. Also the parents are not necessarily working, so the parents can’t access the [Work and Income subsidy]. … So those programmes really struggle for funding. Also the ones that operate with slightly smaller numbers because of their rural isolation – they still have to employ two staff [even though they have small numbers of children], but they are not getting the same income from fees. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 

Some informants commented that the OSCAR funding needs to be ongoing. These suggestions from fieldworkers describe how the funding would operate if it were ongoing.

If you knew that this money was there for the next three years, then you are able to plan for three years, and that would make programmes more stable … Not as a right – you still have to apply for it, but that it would be there. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 

I think it needs to become ongoing funding – that is what we are being asked for by the providers and that is what we are seeking. The way I see that working is that providers would still need to get their CYF approval – really they only need the CYF approval to receive the funding. Then visited once a year by the fieldworker before the provider receives their grant, so MSD do actually know there is a programme that is going. There still needs to be an annual accountability report of the funding. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 

The informants made several suggestions for restructuring the Assistance Package. In particular that more of the overall budget could be allocated to advice and support. Other suggestions around the structure of the overall package included providing more training, encouraging networking, and having CYF and NAOSCAR undertake more development work with programmes.

I think it could be weighted a bit differently. I think there could be more money going into advice and support. I am saying that on the basis that we have underspent on the other funding, but potentially … it would be better if more assistance was available, and I think that comes down to funding available for advice and support provided to NAOSCAR. (Contracts Advisor, MSD.)

Far more advice and support is needed. If we had a little bit more money we could be a little bit more proactive in the community. … [Currently] we are just keeping our heads above water just supporting the people we are dealing with. (National Executive Officer, NAOSCAR.)

There needs to be more advisory and support hours…. The Fieldworkers’ hours are given out according to how many funded programmes you have in your area. But it means that you are very limited to what extra work you can do with these programmes. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 
Potentially training – if we say the biggest issue that comes with us in terms of the information provided is around financial information, then training in accounts would potentially be a useful thing. (Contracts Advisor, MSD.)

I think [providers] will really benefit from having people there who are available to help them develop, so a Fieldworker role and also a role for the Assessors in terms of developing them and providing the ongoing support while they are trying to get approved. (National Coordinator for OSCAR, CYF.)

There could be local networks established…. Generally [providers and staff] have worked in isolation for so long. It sort of up-skills everybody being able to do that. A local network also enables better training opportunities, so your quality of the programme is improving, everything is improving. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 

Other suggestions included shorter timeframes from application to receipt of the funding, getting all programmes to follow the same financial year, reconsidering the requirement for community references to be collected annually, having a smaller grant for small programmes, and supplying providers with further assistance on budgeting (possibly providing them with templates).

A tighter timeframe and also information about the timeframe and process. … For example, this funding round [November] closed in October, [and] a lot of our [providers] have just [early February] got the letters from MSD to say whether they have got it or not. It was a long timeframe. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 

There are obviously issues around timeframes, and I think it would be much easier if there was more consistency – if everyone was brought under the same financial year base. When we are asking for Annual Reports, things like that are out of sync. (Contracts Advisor, MSD.)

The references could be looked at, in as much as annual references are just a pain for people – they have to provide two each time, so that could be cut down. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 

Also the small programmes, like under 10 children, [should] receive a smaller grant. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 

8 Impact on supply of stable, quality OSCAR programmes

8.1 Impact on financial viability of programmes

8.1.1 Income and income-related indicators

Respondents to both the funded and non-funded provider surveys were asked to identify the sources of income for the programme described in the questionnaire. For funded providers, this related to the period in which they received the OSCAR funding (which would be 2002 to 2003), while, for the non-funded providers, it related to the 2003 calendar year. 

The most common source of income for both funded (92%) and non-funded providers (83%) was parent fees. Although funded providers had also received the Assistance Grant (77%) and/or the Development Grant (28%)
, these providers were no less likely than the non-funded providers to rely on other grants or funding (32% of funded and 25% of non-funded providers) or on other income sources such as community fundraising (20% of funded and 22% of non-funded) (Table 6). 

Across all responding funded programmes (regardless of programme type), the current charges to parents were $10 to $14.95 per child per day (37%) and $5 to $9.95 per child per day (21%). The mean charge per child per day was $12.70. For responding non-funded programmes (regardless of programme type) 28% currently charged parents $10 to $14.95 per child per day, 18% charged $5 to $9.95 per day and just 8% of these programmes made no charge to parents. The mean charge per child per day was $11.95 (Table 67).

Funded providers who responded to the survey were asked whether the programme’s total income from all sources other than the OSCAR funding had increased, decreased, or stayed the same since the year before they received the funding. Where the income had decreased, they were then asked what had caused the decrease.

For 72% of programmes that had been running before receiving the OSCAR funding, total income from sources other than the OSCAR funding had either increased (32%) or stayed the same (40%). The programme’s income had decreased for 25% of the respondents (Table 68).

Where income had decreased the most common reasons for this were that previous sources of funding/ grants/sponsorships were no longer available (or applications had been unsuccessful) (37%) and the programme now had fewer children attending than before (33%) (Table 69).

As a result of the OSCAR funding being in place, only 8% of funded providers had reduced (or planned to reduce) parent fees (Table 70).

In the provider surveys, there was one additional indicator of the programme’s financial viability in relation to income: whether the provider has problems with debtors (namely fee-paying parents). Respondents to both surveys (58% of funded and 63% of non-funded providers) reported having few problems (if any) collecting fees from parents (Table 71).

Table 6: Sources of income

Funded Q31. For the period in which you received the OSCAR Funding (e.g., the 2003 calendar year), what sources of income did your programme have?

Non-funded Q20. For the 2003 calendar year, what sources of income did your programme have?

	
	Total sample
Funded
	Total sample
Non-funded

	
	n=140
	n=72

	
	%
	%

	OSCAR Development Grant
	28
	na

	OSCAR Assistance Grant
	77
	na

	Other grants or funding (e.g., COGS, Lottery Youth, City Council)
	32
	25

	Parent fees
	92
	83

	Parent koha/donations
	5
	11

	Corporate sponsorship/donations
	3
	6

	Other income sources (e.g., community fundraising)
	20
	22

	Don’t know
	na
	3

	No response
	0
	1

	Total
	**
	**


Note: Total may exceed 100% because of multiple response.

Note: “na” = not asked.

8.1.2 Expenses and expenditure-related indicators

Staff wages, equipment and materials were the most frequent costs for both funded and non-funded programmes. Funded programmes appear more likely than non-funded to have “other staff costs” such as staff training among their expenses.

Perhaps not surprisingly given the passage of time, the expenses of funded programmes had predominantly increased since the year before receiving funding. However, some of the areas where expenses increased indicate that more investment was being put into staffing and resources. There was a substantial degree of subsidisation of the funded programmes by host schools, community groups, and umbrella organisations.
Funded providers appear less likely than non-funded providers to make use of a bank overdraft and more likely to be able to pay their bills on time.

In both the funded and non-funded provider surveys, respondents were asked to identify the types of expenses for the programme described in the questionnaire. As with the question about their income, for funded providers, this related to the period in which they received the OSCAR funding, while, for non-funded providers, it related to the 2003 calendar year. 

The expenses of the vast majority of programmes included equipment and materials (95% of funded and 92% of non-funded programmes) and wages and salaries (94% of funded and 89% of non-funded). Most programmes also had expenses for food (89% of funded and 74% of non-funded), phone (77% of funded and 60% of non-funded), and rent (69% of funded and 50% of non-funded). Other staff costs (such as training) were a common expense for funded programmes (74%, compared to 31% for non-funded) (Table 72).

Respondents to the survey of funded providers were asked whether the programme’s expenses had increased, decreased, or stayed the same since the year before they received the funding. Where the income had increased, they were then asked what had caused the increase.

None of the programmes that had been running before receiving the OSCAR funding reported that their expenses had decreased, and only 9% reported that they had stayed the same. For 89% of programmes, their expenses had increased (Table 73).

Where expenses had increased, the most common reason for this was the upgrading or purchase of equipment (75%). Increases in staffing costs were also common, including those related to employing additional staff (67%), increasing staff pay (65%), and providing (more) staff training (60%). A majority of cost increases were due (at least in part) to increases in rent, power, phone, and/or other service costs (60%) and to the programme now having more children attending (59%) (Table 74).

Respondents to the funded provider questionnaire whose programme was associated with a host school, community group, or umbrella organisation were asked about ways in which the organisation subsidised the programme. Providing the use of a venue at little or no rent (64%), providing administrative support (59%), allowing the programme to use existing equipment (58%) and supplying power, gas, or phone services at little or no charge (54%) were the main ways programmes were subsidised. Only 10% of providers reported that there was no subsidisation of the programme from the host school, community group, or umbrella organisation (Table 75).

In the provider surveys, there were three additional indicators of a programme’s financial viability in relation to expenses: 

· whether the provider makes use of a bank overdraft

· whether the provider makes use of a loan

· whether the provider has problems with creditors. 

Sixty-Four percent of the funded providers and 50% of non-funded providers said they made little or no use of a bank overdraft facility
.Only 11% of funded and 7% of non-funded respondents indicated that they had an ongoing loan
. When it came to paying the programme’s bills, 81% of funded providers and 67% of non-funded providers reported that they were usually able to pay them when they were due (Table 76).

8.1.3 Financial management

Funded providers seem more likely than non-funded providers to have good financial management systems.

In the provider surveys, there were three indicators of the programme’s financial viability that related to financial management: 

· whether the provider keeps accounts of the programme’s current income and expenditure

· whether they monitor their current income and expenditure against a budget
· whether providers were able to identify the programme’s major cost areas and sources of income.

The vast majority (94%) of funded providers and 83% of non-funded providers indicated that they keep accounts of the programme’s current income and expenditure. While 67% of funded providers reported that they monitor the programme’s current income and expenditure against a budget, less than half (46%) of the non-funded providers did so (Table 77). This difference may be due to funded providers having to report on their accounts and use of the OSCAR Funding as part of the funding process.

8.1.4 Other sources of funding

Table 6 shows that 32% of funded programmes and 25% of non-funded programmes received income from “other” grants and funding. The observation from key informants that other sources of funding (especially Lotteries grants) were drying up is of concern. These other funding sources appeared to believe that OSCAR programmes were now being funded by MSD and that their funds were no longer needed (and could be used elsewhere). MSD’s OSCAR funding was not intended to replace other sources of funding, and this evaluation shows that MSD-funded programmes are no less reliant on other sources of funding than non-funded programmes.

One informant commented that this situation was particularly having an impact on programmes in lower socio-economic areas.
The drawback of this is that alternative sources of funding are apparently drying up, because of this source of funding. Like a lot of Lotteries money and that sort of thing – because they know that this funding is available. (Contracts Advisor, MSD.)
The other sources of funding seem to be less. People have said, “we have always had a [COGs] Grant, but we didn’t get one this year, and they have said ‘it is because there is OSCAR Funding – you don’t need one now’”. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 
Five years ago, there was probably a bit more local government investment into a holiday programme. If anything, some of the funding – like … Lotteries or other funding – that has been squeezed. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 

A lot of [programmes] in the past relied on the Lottery funding to fund wages and general overheads, and with this getting less they are really struggling, especially in the lower socioeconomic areas, where they can’t charge the high fees. … Now that they [Lotteries] can see that they [the OSCAR providers] can access other grants, it is like they have got other avenues to go now. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 
8.1.5 Overall financial viability

The findings from the surveys suggest that there is no difference between funded and non-funded OSCAR programmes in terms of their financial viability. This does not, mean that the financial viability of either type of programme is high – indeed the findings indicate that the financial position of a large proportion of programmes is tenuous, even taking the OSCAR funding into account. The key informants however, believed that the financial viability of the funded programmes had improved.

Respondents to both provider surveys were asked whether the programme described in the questionnaire had an operating surplus, had an operating deficit, or broke even. For funded providers, this related to the period for which they received the OSCAR funding (2002 to 2003); for non-funded providers, it related to the 2003 calendar year
.

Forty-eight percent of funded and 46% of non-funded providers reported their programme either broke even or had an operating surplus for the period covered by the evaluation. However, 43% of the funded providers and 32% of the non-funded providers indicated that their programme had an operating deficit. Only 17% of the non-funded providers did not know the financial status of their programme for the period (
Table 7
).

Analysis of the projected operating deficit
 of a sample of successful Assistance Grant applicants (before they received the grant) showed that operating deficits ranged from $0
 to $27,700. Most commonly, these programmes had operating deficits of $7,500 to $9,999 (33%), with the remaining programmes evenly split between having a deficit of less that $7,500 and having a deficit of $10,000 or more. The mean amount of the projected deficit was $8,816 (Table 78).

Calculation of the projected deficit (for a sample of providers receiving the Assistance Grant) minus the amount of Assistance Grant received revealed that 43% of programmes still had an operating deficit (at least theoretically). The highest outstanding deficit calculated on this basis was $20,907. Using this model 32% of providers had a theoretical surplus; the highest such surplus was $8,757 (Table 79). This is consistent with the 43% of respondents who reported they had an operating deficit in the year they received the funding (Table 7). 

An overall financial viability indicator was calculated for the programmes described in the funded and non-funded questionnaires, based on four financial indicators that applied to both surveys (to enable comparisons to be made between funded and non-funded programmes). The four indicators chosen were those deemed, by the evaluation team in consultation with MSD, to indicate basic financial viability. Findings and a list of the factors included in the calculation are given in Table 8.

The result of this process showed that only 12% of funded and 6% of non-funded programmes met all the criteria for being “financially viable”. At the other end of the scale, only 3% of funded and 6% of non-funded programmes were identified as “not financially viable”. This leaves 85% of funded and 89% of non-funded programmes in the “unclear” category. Using these categories, there is no obvious difference between funded and non-funded programmes in terms of overall financial viability.

Table 7: Financial status of programme (funded and non-funded respondents)

Funded Q30. For the period in which you received the OSCAR Funding (e.g., the 2003 calendar year), did your programme have an operating surplus (i.e., money left over) or an operating deficit (i.e., money owing), or did it break even?

Non-funded Q21. For the 2003 calendar year, did your programme have an operating surplus (or profit) or an operating deficit (or less), or did it break even?

	
	Total sample
Funded
	Total
sample
Non-funded

	
	n=140
	n=72

	
	%
	%

	The programme had an operating surplus
	20
	15

	The programme broke even
	28
	31

	The programme had an operating deficit
	43
	32

	Don’t know
	6
	17

	No response
	3
	6

	Total
	100
	100


Note: Components may not always add to 100% exactly because of rounding.

Table 8: Overall financial viability of programme (funded and non-funded respondents)

	
	Total sample
Funded
	Total
sample
Non-funded

	
	n=140
	n=72

	
	%
	%

	Financially viable
	12
	6

	Financial viability unclear
	85
	89

	Not financially viable
	3
	6

	Total
	100
	100


Note: Components may not always add to 100% exactly because of rounding.

Categories based on the following: Financially viable: (has operating surplus or breaks even) + makes little or no use of voluntary staff + has few (if any) problems collecting fees from parents + usually able to pay bills on time; Not financially viable: (has operating deficit or respondent does not know financial status) + makes use of voluntary staff + has problems collecting fees from parents + not usually able to pay bills on time; Financial viability unclear – all others.

The informants believed that the financial viability of funded programmes had improved as a result of receiving the funding. This meant that the financial stress of running an OSCAR programme was somewhat relieved and less pressure was put on parents for fees or fundraising. It also meant that the programmes did not have to close and that there was an improvement in financial management of programmes. 

It has allowed programmes to become viable when previously they weren’t, and it has taken away the headaches of where to find the next dollar. It also keeps fees at a reasonable level for parents. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 

There is no doubt that financial viability has been a major benefit. I could name a dozen programmes that would be closed, if it wasn’t for the funding. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 

It has taken pressure off the staff members from constantly trying to push parents for more money with fundraising, and the amount of time and energy that people have been asked to put in can sometimes be just too much, and it has helped with that. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 

It is all about becoming professionalised, and one of the big things is that it has actually brought a lot of people around to realising that they are running small businesses, and they need to be accountable for what they do. It has cleaned up the way they manage and operate their programme. (National Executive Officer, NAOSCAR.)

8.2 Impact on stability and supply of programmes

8.2.1 Longevity and continuation of programmes

The data from the provider surveys suggest that OSCAR programmes are quite stable. This is at odds with the general picture of the OSCAR sector provided by the informants, which suggested that – at least before the introduction of the Assistance Package – many providers or programmes were in a precarious position. Some of the informants noted an improvement in the stability of programmes, albeit only as long as the funding continued.

Thirty-nine percent of funded and 33% of non-funded programmes described in the questionnaires had been operating for 2 to 5 years, or 6 to 10 years for 25% of funded and 36% of non-funded programmes (refer Table 27 and Table 39). Overall, the responding non-funded programmes appeared to have been in operation longer than the funded programmes. This may be due to the database from which the sample was selected being out of date, rather than indicating a definite trend.

Eighty-one percent of responding funded providers and 67% of non-funded providers reported that it was “very likely” their programme would continue to run in 2005. An additional 13% of funded providers and 21% non-funded providers indicated the programme was “likely” to continue to run (Table 80).

Some of the respondents noted that the OSCAR funding had benefited programmes by increasing their stability. One informant noted, however, that the funding would need to be ongoing to really improve stability of the sector.

Now I think these people have slightly more of a chance of continuing with the programme with the same staff from year to year. [Because]… they can now … maintain the same fees but actually pay all their staff some level of remuneration. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 

It has only been around for a year, so I really think the benefit is that it has really increased the optimism of the sector…. (National Executive Officer, NAOSCAR.)

It has definitely helped with stability and also financial viability for the short term. But the uncertainty is still there as to whether they will continue to receive the grant. It certainly helps that they know they can employ someone for the year, so it just stops the worrying for a year. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 

8.2.2 Assistance Package as an incentive to expand

As a result of the OSCAR Funding being in place, 46% of funded providers reported they had expanded (or had made definite plans to expand) their programme by employing more staff and creating more places for children (Table 9). Very few had opened (or planned to open) new programmes either at the same location (14%) or at another location (12%).

Table 9: Changes (expansion) as a result of OSCAR Funding being in place 

	
	Total
sample
Funded

	
	n=140

	
	%

	Expand our existing programme(s) by employing additional staff and creating more places
	46

	Open a new programme at the same location – e.g., to allow separate programmes for children of different ages
	14

	Open a new programme at another location
	12

	Total
	**


Note: Total may exceed 100% because of multiple response.

Selected items from this question only. Overall, 4% did not respond, 5% had not made any of the listed changes, and 22% had made some “other” change.

Our informants reported that the Assistance Package generally gave OSCAR providers an incentive to expand or to establish new programmes.

It definitely has acted as an incentive [to establish new programmes], especially with the inclusion of the [Development] Grant, because that means they can actually get up and running and survive for a while until their fees start coming in. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 

It is a major incentive because there is some funding there that is available to them. They are not going to have to struggle from the start; it is not necessarily going to put their other programmes or services at risk. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 
There are quite a few new [programmes]. I think there are a number of new programmes starting up and I think that is because of the funding, particularly school based ones. (Contracts Advisor, MSD.)

The option to expand or establish a new programme was also seen as a benefit of the funding. The availability of funding made expansion a less risky prospect for the provider. This included increasing their hours, opening at another venue, and increasing the numbers of children enrolled.

Another thing this funding has done is [that] a lot of community groups and schools who didn’t want to set up programmes, because it was going to be a liability on their organisations, are now quite happy to set up programmes. We noticed a real increase in people establishing and setting up. (National Executive Officer, NAOSCAR.)
It has allowed them to expand their provision. [With] … holiday programmes, some parents have asked for longer hours, so the funding has allowed programmes to extend their hours and provide a more full service, whereas the numbers might not have been viable otherwise. Some have managed to expand to the point where they provide separate programmes for children of different ages…. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 

I also think that people who already run programmes are opening new programmes at different venues. … They probably wouldn’t take a gamble on opening a second if they didn’t know there was some kind of assistance. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 

For small programmes, [the funding has] helped increase numbers, because kids talk – if there are lots more things to do, children will want to come, and, if there is more staff, they can allow more children to come in. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 

8.3 Impact on quality of programmes

8.3.1 Definition of quality

Informants’ definitions of quality in the OSCAR setting were much broader than having CYF approval, which is the basic indicator of quality we have used for this evaluation. 

Most of the informants were asked to define quality in the OSCAR setting. Their responses covered a broad range of factors. “Quality” in the informants’ minds primarily meant the programme had to:

· be safe for the children

· be balanced, varied and fun 

· develop the children in a holistic way. 

· have low adult-child ratios

· develop constructive and respectful relationships with the children

· provide certainty for parents and employers so that parents could work.

Quality is about meeting the holistic needs of the kids, the parents, and the community. … If you have a programme that meets the needs of the kids, where it provides care, it is safe, and it expands the experiences of the kids who are there and increases their social interaction with other people…. Also that it meets the needs of the parents [so] they can go to work or take a full role in the community themselves, [and] … that the employers are able to employ staff who will work the hours that they need to because the kids are looked after. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 
You have to have low adult-child ratios; you have to provide balanced programmes. You have to have safety as a priority. It has to be a warm and welcoming environment. You have to provide choice as well for the children. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 
Programmes that are safe for everybody, that are providing a variety of activities, [that have] choices and options for the kids. Programmes that cater to the holistic development of the child – that is, looking after their physical, emotional, social, intellectual, and cultural needs. A programme that is fun and with staff that are well supported and child focused. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 
[Quality] … is only achieved by having good relationships between the adults, children, and the programme. You can have the greatest facility in the world, but if the adults are not engaged in constructive, valuable, sincere, respectful relationships with children, then you are not going to have quality. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 
8.3.2 CYF approval as a way of improving quality

Although the informants generally agreed that having CYF approval did impact on programme quality, a distinction was drawn between the minimum requirements for CYF approval and what the informants defined as “quality”. Overall, however, CYF approval was seen as a solid basic level for building up quality. This may be all that can be expected at present, given the reportedly low quality level of the average OSCAR programme.
More support and assistance for programmes was suggested as a way of further improving quality.

It has to improve their quality because it means they have to get involved in that self-assessment, … which … the majority of them wouldn’t do otherwise. So just by evaluating how they do things and actually writing it down on paper, I think they are already taking a step towards improving their quality. (National Coordinator for OSCAR, CYF.)

It is a good way to increase the quality in the OSCAR programmes, as long as … expectations are consistent for all programmes. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 
[It does improve quality] if programmes take it seriously and actually use it as a means to improving their own programmes. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 
I think it is pretty limited. [But] it is an essential step. I don’t think you can get the quality without meeting the kinds of minimum guidelines that are under CYF approval. A quality programme will meet everything in the CYF guidelines. It is completely an appropriate step, but it is a step that is well short of quality. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 
When we talk in terms of quality, we talk in two types of standards. One is what we call minimum standards, and … then we talk about the quality programme…. When we talk about CYF approval and our minimum standards, we say that has got nothing to do with quality whatsoever. The CYF standards are appallingly low…. [But] I think it is a first step. I think you have to have something in there for the protection of children. (National Executive Officer, NAOSCAR.)
The aspects of CYF approval that key respondents believed contributed most to improving quality were the health and safety aspects. 
The Health and Safety aspect of the approval guidelines is probably the main one. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 
The minimum of two staff members and a lower ratio. The Health and Safety polices and procedures that are required. The police vetting of the staff and the expectation that staff will have experience or qualifications and ongoing training. All related to the safety of the child. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 
The informants generally agreed that what was not improving quality as intended was where programmes wrote their policies but did not adhere to them, either from the beginning or as time went by.

Programmes that are not adhering to their policies. They are doing the policy work to get the approval and then basically they are ignoring it, so policies don’t match their practices. I think it is slowly changing and it is certainly not all groups, but it is seen quite a lot. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 
The way that it is viewed by programmes – like the thing you have to get in place and working with the site visits, and after that the programmes can waiver. As they are not reviewed again for two years a lot can happen over this time. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 
Probably the thing that is not improving the quality is that they make that commitment and then they don’t always have the capacity or the money to continue to operate to the standards that they have agreed to. Most people do operate to their child-staff ratio, but some programmes find it financially difficult to do that. Some providers don't grasp the seriousness of the issues in the CYF standards. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 
When asked what would work better to improve quality, informants suggested providing more ongoing assistance to programmes to help them lift the quality of their programme or to adhere to their policies. One informant suggested making CYF approval mandatory for all OSCAR programmes.

Some more ongoing feedback. What does help are our visits to the programmes, the Fieldworkers visiting the programmes and talking about what is happening, checking things and giving them some advice and support in implementing these processes. It is all right writing a policy, but it is the support in implementing it. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 

The Assessors having more time to devote to developing the providers, perhaps the Fieldworkers having more time to devote to developing the providers as well. … Perhaps having more regular visits – not necessarily more regular audits but more regular visits to touch base and keep in contact. (National Coordinator for OSCAR, CYF.)
We think that all OSCAR programmes should be mandated to become CYF approved or shouldn’t be allowed to care for people’s children. We see that as a minimum requirement. (National Executive Officer, NAOSCAR.)

8.3.3 Assistance Package as an incentive to gain CYF approval

A primary aim of the Assistance Package is to support the supply of quality OSCAR programmes. This aim is reflected in the criteria for the two grants – programmes need to gain CYF OSCAR approval as a result of receiving the Development Grant and they need CYF approval to be eligible for the Assistance Grant.

All the informants from the evaluation believe the Assistance Package has acted as an incentive for programmes to obtain CYF OSCAR approval. More funded than non-funded programmes had current approval and over half of funded respondents with CYF approval cited eligibility for the Assistance Grant as a reason for gaining approval. 
Although the CYF data on the numbers of approved OSCAR providers over time do not support the other evidence, there are some issues around data quality, the practice of approving providers rather than programmes, and the significant number of providers whose approvals are still in progress. 

All but 7% of the responding funded providers had obtained CYF OSCAR approval for the programme described in the questionnaire. Most commonly, the provider had first gained CYF approval for the programme in 2003 (22%). However, 47% had first obtained CYF approval in 2001 or earlier, before the introduction of the OSCAR funding (Table 81).

Overall, 84% of the responding funded providers had current CYF approval for their programmes. Among non-funded providers, 60% of respondents currently had CYF OSCAR approval (Table 82). Although 43% of the funded programmes had not had their CYF OSCAR approval renewed, 26% had last had their approval renewed in 2003 (Table 83).

The most common reasons funded providers gave for applying for or renewing their CYF OSCAR approval were: to improve programme quality (60%), to be eligible for the Assistance Grant (57%), to enhance the programme’s reputation (56%), and to strengthen parent confidence in the programme (56%). Thirty-eight percent of respondents gave an “other reason” for gaining CYF approval. The “other reason” was mainly to allow parents to access the Work and Income subsidy (Table 84).

When asked to comment on CYF OSCAR approval (including any benefits of having approval or improvements to the process), 52% of funded respondents commented on the benefits of having approval (Table 58). Among these were 42% who felt that having CYF approval keeps the standard of programmes professional or gives programmes credibility. Ten percent commented that it means parents are eligible for the Work and Income subsidy and 6% said that they received good support from, or access to, CYF during the process.

It was felt that programmes went through the CYF approval process because they needed the money that the Assistance Grant would provide or that they saw the Assistance Grant money as making the effort of getting CYF approval worthwhile.

Through what we see with the Development Grant, … programmes are applying for CYF approval to access the Assistance Funding. (Contracts Advisor, MSD.)

It is definitely acting as an incentive – we have seen that in our numbers. … 

From talking to providers, often the reason they are getting approved is because of the Assistance Package. Some providers are desperate for the money, so the money is a big incentive. (National Coordinator for OSCAR, CYF.)
It has been very much an incentive. It has been an incentive to programmes that have been operating for a while without CYF approval. They have often said [in the past], “yes, we will get around to it”. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 
Absolutely [the Assistance Package is acting as an incentive]. I think the [Work and Income] subsidy is not enough of an incentive [to get CYF approval], and as soon as we tell people that you go through this process … and you will have the possibility of receiving $9,000 yearly, they say it is worth doing. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 

CYF OSCAR approvals began in 1999
. Although the actual numbers of CYF-approved providers has increased to 675 in February 2004, the net number of approvals gained each year has declined (Table 85). It is difficult to verify whether the number of CYF-approved programmes has increased, as CYF does not hold information in its database at the programme level.

The data relate to numbers of approved providers, rather than programmes, so approvals for multiple programmes will be counted only once. From mid-2004, CYF is moving away from awarding such “umbrella” approvals
 to approving individual programmes. There may be some issues around the reliability of the data. 

There are a large number of approvals that are still in progress, possibly due to the amount of resourcing allocated to CYF to undertake this work. It has been reported
 that about a third of the providers that had CYF OSCAR approval at that time were Early Childhood Education centres, many of which had simply extended their existing CYF approval (which they had for other purposes and which they could extend to OSCAR automatically) and did not actively run OSCAR programmes
.

Our informant at CYF described the data thus:

In 2001, before the Assistance Package, we had about 450 providers approved under OSCAR; we have now got around 700, perhaps a little less than that – we’ve got approximately [another 100] in the pipeline – which is a huge increase. (National Coordinator for OSCAR, CYF.) 

8.3.4 Assistance Package as an incentive to improve quality

There is evidence from the evaluation that the Assistance Package is not only acting as an incentive for programmes to improve their quality, but is also working to improve quality by providing programmes with the financial means to do so. The informants believed that the package provided an incentive for programmes to improve quality, mainly because programmes needed to gain CYF approval to be eligible for the Assistance Grant. Over half of funded providers wanted CYF approval to improve the quality of their programme.

Quality, however, goes further than having CYF approval, and both the informants’ descriptions here about how providers had used the funding to improve their programmes and findings presented elsewhere in this report indicate that, if providers have more money, they are in a better position to improve the quality of their programmes (by upgrading equipment, increasing staff pay, etc). 

As a result of the OSCAR funding being in place, 73% of responding funded providers reported that they had improved (or planned to improve) programme quality. Fifty-six percent of the respondents had also improved (or planned to improve) the standard of care provided (Table 86). 

Also, when asked about what they had done or made definite plans to do as a result of the OSCAR Funding being in place, 41% of respondents to the survey of funded providers reported that they had provided (or planned to provide) staff training in OSCAR through the Open Polytechnic course. This is the course that is included in the Assistance Package (Table 86). 

Fifty-three percent of the providers indicated they had provided (or planned to provide) staff training through the training sessions run by OSCAR fieldworkers.

As noted in the previous section the most common reasons for gaining CYF approval for their OSCAR programme were to improve programme quality (60%) and to be eligible for the Assistance Grant (57%). These dual aims may well be linked (Table 84).

The informants clearly believed that the Assistance Package had either improved the quality of programmes or had acted as an incentive for programmes to improve quality. The incentive to improve programme quality was tied up with getting CYF approval.

Probably quality is the [factor the Assistance Package is contributing to the most]. … I think if we use – I think the CYF approval is the yardstick of a minimum level of quality – then more organisations are CYF approved now because of the funding. (Contracts Advisor, MSD.)

It is like when we talk about quality there will have to be incentives. I think the [funding] has been an important incentive. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 
For others, quality was improved by the fact that programmes now had more money available to spend on upgrading their equipment and resources, paying their staff, and employing additional staff.

[With] … the money that they have had in the past … some [programmes] would really quite struggle to provide a quality service. That funding has certainly helped. … It is mainly in resources and equipment for the children, … but also through that there is better quality staff and better ratios. (OSCAR Fieldworker.) 

It has meant that several of them can work with good staff-children ratios. It has enabled providers to recruit and retain good staff with regular employment being offered. … It also has given them the incentive to increase the quality of the programme that they are providing. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 
I think programmes have become or are becoming a little bit more independent and there is an increase in their quality…. (OSCAR fieldworker.) 

So if you hadn’t introduced the funding, you would just have an ongoing sector in New Zealand potentially providing poor quality care for children. (National Executive Officer, NAOSCAR.)
Finally, having noted that parents were now raising their expectations of the OSCAR sector, one informant felt that improved quality would naturally eventuate as a result of the Assistance Package being in place.

I have noticed in the last two years more and more parent complaints. Parents are becoming more educated and have higher expectations now. I think that is really good, and we have to empower parents to put pressure on the sector to build itself up. (National Executive Officer, NAOSCAR.)
I think it will just come. I think it is like a natural progression. As long as the programme remains funded and they can be viable and sustainable, then I think the call will come from the staff. … I think parents – once you have got an expectation out there of a certain standard – I think parents will start to put pressure on programmes. (National Executive Officer, NAOSCAR.)

8.4 Description of hypothetical stable provider

Based on the survey results, the following may be said to characterise the hypothetical stable provider. Caution needs to be exercised in considering this description, because of the small number of providers contributing.

For the purposes of this exercise, “stability” has been defined in terms of programmes that:

· have been operating for at least 12 months

· envisage their organisation still providing programmes in the next 12 months

· have CYF approval

· meet four specific financial indicators:

–
the programme breaks even

–
the programme makes little or no use of voluntary staff

–
the programme has few (if any) problems collecting fees from parents

–
the programme is usually able to pay its bills on time.

Against this background, the hypothetical stable provider is likely to be an organisation that:

· has been operating for at least six years

· is legally operating as an incorporated society or a sole trader.

The hypothetical stable programme is likely to be one that:

· operates as an after school programme

· operates for at least two and three-quarter hours after school (with some also providing a before-school service)

· has been in operation for at least two years

· currently employs three or more paid staff

· importantly, may also have a waiting list for the programme (indicating, perhaps, a quality service with an established reputation in the community).

Appendix A: Introduction and Objectives

Introduction

OSCAR services encompass before- and after-school care and holiday care for school-aged children (5-14 years). Out-of-school care is an issue because, by law (the Summary Offences Act 1981), children under the age of 14 cannot be left without reasonable care and supervision. Research has revealed that inadequate access to OSCAR services constitutes a barrier to employment/training participation for some people with childcare responsibilities.

There have been a number of efforts to address the issues that prevent people with childcare responsibilities from taking up and sustaining employment. These include an OSCAR fee subsidy, to address issues that stem from the cost of OSCAR services, and Development Assistance funding, to address issues that contribute to an inadequate supply of OSCAR services. 

These initiatives have tended to focus on OSCAR services delivering to low-income communities. For example, the OSCAR fee subsidy, which is still in place, is paid through Work and Income for families on low to moderate incomes who place their children in an OSCAR programme while they are working or studying. To be eligible for the fee subsidy, the programme their children attend must have CYF OSCAR approval.

In 2002, Cabinet approved a package of assistance to support the OSCAR sector. A total of $36.6 million was allocated to the package for the first four-year period (2002/03 to 2005/06). The assistance package is intended to increase the supply of stable, quality OSCAR programmes, with quality defined as the achievement of a certificate of approval from the Department of Child, Youth and Family. The assistance package targets the OSCAR sector as a whole, rather than providers delivering to low-income communities, and is funded and delivered through the Ministry of Social Development (MSD). 

The package comprises five components. Two involve direct funding to OSCAR programmes: an Assistance Grant of up to $9,000, payable direct to OSCAR programmes to fund any deficit between projected operating costs, fees and other revenue, and an Establishment Grant (now known as the Development Grant) of up to $3,000 to facilitate the establishment of quality programmes. The remaining three components are broadly aimed at capacity building in the OSCAR sector through training, information dissemination, and advice and support.

The amounts allocated to each component of the package were: Assistance Grant – $5.6m for the first year and $7.1m for each subsequent year; Development Grant – $169,000 per year; advice and support – $563,000 per year; information dissemination – one-off funding of $56,000, paid in the first year; and training – one-off funding of $23,000, paid in the first year. In addition to these components, $1.3m was allocated to CYF over the first four-year period to fund the additional CYF OSCAR approvals anticipated and $4.3m was allocated to Work and Income to cover the anticipated increase in uptake of the OSCAR subsidy.

In the 2002/03 financial year, the first year in which the OSCAR funding was offered (which is approximately the same period covered by the evaluation
), a total of 620 applications were received, of which 529 were awarded the funding (Table 10). Applications were predominantly for the Assistance Grant (n=564 applications, of which n=481 were approved), with smaller numbers applying for the Development Grant (n=56 applications, of which n=48 were approved). The total amount of OSCAR Funding awarded in 2002/03 through Assistance Package was $4.4m, $4.25m of which was for the Assistance Grant.

Table 10 also provides the data on the OSCAR funding awarded in 2003/04, for comparative purposes. All the funding figures have increased for the 2003/04 financial year, with the expenditure on the two grants totalling $6.1m. In both years 85% to 88% of applications for the funding were approved. The uptake of the Assistance Grant was lower than expected in the first year of funding (2002/2003). As a result, approximately $1.4m of the $5.6m allowed for the Assistance Grant was not used. The unused portion was not transferred to other areas of the Assistance Package. 

The purpose of the funding components of the Assistance Package for OSCAR programmes is to:

· prevent existing at-risk providers/programmes from exiting the industry

· encourage the creation of new programmes by either new or existing providers.

Also, by implication, the purpose of the capacity building components of the Assistance Package for OSCAR Programmes is to contribute to stability by enabling quality providers to operate more efficiently/effectively. It is envisaged that the funding components will have an immediate and direct effect on recipient providers, while the capacity building components will take longer to have an effect.

Evaluation objectives

Objectives

The overall objectives for the evaluation of the package of assistance to OSCAR programmes were to:

1.
examine the implementation of the assistance package;

2.
describe the nature of the assistance being provided through the assistance package;

3.
establish the suitability and adequacy of the assistance package (in facilitating an increased supply of stable, quality OSCAR programmes);

4.
determine whether the assistance package is increasing the supply of stable, quality OSCAR programmes.

As outlined in the Request for Proposal (RFP), the evaluation was originally to focus on Objectives 4 and 3, with less investigation of Objectives 1 and 2. However, as the evaluation progressed, it became apparent that Objectives 1 and 2 required as much coverage as Objectives 3 and 4. This is reflected in the research questions and in the structure of this report.

Success indicators

In the planning stages of the evaluation, success indicators were developed that defined the terms “quality”, “stable”, and “financially viable” and the criteria we would use to determine whether a programme was a “quality”, “stable”, and/or “financially viable” programme.

The definitions used in the final analysis were:

· Quality – the programme has current CYF OSCAR approval.

· Financially viable – the programme at least breaks even, makes little or no use of voluntary staff, has few (if any) problems collecting fees from parents, and is usually able to pay its bills on time.

· Stable – the programme is financially viable (as above), it has operated for 12 months or more, and it is likely to continue operating in 12 months’ time.

Research questions

From these objectives, the following research questions were identified:

1. How did providers/programmes find out about the Assistance Package?

2. Who applied for financial assistance (Assistance Grant and/or Development Grant) – eg new vs existing providers, provider type, location, what services they provide?

3. How did providers/programmes go about applying for financial assistance?

a. Who (if anyone) assisted them with their application? 

b. Have providers had sufficient assistance with the funding application process? 

c. What role (if any) did NAOSCAR play? 

4. What difficulties, if any, have providers encountered in the funding application process? 

5. Who received the funding – eg new vs existing providers/programmes, programme type, location, what services they provide? 

a. Who applied but did not receive funding? 

b. What were the reasons for funding applications being declined? 
6. How much funding were providers/programmes allocated (ie maximum amounts or less)? 

7. What was the funding to be used for (as stated in application)? 

8. What was the funding ultimately used for? 

9. What assistance was provided (a description of assistance activities) within the Assistance Package components of advice and support, training, and information dissemination? 

10. How well does the Assistance Package facilitate provider/programme financial viability? 

a. Is the Assistance Grant enough to cover programmes’ operational deficits? 

b. Is the Development Grant enough to cover capital expenses? 

c. How well are the advice and support activities enhancing OSCAR providers’ financial management capacity? 

11. How well has the Assistance Package supported providers/programmes to gain CYF approval? 

a. Is the Development Grant enough to cover CYF approval costs? 

b. How well does the fieldworker assistance meet providers’ support needs re the CYF approval process? 

12. What barriers are there to programmes obtaining CYF approval? 

13. Do providers require the Assistance Grant on an ongoing basis or is a one-off payment adequate? 

14. What types of assistance would be useful but are not currently provided? 

a. How might the Assistance Package be restructured to better assist certain types of provider/programme (financial or other assistance)? 

15. Is there an increase in the number of quality OSCAR programmes (ie those with CYF approval)? 

16. Has there been a change in the geographical distribution of quality OSCAR programmes? 

17. How well does the Assistance Package facilitate provider/ programme stability, in the short to medium term (12 months)? 

a. How well are the ‘advice & support’ activities enhancing OSCAR providers’ service delivery capacity? 

18. Is the Assistance Package acting as an incentive for programmes to obtain CYF approval (given that obtaining CYF approval is a required outcome for Development Grant recipients and a prerequisite for the Assistance Grant)? 

19. Has the Assistance Package acted as an incentive for providers to establish new programmes? 

20. What proportion of CYF-approved OSCAR providers/programmes is financially viable? 

21. What proportion of CYF-approved OSCAR providers/programmes is stable, in the short to medium term (12 months)? 

22. What other sources of funding do providers/programmes have? 

23. Has the capacity of the OSCAR sector been enhanced through the provision of training for OSCAR workers? 

The sections of this report that present the evaluation findings reflect the above evaluation objectives and research questions. 

Research questions not answered by the evaluation

There was only one research question that was not answered at all by the evaluation. This was:

16.
Has there been a change in the geographical distribution of quality OSCAR programmes?

The reason this question was not answered was because the information on programmes related to the location of the provider, rather than the programme, and because there were no such data available that allowed comparisons over time.

All other research questions were covered either directly or indirectly by the evaluation. 

Appendix B: Method

Overview

The first part of the evaluation involved the development of a detailed evaluation plan and key indicators for the evaluation. The plan and indicators were developed by the evaluation team, in consultation with the Ministry of Social Development (MSD). The primary research for the evaluation comprised four components: informant interviews, a survey of funded providers, a survey of non-funded providers, and examination and analysis of secondary data. 

The survey of non-funded providers was not originally planned. The need for such a survey became evident, however, in the process of planning the survey of funded providers and gathering available secondary data for analysis, particularly as it became clear that baseline data and other data that allowed comparisons over time were not readily available.

Therefore, the primary purpose of including the non-funded provider survey in the evaluation was to enable comparisons to be made between funded and non-funded providers, as this would give an indication of the impact of the OSCAR funding on those providers who had received it. Surveying non-funded providers also enabled the evaluation team to gauge awareness of the OSCAR funding among those who had not received it and to examine whether there was unmet demand for the funding among OSCAR programmes.

Stakeholders and audiences

The main stakeholders (and main audiences) for the evaluation are MSD and ultimately, the Minister of Social Development and Employment. Other stakeholders for the evaluation include the National Association of OSCAR providers (NAOSCAR), Child, Youth and Family (CYF), OSCAR providers, and the parents of children using OSCAR services. Audiences for the evaluation report are likely to include many of the above stakeholders as well as other government departments, such as the Ministry of Education, and potential OSCAR providers.

The evaluation team

Key personnel in the evaluation team were Kathleen Murrow (Senior Researcher), Emanuel Kalafatelis (Director), Anne Dowden (Research Director, Responsible for Evaluations), and Katrina Fryer (Senior Researcher). They were supported by experienced research support staff.

Evaluation plan

The evaluation team developed a detailed evaluation plan in collaboration with MSD. This was to enable MSD to gain maximum value from the evaluation. The evaluation plan included the detailed research questions outlined in Appendix A. The evaluation team also developed a set of key indicators for the financial viability, quality, and stability of OSCAR programmes. 

Informant interviews

Sampling and interviewees

MSD initially made suggestions to the evaluation team about who would be interviewed as part of this phase of the evaluation. The evaluation team asked the National Executive Officer of the National Association of OSCAR providers (NAOSCAR) to recommend four OSCAR fieldworkers for us to interview, to provide a range of different viewpoints; these recommendations were taken up.

The stakeholders interviewed were:

· the Contracts Advisor at MSD

· the National Coordinator for OSCAR at CYF

· the National Executive Officer of NAOSCAR

· four OSCAR Fieldworkers.

The MSD Contracts Advisor was, at the time of the interview, the key person involved with contracts with OSCAR providers. The National Coordinator for OSCAR at CYF was the main person responsible for OSCAR-related matters at the department. 

The OSCAR fieldworkers were either employed or contracted by NAOSCAR, which in turn was contracted by MSD, to provide advice and support to OSCAR programmes. Two of the OSCAR fieldworkers worked for an organisation (such as an OSCAR Network) that was contracted to provide this service.

Interview guides

The interview guides were developed by the evaluation team, following the agreed evaluation plan. A different interview guide was developed for each stakeholder or type of stakeholder. A summary of the questions to be covered in the interview was forwarded to the relevant stakeholder a day or more before the interview.

Process

The interviews with the seven key stakeholders were conducted by telephone or in person by the Researcher responsible for the evaluation. The interviews were tape-recorded and transcribed. Following checking of the transcripts by the Researcher, the interviewees were sent the transcripts and invited to make any necessary edits. Such edits were accepted as part of the transcript.

Secondary data analysis

Sources

Secondary data were collected from the following sources:

· MSD database of successful funding applicants (programmes), including funding dates and amounts.

· MSD database of unsuccessful funding applicants (programmes), including reasons for decision not to award funding.

· MSD database of funded OSCAR providers.

· NAOSCAR database of successful funding applicants (programmes), including funding dates and amounts, and details from application forms.

· NAOSCAR database of OSCAR programmes/providers.

· Data on the projected operating deficit of funding Assistance Grant applicants (from MSD and NAOSCAR), taken from funding application forms.

· Data on the numbers of CYF-Approved OSCAR programmes, from February 1999 to February 2004 (from CYF).

Process

Where possible, data provided from different sources were matched and combined into a larger database for analysis. Where this was not possible, the data were analysed separately. Analysis was undertaken in Excel, Access, and/or SPSS.

Funded provider survey

Sampling

The total number of providers with one or more programmes that had received either the Development Grant up to September 2003 or the Assistance Grant in Rounds 1, 2, or 3 was n=336. It was agreed that a sample of n=250 such providers would be selected, as this was considered a reasonable sample size (and likely to return an achieved sample of 100 to 150). As some providers had been awarded funding for more than one programme, it was agreed that each provider would be surveyed regarding only one of their funded programmes.

Given the relatively small number of programmes (n=79) receiving the Development Grant during the period covered by the evaluation, it was agreed that all providers (n=77) receiving this grant for one of their programmes would be selected, effectively over-sampling this group of providers/programmes. For comparison, n=482 programmes (or n=280 providers) received the Assistance Grant during the evaluation period.

Preparing the database for sample selection involved two steps. Firstly, for each provider, one of the programmes that had received the OSCAR funding in the specified period was selected. Where the provider had only one programme that had received OSCAR funding (during the period), that programme was selected. Where the provider had more than one funded programme and one of those programmes that had received the Development Grant, the programme that received the Development Grant was selected (if more than one programme had received the Development Grant, one was randomly selected). If the provider had more than one programme that had received the Assistance Grant, one of those programmes was randomly selected. 

Secondly the survey sample was selected from this list of providers. Again, all programmes that had received the Development Grant were selected and a random selection was made of the remaining programmes to bring the sample to n=250 programmes. 

This meant that the selected sample comprised n=75 programmes that had received the Development Grant and n=183 that had received the Assistance Grant, with n=8 programmes having received both grants.

Questionnaire

The questionnaire for the survey was developed by the evaluation team in consultation with MSD, CYF, and NAOSCAR and reflected the agreed research questions and key indicators for the evaluation. As part of the questionnaire development the agreed draft questionnaire was trialled with a small number of funded providers. These providers were contacted by BRC and asked if they would be willing to trial the questionnaire. A questionnaire was sent to each of these providers, who were asked to complete it as they would if selected to take part in the survey proper, but also to note any issues they had with the questionnaire (eg confusing, unclear, made them uncomfortable, etc).

The Pilot providers were then asked to fax back their completed questionnaire. The Researcher responsible for the evaluation then reviewed their questionnaire and interviewed the providers by telephone to discuss any issues they had noted or anything else the Researcher needed to clarify. Changes were made to the questionnaire as a result of the trial.

Process

Questionnaires were posted out to the sample of funded OSCAR providers/programmes in March 2004. To ensure that providers answered the questionnaire in relation to the intended programme, the name of the programme (as provided on the MSD database) was printed on the front page of the questionnaire. Reference was (where applicable) made throughout the questionnaire that the question related to the programme named on the front page. An ID number was also printed on the questionnaire for tracking purposes.

Providers were asked to return their questionnaires, approximately two weeks after it was sent to them. A reminder letter was sent to providers who had not returned their questionnaires by this date. 

Upon receipt of the questionnaires, returns were recorded on a database, to assist with the tracking of response rates. Questionnaires were then edited (checked) by an experienced editor
, who was fully briefed on what processes to follow. Data entry was undertaken by BRC’s dedicated data entry team, and the database was cleaned under the supervision of the Researcher responsible for the evaluation.

Responses to open-ended questions were analysed by undertaking a content analysis of a selection of responses and developing categories for each question. Codes were then assigned to each response and these codes were entered into the database for analysis.

The data were weighted to account for the over-sampling of Development Grant recipients and were analysed in SPSS.

Response rate 

By the cut-off date, n=140 completed questionnaires were received from funded providers. Although 250 questionnaires were originally sent out, a total of n=9 were either returned to sender or found to be ineligible (eg because they had not yet used the funding), leaving n=241 providers. 

Thus, the response rate for the survey of funded providers is 58%. This is a reasonable response rate for a survey of this type. The maximum margin of error on the total sample of funded providers is 6.6%
. Descriptions of the survey respondents are given in section 5.4.

Issues arising

A small number of issues arose in the conduct of the survey of funded providers. We became aware that some of the programme names (as printed on the front page of the questionnaire) were not sufficiently descriptive for providers to differentiate them from other programmes they might have. Some attempt had been made before sending out the questionnaires to make the programme names distinctive however, the evaluation team did not always have the necessary information, such as what age group the programme catered for or where it was based. This may mean that some respondents answered in respect of a programme other than the intended – randomly selected – programme. We cannot determine what, if any, effect this may have had on responses.

In the questionnaire, we asked for “the number of children enrolled each day on a regular basis” and “the number of children enrolled each day on a casual basis” in the programme. The evaluation team intended to refer to the average number of children attending each day and intended that it would be possible to add these figures together to arrive at the total number attending each day. However, although there seemed to be no misunderstanding regarding regular enrolments, it appeared the wording of the question about casual enrolments was not sufficiently clear for respondents. A small proportion evidently took this to mean “the total number of children enrolled to attend on a casual basis”, rather than the number who actually attended each day on average. As a result, the data from this question were not analysed as fully as intended, and these findings should be viewed with caution.

As noted in more detail in section 5.1, some providers were unclear about the precise meaning of the term “OSCAR programme”, believing in some cases that this referred only to those with CYF OSCAR approval for their programme(s). For the funded provider survey, this may have affected questions where providers were asked how long they had operated “OSCAR programme(s)” and how long “this OSCAR programme” had been operating. Where the evaluation team was aware that this misinterpretation had been made, it was resolved in the editing or data cleaning process. However, there may have been further cases we were not aware of.

Non-funded provider survey

Sampling

As noted at the beginning of this section the survey of non-funded providers was not part of the original proposal or evaluation plan for the evaluation. The primary purpose of the survey of non-funded providers was to enable comparisons to be made between funded and non-funded providers. Because of this, it was intended that n=250 non-funded providers would be selected for the survey.

In order to select the sample of non-funded providers, the evaluation team obtained a database of OSCAR providers/programmes from NAOSCAR. This database was believed to be the most comprehensive and up-to-date nationwide database of OSCAR providers/programmes available. The database was initially cleaned to eliminate duplicates and records for contacts that were clearly not New Zealand-based OSCAR providers. The cleaned database comprised N=590 providers.

The process of selecting the sample involved first identifying and removing from the NAOSCAR database the programmes/providers that had received the OSCAR funding. As there are no unique identifiers for OSCAR programmes/providers, this involved matching (or attempting to match) the programmes/providers by telephone number, name, and other identifying information. Unfortunately, the evaluation team was able to match only about n=220 of the n=384 providers who had received OSCAR funding (including those who had received funding after the period covered by the evaluation).

Because of a concern that a large number of (unmatched) funded providers may still be included in the database, the decision was made (in consultation with MSD) to take a larger sample of the non-funded providers, and a sample of n=400 providers was taken.

Questionnaire

The questionnaire for the survey was developed by the evaluation team in consultation with MSD, CYF, and NAOSCAR and covered the agreed research questions and key indicators for the evaluation. Because of the purpose of the survey of non-funded providers, about a third of the questions were identical to those in the survey of funded providers.

As part of the development of the questionnaire, the agreed draft questionnaire was trialled with a small number of non-funded providers. These providers were contacted by BRC and asked if they would be willing to trial the questionnaire. A questionnaire was then sent to each of these providers, who were asked to complete the questionnaire as they would if selected to take part in the survey proper, but also to take note of any issues they had with any parts of the questionnaire (eg confusing, unclear, made them uncomfortable, etc).

The pilot providers were then asked to fax back their completed questionnaire. The Researcher responsible for the evaluation then reviewed their questionnaire and interviewed the providers by telephone to discuss any issues they had noted or anything else the Researcher needed to clarify. Changes were made to the questionnaire as a result of the trialling.

Process

Questionnaires were posted out to the sample of OSCAR providers/ programmes in March 2004. An ID number was printed on the questionnaire for tracking purposes.

Providers were asked to return their questionnaire approximately two weeks after it was sent to them. A reminder letter was sent to providers well ahead of the return date, as some providers who telephoned were confused about whether they operated an “OSCAR programme” and because the response rate was lower than expected. The reminder letter outlined the definition of “OSCAR programme” that we were using for the purpose of the evaluation
.

Upon receipt of the questionnaires, returns were recorded on a database, to assist with the sending of the reminder letter and the tracking of response rates. The response rate for completed questionnaires remained low, even after the reminder letter was sent, so MSD agreed to allow the cut-off date to be extended. Questionnaires were then edited (checked) by an experienced editor
, who was fully briefed on what processes to follow. Data entry was undertaken by BRC’s dedicated data entry team, and the database was cleaned under the supervision of the Researcher responsible for the evaluation.

Responses to open-ended questions were analysed by undertaking a content analysis of a selection of responses and developing categories for each question. Codes were then assigned to each response and these codes were entered into the database for analysis.

Data were analysed in SPSS.

Response rate

By the extended cut-off date, n=72 completed questionnaires were received from the non-funded providers. Although 400 questionnaires were originally sent out, a total of n=95 were either returned to sender or found to be ineligible (eg because they were no longer running OSCAR programmes or because they had recently been awarded the funding), leaving n=305 providers.

Thus, the response rate for the survey of funded providers is 24%. Although this is a low response rate, it is not uncommon for research of a general audience with no personal investment in the research topic to achieve a response rate at this level or lower. This does mean, however, that the findings from the survey should be viewed with caution. The maximum margin of error on the total sample of non-funded providers is 10.7%
.

Because of the lower than expected response rate, the evaluation team agreed, at MSD’s request, to follow up with a sample of providers who had not responded. Of the n=15 providers contacted, n=5 advised that they were no longer operating OSCAR programmes and an additional n=3 could not be contacted due to disconnection or error in the phone number. Another had OSCAR places available but had no children currently attending. This suggests that a third to a half of those who did not reply to the survey were no longer operating an OSCAR programme.

There was evidence that at least a small proportion of those who replied indicating that they did not currently operate an OSCAR programme had a different definition of “OSCAR programme” from the one the evaluation team was working with (which was any before-/after-school or holiday programme for school-aged children). However, the follow-up with the sample of providers found only one provider who believed the survey was not applicable because their programme was not “OSCAR”.

If we were to apply the results of the follow-up exercise to the remainder of the non-responding sample, we might (conservatively) estimate that the number of eligible respondents in the original sample is n=228. This would (hypothetically) make our response rate 32% of eligible respondents. 

Issues arising

The first issue that arose with the conduct of the survey non-funded providers was the difficulty of matching the NAOSCAR database of OSCAR programmes with the database of funded programmes. Not being able to match such a large number of programmes meant either that funded programmes were in the NAOSCAR database with different names or that the database had not been updated with the names of recently funded programmes. To account for either option, we selected a larger sample than originally planned. 

Given the number of questionnaires returned undelivered and the number that indicated they were no longer running an OSCAR programme (or in fact never had), we can conclude that the database was out of date. There was, however, no other national database of OSCAR providers/programmes available at the time of the evaluation that was considered more up to date than the NAOSCAR one.

There is some doubt regarding respondents who replied saying that they did not run an “OSCAR programme”. A small number of respondents who advised by telephone that they did not operate an OSCAR programme did in fact run a programme but did not believe it to be “OSCAR” – generally because they believed the programme had to have CYF approval to be regarded as “OSCAR”. After an explanation was given, these respondents were encouraged to complete the questionnaire. To counter this the reminder letter sent to non-respondents provided an explanation of what was meant by the term. A total of n=24 respondents advised that they did not operate an OSCAR programme by answering “no” to the first question and some of these respondents may have operated a programme. 

Overall, however, the number is expected to be small. Although it was not so evident in the non-funded survey, it is likely that the same issue arose with the question about “the number of children enrolled each day on a casual basis” that appeared in the funded provider questionnaire (see the section above on Issues Arising in the funded provider survey for a description of this issue).

When considering the data from the non-funded survey, it must be remembered that the response rate for the survey is quite low, and the data must be viewed with caution. This is particularly the case when comparing the responses of funded and non-funded providers.

Appendix C: Tabulations of data

Tables not included in the main body of the report

Table 10: Approved Grants, 2002/03 and 2003/04

Secondary data. Approved Grants, 2002/03 and 2003/04. (Ministry of Social Development)

	
	Assistance 
	Development 
	Total

	
	Grant
	Grant
	

	2002/03
	
	
	

	Applications (n)
	564
	56
	620

	Approved Grants (n)
	481
	48
	529

	Expenditure
	$4,250,000
	$152,000
	$4,402,000

	2003/04
	
	
	

	Applications (n)
	686
	89
	775

	Approved Grants (n)
	606
	78
	684

	Expenditure
	$5,801,827
	$253,682
	$6,055,509


Table 11: Awareness of OSCAR Funding

Non-funded Q6. The OSCAR Funding consists of the Development Grant (up to $3,000) and the Assistance Grant (up to $9,000). Before receiving this questionnaire, were you aware of the OSCAR Funding?

	
	Total
sample
Non-funded

	
	n=72

	
	%

	Yes
	82

	No
	18

	Total
	100


Note: Components may not always add to 100% exactly because of rounding.

Table 12: How first found out about OSCAR Funding

Funded Q13. How did you first find out about the OSCAR Funding (Development Grant or Assistance Grant)?

Non-funded Q7. How did you first find out about the OSCAR Funding?

	
	Total sample
Funded
	Sub-
sample
Non-funded

	
	n=140
	n=59*

	
	%
	%

	From the Ministry of Social Development
	11
	10

	From CYF (Child, Youth & Family)
	9
	8

	From NAOSCAR (National Association of OSCAR providers)
	53
	49

	Through an OSCAR Fieldworker
	40
	25

	From another OSCAR provider
	7
	12

	From the OSCAR network
	32
	32

	Other
	5
	8

	No response
	1
	2

	Total
	**
	**


Note: Total may exceed 100% because of multiple response.

*Sub-sample based on those who were aware of the OSCAR Funding.

Table 13: Help needed to complete Development Grant application

Funded Q15. Did you need help to complete the application for the Development Grant for this programme?

	
	Sub-
sample
Funded

	
	n=44*

	
	%

	Yes
	47

	No
	53

	Total
	100


Note: Components may not always add to 100% exactly because of rounding.

*Sub-sample based on those who received the Development Grant.

Table 14: Areas where help was needed with Development Grant application

Funded Q15a. In which area(s) did you most need help with your Development Grant application?

	
	Sub-
sample
Funded

	
	n=20*

	
	%

	Completing the main part of the application form
	63

	Carrying out a needs assessment for the programme
	49

	Obtaining reference letters from the community
	24

	Compiling the other supporting information for the application (such as proof of legal status)
	24

	Other
	9

	Total
	**


Note: Total may exceed 100% because of multiple response.

*Sub-sample based on those who received the Development Grant.

Caution: Results are indicative only where base numbers are less than n=30.

Table 15: Help needed to complete Assistance Grant application

Funded Q19. Did you need help to complete the application for the Assistance Grant?

	
	Sub-
sample
Funded

	
	n=104*

	
	%

	Yes
	46

	No
	54

	Total
	100


Note: Components may not always add to 100% exactly because of rounding.

*Sub-sample based on those who received the Assistance Grant.

Table 16: Areas where help was needed with Assistance Grant application

Funded Q19a. In which area(s) did you most need help with your Assistance Grant application?

	
	Sub-
sample
Funded

	
	n=48*

	
	%

	Completing the main part of the application form
	29

	Writing a budget for the programme
	58

	Preparing accounts as requires for application
	42

	Obtaining reference letters from the community
	21

	Compiling the other supporting information for the application (such as proof of legal status and evidence of fees)
	8

	Other
	13

	Total
	**


Note: Total may exceed 100% because of multiple response.

*Sub-sample based on those who received the Assistance Grant.

Table 17: Help received with Development Grant application

Funded Q15b. Who helped you with your Development Grant application?

	
	Sub-
sample
Funded

	
	n=20*

	
	%

	An OSCAR Fieldworker
	91

	NAOSCAR
	13

	The Ministry of Social Development
	0

	Another OSCAR provider
	13

	A parent or other person associated with our programme
	23

	Other
	4

	Total
	**


Note: Total may exceed 100% because of multiple response.

*Sub-sample based on those who received the Development Grant.

Caution: Results are indicative only where base numbers are less than n=30.

Table 18: Help received with Assistance Grant application

Funded Q19b. Who helped you with your Assistance Grant application?

	
	Sub-
sample
Funded

	
	n=48*

	
	%

	No one
	4

	An OSCAR Fieldworker
	60

	NAOSCAR
	23

	The Ministry of Social Development
	8

	Another OSCAR provider
	4

	A parent or other person associated with our programme
	21

	Other
	21

	Total
	**


Note: Total may exceed 100% because of multiple response.

*Sub-sample based on those who received the Assistance Grant.

Table 19: Number of programmes of each type (funded providers)

Funded Q1. Overall, how many OSCAR programmes of each type does your organisation currently operate?

	
	Total sample
Funded

	
	n=140

	
	%

	Number of before/after-school programmes
	

	Zero programmes
	12

	1 programme
	71

	2 programmes
	6

	3 programmes
	6

	4 programmes
	2

	5 programmes
	2

	6 or more programmes
	2

	Total
	100

	Number of holiday programmes
	

	Zero programmes
	34

	1 programme
	51

	2 programmes
	5

	3 programmes
	3

	4 programmes
	6

	5 programmes
	0

	6 or more programmes
	1

	Total
	100


Note: Components may not always add to 100% exactly because of rounding.

Table 20: Length of time funded providers have run OSCAR programmes

Funded Q2. How long has your organisation operated OSCAR programme(s)?

	
	Total sample
Funded

	
	n=140

	
	%

	Less than 12 months
	5

	12 to 23 months
	14

	2 to 5 years
	39

	6 to 10 years
	25

	11 or more years
	11

	No response
	5

	Total
	100


Note: Components may not always add to 100% exactly because of rounding.

Table 21: Legal status of organisation (funded providers)

Source: Ministry of Social Development database. Legal status of organisation (survey respondents only).

	
	Total
sample
Funded

	
	n=140

	
	%

	Charitable trust
	18

	Incorporated society
	31

	Sole trader
	19

	Registered company
	14

	Educational institution (e.g., school, ECE centre)
	18

	Crown entity/government department (e.g., city or district council)
	0

	Other
	1

	Total
	100


Note: Components may not always add to 100% exactly because of rounding.

Table 22: Activities organisation is involved in (funded providers)

Funded Q3. What other activities is your organisation involved in? 

	
	Total sample
Funded

	
	n=140

	
	%

	None – OSCAR only
	35

	Community activities
	33

	Sporting activities
	14

	Business ventures
	5

	Early childhood education
	27

	Primary or secondary school education
	25

	Other
	15

	No response
	0

	Total
	**


Note: Total may exceed 100% because of multiple response.

Table 23: Establishment date of programmes (successful Assistance Grant applicants) 

Source: NAOSCAR applications database. (Successful Assistance Grant applications in Funding Rounds 1, 2, & 3.)

	
	Successful Assistance Grant applicants

	
	n=473

	
	%

	New programmes
	25

	Operating up to (and including) five years
	41

	Operating 6 to 10 years
	20

	Operating 11 years or more
	11

	No data
	3

	Total
	100


Note: Components may not always add to 100% exactly because of rounding.

Table 24: Numbers of children enrolled in programmes (successful Assistance Grant applicants)

Source: NAOSCAR applications database. (Successful Assistance Grant applications in Funding Rounds 1, 2, & 3.)

	
	Successful Assistance Grant applicants

	
	n=473

	
	%

	1 to 8 children
	9

	9 to 15 children
	21

	16 to 25 children
	22

	26 to 35 children
	24

	36 to 45 children
	10

	46 or more children
	12

	No data
	3

	Total
	100


Note: Components may not always add to 100% exactly because of rounding.

Table 25: Type of programme (funded programmes)

	
	Total
Non-funded

	
	n=140

	
	%

	Before/After school
	67

	Holiday
	28

	Both before/after school and holiday
	5

	Total
	100


Note: Components may not always add to 100% exactly because of rounding.

Table 26: Whether funded programme still in operation

Funded Q4. Is the programme named on page 1 of this questionnaire still in operation?

	
	Total sample
Funded

	
	n=140

	
	%

	Yes
	98

	No
	2

	Total
	100


Note: Components may not always add to 100% exactly because of rounding.

Table 27: Length of time programme has been operating (funded programmes)

Funded Q9. How long has this OSCAR programme been operating?

	
	Sub-
sample
Funded

	
	n=138*

	
	%

	Less than 12 months
	8

	12 to 23 months
	15

	2 to 5 years
	39

	6 to 10 years
	25

	11 or more years
	8

	No response
	4

	Total
	100


Note: Components may not always add to 100% exactly because of rounding.

*Sub-sample based on programmes that were currently operating.

Table 28: Operating hours before and after school (funded programmes)

Funded Q5. How many hours each day does this programme operate before school and after school?

	
	Sub-
sample
Funded

	
	n=102*

	
	%

	Number of hours each day before school
	

	Zero hours
	67

	1 hour or less
	13

	1¼ to 2 hours
	20

	No response
	0

	Total
	100

	Number of hours each day after school
	

	Zero hours
	2

	2½ hours or less
	33

	2¾ hours to 3 hours
	53

	Over 3 hours
	11

	No response
	0

	Total
	100


Note: Components may not always add to 100% exactly because of rounding.

*Sub-sample based on programmes that operated before/after school (and were currently operating).

Table 29: Operating hours during holidays (funded programmes)

Funded Q6. How many hours each day does this programme operate over the holiday period?

	
	Sub-
sample
Funded

	
	n=43*

	
	%

	Number of hours each day during the holidays
	

	Zero hours
	2

	Under 7 hours
	12

	7 to 7¾ hours
	9

	8 to 8¾ hours
	13

	9 to 9¾ hours
	32

	10 or more hours
	32

	No response
	0

	Total
	100


Note: Components may not always add to 100% exactly because of rounding.

*Sub-sample based on programmes that operated during the holidays (and were currently operating).

Table 30: Places available in the programme (funded programmes)

Funded Q7. Please complete the following table, giving current details for this programme.

(For after-school programmes, “current” means March 2004; for holiday programmes, “current” means January 2004. Please give approximate numbers, if you are not sure.)

	
	Sub-
sample
Funded

	
	n=138*

	
	%

	Number of places available each day
	

	1 to 15 places
	9

	16 to 25 places
	33

	26 to 35 places
	22

	36 to 45 places
	12

	46 or more places
	15

	No set number of places
	1

	No response
	8

	Total
	100


Note: Components may not always add to 100% exactly because of rounding.

*Sub-sample based on programmes that were currently operating.

Table 31: Numbers of children enrolled in the programme (funded programmes)

Funded Q7. Please complete the following table, giving current details for this programme.

(For after-school programmes, “current” means March 2004; for holiday programmes, “current” means January 2004. Please give approximate numbers, if you are not sure.)

	
	Sub-
sample
Funded

	
	n=138*

	
	%

	Number of children enrolled each day, on a regular basis
	

	Zero children
	1

	1 to 8 children
	13

	9 to 15 children
	24

	16 to 25 children
	25

	26 to 35 children
	12

	36 to 45 children
	7

	46 or more children
	10

	No response
	8

	Total
	100

	Number of children enrolled each day on a casual basis
	

	Zero children
	16

	1 to 4 children
	34

	4 to 8 children
	17

	9 to 15 children
	13

	16 or more children
	11

	No response
	9

	Total
	100

	Number of children on the waiting list
	

	Zero children
	80

	1 to 5 children
	11

	6 or more children
	5

	No response
	5

	Total
	100


Note: Components may not always add to 100% exactly because of rounding.

*Sub-sample based on programmes that were currently operating.

Table 32: Numbers of staff employed in the programme (funded programmes)

Funded Q7. Please complete the following table, giving current details for this programme.

(For after-school programmes, “current” means March 2004; for holiday programmes, “current” means January 2004. Please give approximate numbers, if you are not sure.)

	
	Sub-
sample
Funded

	
	n=138*

	
	%

	Number of paid staff employed each day to work with children
	

	0 staff
	0

	1 to 1.5 staff
	9

	2 to 2.5 staff
	34

	3 to 3.5 staff
	28

	4 to 5.5 staff
	18

	6 or more staff
	9

	No response
	2

	Total
	100

	Number of unpaid staff (volunteers) employed each day to work with children
	

	Zero staff
	64

	1 to 1.5 staff
	18

	2 to 2.5 staff
	8

	4 or more staff
	7

	No response
	4

	Total
	100


Note: Components may not always add to 100% exactly because of rounding.

*Sub-sample based on programmes that were currently operating.

Table 33: Types of programmes among unsuccessful funding applicants

Source: Ministry of Social Development database. (Development Grant applications to September 2003, Assistance Grant applications in Funding Rounds 1, 2, & 3.)

	
	All 
unsuccessful
applicants

	
	n=77

	
	%

	Before-/after-school
	48

	Holiday
	48

	Both before-/after-school and holiday
	3

	Unknown
	1

	Total
	100


Note: Components may not always add to 100% exactly because of rounding.

Table 34: Number of programmes of each type (non-funded providers)

Non-funded Q2. Overall, how many OSCAR programmes of each type does your organisation currently operate?

	
	Sub- sample
Non-funded

	
	n=67*

	
	%

	Number of before/after-school programmes
	

	Zero programmes
	34

	1 programme
	51

	2 programmes
	6

	3 programmes
	0

	4 programmes
	1

	5 programmes
	0

	6 or more programmes
	1

	No response
	6

	Total
	100

	Number of holiday programmes
	

	Zero programmes
	24

	1 programme
	52

	2 programmes
	1

	3 programmes
	4

	4 programmes
	7

	5 programmes
	3

	6 or more programmes
	3

	No response
	4

	Total
	100


Note: Components may not always add to 100% exactly because of rounding.

*Sub-sample based on those who had not applied for the OSCAR Funding.

Table 35: Length of time non-funded providers have run OSCAR programmes

Non-funded Q3. How long has your organisation operated OSCAR programme(s)?

	
	Sub- sample
Non-funded

	
	n=67*

	
	%

	Less than 12 months
	0

	12 to 23 months
	6

	2 to 5 years
	34

	6 to 10 years
	34

	11 or more years
	21

	No response
	4

	Total
	100


Note: Components may not always add to 100% exactly because of rounding.

*Sub-sample based on those who had not applied for the OSCAR Funding.

Table 36: Legal status of organisation (non-funded providers)

Non-funded Q5. What is the legal status of your organisation?

	
	Sub- sample
Non-funded

	
	n=67*

	
	%

	Charitable trust
	15

	Incorporated society
	22

	Sole trader
	6

	Registered company
	12

	Educational institution (e.g., school, ECE centre)
	39

	Crown entity/government department (e.g., city or district council)
	3

	Other
	3

	Total
	100


Note: Components may not always add to 100% exactly because of rounding.

*Sub-sample based on those who had not applied for the OSCAR Funding.

Table 37: Activities organisation is involved in (non-funded providers)

Non-funded Q4. What other activities is your organisation involved in? 
	
	Sub- sample
Non-funded

	
	n=67*

	
	%

	None – OSCAR only
	13

	Community activities
	36

	Sporting activities
	16

	Business ventures
	7

	Early childhood education
	43

	Primary or secondary school education
	19

	Other
	18

	No response
	1

	Total
	**


Note: Total may exceed 100% because of multiple response.

*Sub-sample based on those who had not applied for the OSCAR Funding.

Table 38: Type of programme (non-funded programmes)

	
	Sub- sample
Non-funded

	
	n=67*

	
	%

	Before/after school
	24

	Holiday
	34

	Both before/after school and holiday
	40

	Unknown
	1

	Total
	100


Note: Components may not always add to 100% exactly because of rounding.

*Sub-sample based on those who had not applied for the OSCAR Funding.

Table 39: Length of time programme has been operating (non-funded programmes)

Non-funded Q14. How long has this OSCAR programme been operating?

	
	Sub- sample
Non-funded

	
	n=67*

	
	%

	Less than 12 months
	0

	12 to 23 months
	4

	2 to 5 years
	33

	6 to 10 years
	36

	11 or more years
	24

	No response
	3

	Total
	100


Note: Components may not always add to 100% exactly because of rounding.

*Sub-sample based on those who had not applied for the OSCAR Funding.

Table 40: Operating hours before and after school (non-funded programmes)

Non-funded Q16. How many hours per day, days per week, and weeks per year does your programme operate before/after school? 
	
	Sub-
sample
Non-funded

	
	n=44*

	
	%

	Number of hours each day before school
	

	Zero hours
	43

	1 hour or less
	27

	1¼ to 2 hours
	16

	No response
	14

	Total
	100

	Number of hours each day after school
	

	Zero hours
	0

	2½ hours or less
	45

	2¾ hours to 3 hours
	41

	Over 3 hours
	7

	No response
	7

	Total
	100

	Number of days per week before/after school
	

	1 to 4 days
	11

	5 days
	82

	No response
	7

	Total
	100

	Number of weeks per year during school terms
	

	Fewer than 40 weeks
	14

	40 to 42 weeks
	64

	43 or more weeks
	9

	No response
	14

	Total
	100


Note: Components may not always add to 100% exactly because of rounding.

*Sub-sample based on programmes that operated before/after school and had not applied for the OSCAR Funding.

Table 41: Operating hours during holidays (non-funded programmes)

Non-funded Q16. How many hours per day, days per week, and weeks per year does your programme operate over the holiday period?

	
	Sub-
sample
Non-funded

	
	n=51*

	
	%

	Number of hours each day during the holidays
	

	Zero hours
	0

	Under 7 hours
	41

	7 to 7¾ hours
	0

	8 to 8¾ hours
	12

	9 to 9¾ hours
	22

	10 or more hours
	20

	No response
	6

	Total
	100

	Number of days per week during the holidays
	

	1 to 4 days
	4

	5 days
	88

	No response
	8

	Total
	100

	Number of weeks per year during the holidays
	

	Fewer than 40 weeks
	25

	40 to 42 weeks
	45

	43 or more weeks
	18

	No response
	12

	Total
	100


Note: Components may not always add to 100% exactly because of rounding.

*Sub-sample based on programmes that operated during the holidays and had not applied for the OSCAR Funding.

Table 42: Places available in the programme (non-funded programmes)

Non-funded Q15. Please complete the following table, giving current details for this programme.

(For after-school programmes, “current” means March 2004; for holiday programmes, “current” means January 2004. Please give approximate numbers, if you are not sure.)
	
	Sub- sample
Non-funded

	
	n=67*

	
	%

	Number of places available each day
	

	1 to 15 places
	21

	16 to 25 places
	13

	26 to 35 places
	15

	36 to 45 places
	7

	46 or more places
	21

	No set number of places
	3

	No response
	19

	Total
	100


Note: Components may not always add to 100% exactly because of rounding.

*Sub-sample based on those who had not applied for the OSCAR Funding.

Table 43: Numbers of children enrolled in the programme (non-funded programmes)

Non-funded Q15. Please complete the following table, giving current details for this programme.

(For after-school programmes, “current” means March 2004; for holiday programmes, “current” means January 2004. Please give approximate numbers, if you are not sure.)
	
	Sub- sample
Non-funded

	
	n=67*

	
	%

	Number of children enrolled each day, on a regular basis
	

	Zero children
	10

	1 to 8 children
	15

	9 to 15 children
	12

	16 to 25 children
	19

	26 to 35 children
	9

	36 to 45 children
	3

	46 or more children
	15

	No response
	16

	Total
	100

	Number of children enrolled each day on a casual basis
	

	Zero children
	25

	1 to 4 children
	22

	4 to 8 children
	15

	9 to 15 children
	13

	16 or more children
	6

	No response
	18

	Total
	100

	Number of children on the waiting list
	

	Zero children
	70

	1 to 5 children
	7

	6 or more children
	9

	No response
	13

	Total
	100


Note: Components may not always add to 100% exactly because of rounding.

*Sub-sample based on those who had not applied for the OSCAR Funding.

Table 44: Numbers of staff employed in the programme (non-funded programmes)

Non-funded Q15. Please complete the following table, giving current details for this programme.

(For after-school programmes, “current” means March 2004; for holiday programmes, “current” means January 2004. Please give approximate numbers, if you are not sure.)
	
	Sub- sample
Non-funded

	
	n=67*

	
	%

	Number of paid staff employed each day to work with children
	

	0 staff
	4

	1 to 1.5 staff
	19

	2 to 2.5 staff
	22

	3 to 3.5 staff
	18

	4 to 5.5 staff
	18

	6 or more staff
	7

	No response
	10

	Total
	100

	Number of unpaid staff (volunteers) employed each day to work with children
	

	Zero staff
	54

	1 to 1.5 staff
	9

	2 to 2.5 staff
	10

	4 or more staff
	10

	No response
	16

	Total
	100


Note: Components may not always add to 100% exactly because of rounding.

*Sub-sample based on those who had not applied for the OSCAR Funding.

Table 45: Whether eligible for OSCAR Funding (non-funded programmes)

	
	Total sample
Non-funded

	
	n=72

	
	%

	Appear eligible for the Assistance Grant
	21

	Appear eligible for the Development Grant
	40

	Eligibility unclear
	28

	Appear not eligible for the either grant
	11

	Total
	100


Note: Components may not always add to 100% exactly because of rounding.

Categories based on the following: Eligible for Assistance Grant – have CYF approval + operate 5 days a week + operate 2 hours or more (for after-school programmes) or 6 hours or more (for holiday programmes) per day + operate 40 weeks or more (for after-school programmes) or 4 weeks or more (for holiday programmes) per year + had an operating deficit in 2003 + charge parents fees; Eligible for Development Grant – don’t have CYF approval; Not eligible – (have CYF approval + had an operating surplus in 2003) or (have CYF approval + don’t charge parents fees); Eligibility unclear – all others.

Table 46: Reasons programme was understood to be ineligible for the funding

Non-funded Q12b. If you did not apply for the Funding because you understood your programme(s) would be ineligible, what was it that made your programme(s) ineligible? 
(Please list the eligibility criteria you are aware of that your programme(s) did not fit,)

	
	Sub-
sample
Non-funded

	
	n=19*

	
	n

	Programme doesn't run for long enough/enough hours
	21

	Not approved, accredited by CYF OSCAR
	21

	Not community based, not public, home-based
	16

	Don't have separate accounts, not able to separate accounts
	11

	Difficult to meet safety requirements
	11

	Not sure
	11

	Other
	5

	No response
	5

	Total
	**


Note: Total may exceed 100% because of multiple response.

*Sub-sample based on those who did not apply because they understood their programme would be ineligible.

Caution: Results are indicative only where base numbers are less than n=30.

Table 47: Reasons programme did not need the funding

Non-funded Q12a. If you did not apply for the Funding because you believed your programme(s) did not need the funding (in 2002 or 2003), why was this?

	
	Sub-
sample
Non-funded

	
	n=14*

	
	%

	Parent fees/koha covered all our costs
	43

	We received funds from other sources
	43

	We were supported (financially or in kind) by our host school, community group, umbrella organisation, etc
	36

	Our programme(s) operated at a profit
	29

	Our programme(s) broke even
	21

	Our venue was rent-free
	21

	We had very low costs
	14

	We managed quite well with low costs and a low income
	7

	Other
	7

	Total
	**


Note: Total may exceed the total n because of multiple response.

*Sub-sample based on those who did not apply because their programme did not need the funding.

Caution: Results are indicative only where base numbers are less than n=30.

Table 48: Amount of Development Grant awarded

Source: Ministry of Social Development database. (Development Grant applications to September 2003. Amounts exclude GST.)

	
	All successful applicants

	
	n=78

	
	%

	Less than $3,000
	20

	$3,000
	80

	Total
	100


Note: Components may not always add to 100% exactly because of rounding.

One outlier was excluded from the analysis. While it appears that this one programme had been awarded $9,000, this amount was in fact for one provider across 12 programmes. The data would be skewed if this outlier were included.

Table 49: Amount of Assistance Grant awarded 

Source: Ministry of Social Development database. (Assistance Grant applications in Funding Rounds 1, 2, & 3. Amounts exclude GST.)

	
	All successful applicants

	
	n=356

	
	%

	Less than $9,000
	26

	$9,000
	74

	Total
	100


Note: Components may not always add to 100% exactly because of rounding.

Table 50: Assistance provided by OSCAR Fieldworkers

Funded Q24. OSCAR Fieldworkers are available to provide advice and support to OSCAR programmes. In which of the following areas (if any) have the OSCAR Fieldworkers assisted you and/or staff in relation to your programme? 

	
	Total sample
Funded

	
	n=140

	
	%

	None
	7

	Establishing or setting up our programme
	32

	Writing and putting in place policies and procedures
	29

	Employment/staff issues
	23

	Issues regarding children (e.g., behaviour management, disabilities, child protection, child safety)
	25

	Gaining CYF approval
	44

	Planning and/or implementing programmes/activities for children
	26

	Financial management
	8

	Work and Income subsidy
	17

	OSCAR funding
	56

	Other funding
	7

	Programme management and organisation
	26

	Other
	20

	No response
	1

	Total
	**


Note: Total may exceed 100% because of multiple response.

Table 51: Helpfulness of OSCAR Fieldworker assistance

Funded Q25. Overall, how helpful have you found the advice and support provided by the OSCAR Fieldworker?

	
	Sub-
sample
Funded

	
	n=130*

	
	%

	Very helpful
	63

	Helpful
	27

	Neither helpful nor unhelpful
	8

	Unhelpful
	0

	Very unhelpful
	0

	No response
	2

	Total
	100


Note: Components may not always add to 100% exactly because of rounding.

*Sub-sample based on those who had received assistance from the OSCAR Fieldworkers.

Table 52: Extent to which Development Grant covered costs as intended

Funded Q17. To what extent did the Development Grant cover the costs it was intended to cover?

	
	Sub-
sample
Funded

	
	n=44*

	
	%

	The grant covered the costs fully
	10

	The grant covered most of the costs
	38

	The grant covered some of the costs
	50

	The grant covered little (if any) of the costs
	2

	Total
	100


Note: Components may not always add to 100% exactly because of rounding.

*Sub-sample based on those who received the Development Grant.

Table 53: Extent to which Assistance Grant covered costs as intended

Funded Q21. To what extent did the Assistance Grant cover the costs it was intended to cover for your programme?

	
	Sub-
sample
Funded

	
	n=104*

	
	%

	The grant covered the costs fully
	34

	The grant covered most of the costs
	25

	The grant covered some of the costs
	37

	The grant covered little (if any) of the costs
	3

	No response
	1

	Total
	100


Note: Components may not always add to 100% exactly because of rounding.

*Sub-sample based on those who received the Assistance Grant.

Table 54: Additional amount needed to cover costs

Funded Q21a. If the Assistance Grant did not fully cover the costs it was intended to cover, how much more money would the programme have needed to cover the costs?

	
	Sub-
sample
Funded

	
	n=68*

	
	%

	Less than $2,500
	10

	$2,500 to $4,999
	21

	$5,000 to $7,499
	22

	$7,500 to $9,999
	1

	$10,000 to $12,499
	9

	$12,500 or more
	9

	No response
	28

	Total
	100


Note: Components may not always add to 100% exactly because of rounding.

*Sub-sample based on those who received the Assistance Grant and indicated that it did not fully cover the intended costs.

Table 55: Current CYF approval

Funded Q26. When did you first gain CYF OSCAR Approval for the programme named on page 1 of this questionnaire? AND

Funded Q26a. Renewal of CYF OSCAR Approval involves a further visit and assessment by a CYF Assessor, about every two years. If your programme has had its CYF OSCAR Approval renewed, when was the most recent renewal given?

Non-funded Q18. Does your programme currently have CYF OSCAR Approval? (Child, Youth & Family (CYF) OSCAR Approval involves having OSCAR policies that meet CYF’s guidelines. A CYF Assessor visits to assess the programme.)

	
	Total sample
Funded
	Total sample
Non-funded

	
	n=140
	n=72

	
	%
	%

	Yes
	84
	60

	No
	12
	40

	Unknown
	4
	0

	Total
	100
	100


Note: Components may not always add to 100% exactly because of rounding.

Figures for Funded providers calculated from responses to Q26 and Q26a. 

Table 56: Reasons for not having CYF approval (non-funded programmes)

Non-funded Q18a. If your programme does not currently have CYF OSCAR Approval, why is this?

	
	Sub-
sample
Non-funded

	
	n=29*

	
	%

	We don’t know anything/enough about it
	45

	We heard from other OSCAR providers that it was too difficult
	7

	We aren’t confident about writing the required policies and procedures or putting these in place
	17

	We cannot afford to employ two staff
	17

	The Work and Income (WINZ) subsidy/OSCAR Funding is not enough to make it worthwhile
	7

	We don’t have many (or any) families that need the Work and Income (WINZ) subsidy
	14

	We are in the process of getting approval
	24

	We had difficulty getting a CYF Assessor to come, so we have given up/put the process on hold
	3

	Our CYF OSCAR Approval was revoked/not renewed
	3

	We did not wish to renew our CYF OSCAR Approval
	3

	We don’t want a government agency interfering in our programme
	7

	We have issues or concerns with CYF being the agency involved
	14

	Other
	28

	Total
	**


Note: Total may exceed 100% because of multiple response.

*Sub-sample based on those who did not have current CYF approval for their programme.

Caution: Results are indicative only where base numbers are less than n=30.

Table 57: Difficulties with the CYF OSCAR approval process

Funded Q28. What, if any, difficulties did you have with the CYF OSCAR Approval process?

	
	Sub-
sample
Funded

	
	n=126*

	
	%

	None
	39

	Writing the required policies and procedures
	19

	Making any necessary physical changes to the venue
	5

	Supplying necessary equipment, such as a telephone
	1

	Upgrading games and equipment for children
	2

	Ensuring two adults are present at all times
	12

	Setting up financial systems
	6

	Getting the accounts audited
	9

	The amount of time involved in preparing for the assessment
	26

	The length of time it took to get assessed and gain CYF approval
	17

	Other
	14

	No response
	3

	Total
	**


Note: Total may exceed 100% because of multiple response.

*Sub-sample based on those who had obtained CYF approval for their programme.

Table 58: Comments about CYF OSCAR approval 

Funded Q29. If you have any comments to make about CYF OSCAR Approval (including any benefits of having Approval or any improvements to the process), please add them here.

	
	Sub-
sample
Funded

	
	n=61*

	
	%

	Benefits
	

	Keeps standard of programmes professional/ credible/the best they can be
	42

	Parents are eligible for Work and Income (WINZ) subsidy
	10

	Received good support/access to support from CYF/ MSD
	6

	Helps encourage enrolments
	5

	Has enabled more programmes to start
	2

	Issues, suggestions for improvement
	

	Issues with assessors/assessment process
	9

	Process to get approved is too long
	6

	No prior notice of changes to requirements/lack of information
	6

	Difficult process to work through – police vetting etc
	5

	Assessments are inconsistent as guidelines interpreted differently
	5

	Should look at the programme/not just the policies/ paperwork
	5

	Audit process is too costly
	3

	Make the guidelines easier to follow/have fewer forms
	3

	There are no benefits
	2

	Other
	

	Other
	12

	Total
	**


Note: Total may exceed 100% because of multiple response.

*Sub-sample based on those who had obtained CYF approval for their programme and answered this question.

Table 59: Whether current income covers programme’s true costs

Funded Q35. Do you consider that the current sources of income (including any OSCAR Funding) for this programme are sufficient to cover the true costs of running this OSCAR programme?

Non-funded Q22. Do you consider that the current sources of income for this programme are sufficient to cover the true costs of running this OSCAR programme?

	
	Total sample
Funded
	Total sample
Non-funded

	
	n=140
	n=72

	
	%
	%

	Yes
	46
	18

	No
	51
	67

	Don’t know
	0
	14

	No response
	3
	1

	Total
	100
	100


Note: Components may not always add to 100% exactly because of rounding.

Table 60: What providers do to make ends meet

Funded Q35a. If you consider your programme’s current sources of income are insufficient to meet the programme’s true costs, what do you make ends meet?

Non-funded Q22a. If you consider your programme’s current sources of income are insufficient to meet the programme’s true costs, what do you do to make ends meet?

	
	Sub-
sample
Funded
	Sub-
sample
Non-funded

	
	n=72*
	n=48*

	
	%
	%

	We employ fewer staff than we really need
	14
	25

	We pay staff low wages
	48
	33

	We use voluntary staff as much as possible
	33
	29

	We pay staff only for the time they are with the children and not for any planning/preparation time
	27
	40

	The coordinator is unpaid
	24
	27

	We operate the minimum number of hours
	8
	19

	We don’t upgrade or repair equipment or facilities as often as we would like
	42
	35

	Lost or damaged games, toys, and sports equipment are not replaced as often as we would like
	50
	40

	We ask parents to pack snacks for their children’s afternoon tea
	13
	23

	We rely on donations of food to provide children afternoon tea
	19
	8

	We take the children in few (if any) trips
	35
	31

	We rely on parents, staff, or other to donate their time (e.g., in evenings or weekends) to do cleaning and maintenance
	13
	8

	Other
	39
	29

	None of these
	4
	2

	No response
	2
	13

	Total
	**
	**


Note: Total may exceed 100% because of multiple response.

*Sub-sample based on those who believed their current sources of income did not cover the programme’s true costs.

Table 61: Sufficiency of one-off Assistance Grant

Funded Q22. Which one of the following statements do you most agree with?

	
	Sub-
sample
Funded

	
	n=104*

	
	%

	A one-off Assistance Grant is sufficient to meet our needs
	1

	If we receive the Assistance Grant every year for a few more years, we anticipate we will no longer need it
	18

	We anticipate needing the Assistance Grant every year on an on-going basis
	70

	Don’t know
	5

	Not applicable – our programme is not operating, or we don’t envisage it well be operating beyond 2004
	1

	No response
	5

	Total
	100


Note: Components may not always add to 100% exactly because of rounding.

*Sub-sample based on those who received the Assistance Grant.

Table 62: Applying for the Assistance Grant in the future

Funded Q23. Have you applied, or do you intend to apply, for the Assistance Grant for your programme for 2004 or in the future?

Non-funded Q13. Have you applied, or do you intend to apply, for the Assistance Grant for your programme(s) for 2004 or in the future?

	
	Total sample
Funded
	Sub- 
sample
Non-funded

	
	n=140
	n=59*

	
	%
	%

	Yes
	91
	51

	No
	3
	20

	Don’t know/Not sure
	4
	24

	No response
	1
	5

	Total
	100
	100


Note: Components may not always add to 100% exactly because of rounding.

*Sub-sample based on those who were aware of the OSCAR Funding.

Table 63: Reasons for wanting to, or not wanting to, apply for OSCAR Funding in the future

Non-funded Q13a. What are your reasons for wanting to, or not wanting to, apply for OSCAR Funding for 2004 or in the future? 

	
	Sub-
sample
Funded

	
	n=59*

	
	%

	Reasons for wanting to apply
	

	To assist with specific needs – new resources, CYF approval, renovations, etc
	39

	To make programme more financially viable/stable/ accessible
	12

	Great source of funding
	7

	To expand – new programmes/extend hours/increase numbers
	7

	To improve quality, to provide a better service
	7

	Reasons for not wanting to apply
	

	Difficult process, too much hassle/paperwork
	15

	Programme is ineligible – makes a profit/operates on a casual basis, etc
	10

	Accounts not separated/not in required format
	3

	Get funding from elsewhere – school/church/ parent fees
	3

	Other
	

	Need more information – e.g., about eligibility
	7

	Other
	8

	No response
	5

	Total
	**


Note: Total may exceed 100% because of multiple response.

*Sub-sample based on those who were aware of the OSCAR Funding and answered this question.

Table 64: Comments about improvements to OSCAR Funding (funded providers)

Funded Q40. Do you have any suggestions for improvements to the OSCAR Funding so that it would better meet your needs?

	
	Sub-
sample
Funded

	
	n=59

	
	%

	No improvements, all appreciated, couldn't operate without it
	24

	Improve timing of funding – more frequent, within terms, faster turnaround
	19

	Increase amount of funding
	19

	Guarantee funding so can plan, budget; make it ongoing, non-contestable
	16

	Fund on per child basis; more for larger programmes
	9

	Audit should be on Grant only
	7

	Make it easier to apply for, provide people to assist with applying
	7

	Change criteria for funding
	3

	Issues with having to separate accounts
	3

	Provide funding for buildings, extensions etc
	3

	Other
	7

	Total
	**


Note: Total may exceed 100% because of multiple response.

*Sub-sample based on those who answered this question.

Table 65: Suggestions for other ways assistance could be provided (non-funded providers)

Non-funded Q25. The Ministry of Social Development (MSD) wishes to assist OSCAR providers to cater for parents wanting out-of-school care for their school-aged children. The aim of the OSCAR Funding that MSD offers is to assist OSCAR providers to keep operating and improve the quality of the programmes provided.

Given the needs of your OSCAR programme(s), what suggestions do you have for other ways MSD could provide assistance to OSCAR providers?

	
	Sub-
sample
Non-funded

	
	n=24*

	
	%

	Change eligibility/consider needs of different types of programmes
	33

	Make process less daunting/provide more information
	21

	Provide different types of grants or assistance for specific needs
	17

	Continue it, need annual grant
	8

	Increase amount of Work and Income (WINZ) subsidy, increase parent eligibility
	8

	Make CYF approval easier/less daunting
	8

	Provide help with paperwork/application
	8

	Other
	4

	Total
	**


Note: Total may exceed 100% because of multiple response.

*Sub-sample based on those who answered this question.

Caution: Results are indicative only where base numbers are less than n=30.

Table 66: Additional comments on OSCAR Funding (funded providers)

Funded Q41. If you have any additional comments you would like to make about the OSCAR Funding, please add them here.

	
	Sub-
sample
Funded

	
	n=77*

	
	%

	Thanks for funding, appreciate it
	51

	Funding helps stability of programmes – can continue, expand programmes
	32

	It needs to be ongoing; we couldn't operate without it
	27

	Funding helps quality of programmes – training for staff, better activities for kids
	21

	Revisions needed to processes, criteria
	7

	Support, information needed
	6

	Auditing process, splitting accounts, is expensive
	4

	The Funding gives OSCAR the recognition it deserves
	4

	Issues around timing of Funding
	3

	Other
	3

	Total
	**


Note: Total may exceed 100% because of multiple response.

*Sub-sample based on those who answered this question.

Table 67: Current charges per child per day

Funded Q8. Currently, how much do you typically charge parent per child, per day for this programme?

Non-funded Q17. Currently, how much do you typically charge parents per child, per day for this programme? 

	
	Sub-
sample
Funded
	Total
sample
Non-funded

	
	n=138*
	n=72

	
	%
	%

	No charge
	0
	8

	Less than $5 per day
	10
	14

	$5 to $9.90 per day
	21
	18

	$10 to $14.90 per day
	37
	28

	$15 to $19.90 per day
	13
	13

	$20 to 24.90 per day
	7
	3

	$25 or more per day
	11
	13

	No response
	2
	4

	Total
	100
	100


Note: Components may not always add to 100% exactly because of rounding.

*Sub-sample based on programmes that were currently operating.

Table 68: Change in level of income

Funded Q32. If your programme was running in the year before receiving OSCAR Funding (e.g., in 2002), has the total income received from all other sources (that is, from all sources other than the OSCAR Funding) increased, decreased, or stayed the same since that time?

	
	Total sample
Funded

	
	n=104*

	
	%

	Income from other sources has increased
	32

	Income from other sources has stayed the same
	40

	Income from other sources has decreased
	25

	Don’t know
	3

	No response
	1

	Total
	100


Note: Components may not always add to 100% exactly because of rounding.

*Sub-sample based on programmes that were operating in the year before receiving the funding.

Table 69: What caused decrease in income

Funded Q32a. If your programme’s income (from sources other than the OSCAR Funding) has decreased, what has caused that decrease?

	
	Sub-
sample
Funded

	
	n=24*

	
	%

	We have reduced parent fees
	4

	We now have fewer children attending
	33

	Collecting fees from parents has become more difficult
	25

	Previous sources of funding/grants/sponsorship are no longer available/our applications were unsuccessful
	37

	We did not raise as much money through community fundraising as we have in the past
	4

	Our umbrella organisation did not provide funds as they have in the past
	8

	Other
	25

	Total
	**


Note: Total may exceed 100% because of multiple response.

*Sub-sample based on those whose income had decreased.

Caution: Results are indicative only where base numbers are less than n=30.

Table 70: Changes as a result of OSCAR Funding being in place (fee levels)

Funded Q39. As a provider, which (if any) of the following have you done, or made definite plans to do, as a result of the OSCAR Funding being in place?

	
	Total
sample
Funded

	
	n=140

	
	%

	Reduce parent fees
	8

	Total
	**


Note: Total may exceed 100% because of multiple response.

Selected item from this question only. Overall, 4% did not respond, 5% had not made any of the listed changes, and 22% had made some “other” change.

Table 71: Financial indicators (income related)

Funded Q36. Which of the following (if any) apply to your programme?

Non-funded Q23. Which of the following (if any) apply to your programme?

	
	Total
sample
Funded
	Total sample
Non-funded

	
	n=140
	n=72

	
	%
	%

	We have few problems (if any) collecting fees from parents
	58
	63

	Total
	**
	**


Note: Total may exceed 100% because of multiple response.

Selected items from this question only. Overall, 1% of funded and 7% of non-funded provider did not respond and 6% of non-funded providers said none of the listed items applied.

Table 72: Types of expenses

Funded Q33. For the period in which you received the OSCAR Funding (e.g., the 2003 calendar year), what types of expenses did your programme have?

Non-funded Q19. For the 2003 calendar year, what types of expenses did your programme have?

	
	Total sample
Funded
	Total sample
Non-funded

	
	n=140
	n=72

	
	%
	%

	Wages/salaries
	94
	89

	Volunteer expenses
	29
	26

	Other staff costs (e.g., training)#
	74
	31

	Rent (venue)
	69
	50

	Power/gas
	50
	42

	Phone
	77
	60

	Food
	89
	74

	Equipment and materials
	95
	92

	Transport (i.e., taking children from school to the programme)
	55
	39

	Trips/excursions
	53
	46

	Other expenses (e.g., administration)
	55
	47

	Don’t know
	na
	4

	No response
	1
	3

	Total
	**
	**


Note: Total may exceed 100% because of multiple response.

Note: “na” = not asked.

#Due to an oversight, the bracketed text “(e.g., training)” was omitted from the non-funded version of this question.

Table 73: Change in level of expenses

Funded Q34. If your programme was running in the year before receiving the OSCAR Funding (e.g., in 2002), have the programme’s expenses increased, decreased, or stayed the same since that time?

	
	Total sample
Funded

	
	n=104*

	
	%

	Expenses have increased
	89

	Expenses have stayed the same
	9

	Expenses have decreased
	0

	Don’t know
	1

	No response
	1

	Total
	100


Note: Components may not always add to 100% exactly because of rounding.

*Sub-sample based on programmes that were operating in the year before receiving the funding.

Table 74: Reason for increase in expenses

Funded Q34a. If your programme’s expenses have increased, what has caused that increase?

	
	Sub-
sample
Funded

	
	n=92*

	
	%

	We are now paying staff/positions that were previously unpaid
	27

	We have employed additional staff
	67

	We have increased staff pay
	65

	We now pay staff for non-contact time (e.g., for planning)
	47

	We now provide (more) staff training
	60

	We now have more children attending
	59

	We have upgraded our equipment/purchased new equipment
	75

	We have upgraded, or done maintenance work on, our venue
	38

	We now have to pay for rent, power, etc that was previously provided at no (or very low) charge
	31

	Our rent, power, phone, and/or other service costs have increased
	60

	Other
	16

	Total
	**


Note: Total may exceed 100% because of multiple response.

*Sub-sample based on those whose expenses had increased.

Table 75: Subsidisation by host school, community group, or umbrella organisation

Funded Q37. Which of the following (if any) does your host school, community group, or umbrella organisation do for your programme?

	
	Total
sample
Funded

	
	n=116*

	
	%

	Provides the use of a venue at little or no rent
	64

	Supplies power, gas, or phone services at little or no charge
	54

	Allows the programme to use existing equipment
	58

	Supplies food, stationery, and/or office supplies
	27

	Provides administrative support
	59

	Assists with cashflow throughout the year by providing loans
	17

	Meets the amount of any overall operating deficit with a loan
	15

	Meets the amount of any overall operating deficit with cash grant
	16

	None of the above
	10

	No response
	2

	Total
	**


Note: Total may exceed 100% because of multiple response.

*Sub-sample based on those who were connected to a host school, community group, or umbrella organisation.

Table 76: Financial indicators (expenses related)

Funded Q36. Which of the following (if any) apply to your programme?

Non-funded Q23. Which of the following (if any) apply to your programme?

	
	Total
sample
Funded
	Total sample
Non-funded

	
	n=140
	n=72

	
	%
	%

	The programme makes little or no use of a bank overdraft facility (i.e., the account is in overdraft for less than 3 months of the yeas)
	64
	50

	The programme has an ongoing loan (i.e., we still have a loan that we had 12 months ago)
	11
	7

	We are usually able to pay the programme’s bills when they are due
	81
	67

	Total
	**
	**


Note: Total may exceed 100% because of multiple response.

Selected items from this question only. Overall, 1% of funded and 7% of non-funded provider did not respond and 6% of non-funded providers said none of the listed items applied.

Table 77: Financial indicators (financial management related)

Funded Q36. Which of the following (if any) apply to your programme?

Non-funded Q23. Which of the following (if any) apply to your programme?

	
	Total
sample
Funded
	Total sample
Non-funded

	
	n=140
	n=72

	
	%
	%

	We keep accounts of current income and expenditure
	94
	83

	We monitor current income and expenditure against our budget at least once a month
	67
	46

	Total
	**
	**


Note: Total may exceed 100% because of multiple response.

Selected items from this question only. Overall, 1% of funded and 7% of non-funded provider did not respond and 6% of non-funded providers said none of the listed items applied.

Table 78: Projected deficit (successful Assistance Grant applicants)

Secondary data. Sources: Raw application forms data held by NAOSCAR and Ministry of Social Development. 

	
	Total sample
Assistance Grant

	
	n=104

	
	%

	Less than $2,500
	12

	$2,500 to $4,999
	14

	$5,000 to $7,499
	6

	$7,500 to $9,999
	33

	$10,000 to $12,499
	13

	$12,500 or more
	17

	Data missing
	4

	Total
	100


Note: Components may not always add to 100% exactly because of rounding.

Table 79: Theoretical outstanding operating deficit (funded providers – Assistance Grant)

Secondary data. Sources: Ministry of Social Development database of funded providers (funding amount awarded); raw application forms data held by NAOSCAR and Ministry of Social Development (projected operating deficit).

	
	Total sample
Assistance Grant

	
	n=104

	
	%

	Surplus
	31

	Broke even (+ or - $500)
	22

	Deficit
	43

	Data missing
	4

	Total
	100


Note: Components may not always add to 100% exactly because of rounding.

Table 80: Likelihood programme will continue to run in 2005

Funded Q38. In your opinion, how likely is it that your programme will continue to run in 2005?

Non-funded Q24. In your opinion, how likely is it that your programme will continue to run in 2005?

	
	Total
sample
Funded
	Total sample
Non-funded

	
	n=140
	n=72

	
	%
	%

	Very likely
	81
	67

	Likely
	13
	21

	Neither likely nor unlikely
	2
	3

	Unlikely
	1
	6

	Very unlikely
	1
	0

	Don’t know
	3
	3

	No response
	0
	1

	Total
	100
	100


Note: Components may not always add to 100% exactly because of rounding.

Table 81: When first gained CYF OSCAR approval (funded programmes)

Funded Q26. When did you first gain CYF OSCAR Approval for the programme named on page 1 of this questionnaire?

	
	Total sample
Funded

	
	n=140

	
	%

	1998 or earlier
	5

	1999
	10

	2000
	17

	2001
	15

	2002
	11

	2003
	22

	2004
	2

	Not applicable – don’t have CYF approval
	7

	No response
	10

	Total
	100


Note: Components may not always add to 100% exactly because of rounding.

Table 82: Current CYF approval

Funded Q26. When did you first gain CYF OSCAR Approval for the programme named on page 1 of this questionnaire? AND

Funded Q26a. Renewal of CYF OSCAR Approval involves a further visit and assessment by a CYF Assessor, about every two years. If your programme has had its CYF OSCAR Approval renewed, when was the most recent renewal given?

Non-funded Q18. Does your programme currently have CYF OSCAR Approval? (Child, Youth & Family (CYF) OSCAR Approval involves having OSCAR policies that meet CYF’s guidelines. A CYF Assessor visits to assess the programme.)

	
	Total sample
Funded
	Total sample
Non-funded

	
	n=140
	n=72

	
	%
	%

	Yes
	84
	60

	No
	12
	40

	Unknown
	4
	0

	Total
	100
	100


Note: Components may not always add to 100% exactly because of rounding.

Figures for Funded providers calculated from responses to Q26 and Q26a. 

Table 83: When CYF OSCAR approval most recently renewed

Funded Q26a. Renewal of CYF OSCAR Approval involves a further visit and assessment by a CYF Assessor, about every two years. If your programme has had its CYF OSCAR Approval renewed, when was the most recent renewal given?

	
	Sub-
sample
Funded

	
	n=126*

	
	%

	2000
	1

	2002
	18

	2003
	26

	2004
	8

	Not applicable – haven’t had CYF approval renewed
	43

	No response
	3

	Total
	100


Note: Components may not always add to 100% exactly because of rounding.

*Sub-sample based on those who had gained CYF approval for their programme.

Table 84: Reasons for applying for and/or renewing CYF OSCAR approval

Funded Q27. What were your main reasons for applying for and/or renewing your programme’s CYF OSCAR Approval?

	
	Sub-
sample
Funded

	
	n=126*

	
	%

	To access the Development Grant
	19

	To be eligible for the Assistance Grant
	57

	To be eligible for other funding
	24

	To improve programme quality
	60

	To enhance the programme’s reputation
	56

	To strengthen parent confidence in the programme
	56

	Other
	38

	No response
	5

	Total
	**


Note: Total may exceed 100% because of multiple response.

*Sub-sample based on those who had gained CYF approval for their programme.

Table 85: Number of CYF Approved OSCAR providers

Secondary data: CYF data summary (column 1). Total number of approved providers as at February of each year.

	
	Number of approved providers
	Net number of approvals each year
	Percentage increase (each year)

	
	n
	n
	%

	February 2000
	268
	267
	-

	February 2001
	433
	165
	62

	February 2002
	525
	92
	21

	February 2003
	610
	85
	16

	February 2004
	675
	65
	11


Note: CYF OSCAR approvals began in 1999. Only one provider was approved by February of that year.

Table 86: Changes as a result of OSCAR Funding being in place (quality)

Funded Q39. As a provider, which (if any) of the following have you done, or made definite plans to do, as a result of the OSCAR Funding being in place?

	
	Total
sample
Funded

	
	n=140

	
	%

	Improve the standard of care
	56

	Improve programme quality
	73

	Provide staff training in OSCAR through the Open Polytechnic course
	41

	Provide staff training through the training sessions run by OSCAR Fieldworkers
	53

	Total
	**


Note: Total may exceed 100% because of multiple response.

Selected items from this question only. Overall, 4% did not respond, 5% had not made any of the listed changes, and 22% had made some “other” change.

Appendix D: Interview guides and questionnaires

INTERVIEW GUIDE 

OSCAR Assistance Package Evaluation (#2794) 

CYF National Coordinator for OSCAR-related Issues
9 Introduction

· Introductions and explain BRC’s role in the research. 

· Explain the purpose of the research: To evaluate the suitability and effectiveness of the Ministry of Social Development’s Package of Assistance to OSCAR Programmes.

· Explain how selected to participate.

· Explain how the interview will be run and the length of the discussion (approx 60 mins).
· Ensure confidentiality {that their responses will be collectively reported, and their names would never be used in the report (i.e. our professional Code of Ethics)}.

· Confirm participants are comfortable with the process.

· Ask permission to tape the interview.

10 Background and Role
Objective: To understand more about her role with regard to OSCAR.
2. You’ve told me that you have a dual role at CYF. I want to talk to you firstly about your role as the National Coordinator for OSCAR-related Issues. (Have I got your job title correct?)

2a. Can you tell me about what your role as National Coordinator for OSCAR-related Issues involves?

· Does your role involve liaison between CYF and MSD, between CYF and NAOSCAR?

· Any other groups? [WINZ?]

· What is your role in the CYF Approvals process (as distinct from your role as an assessor)?

· Do you have input into the approvals process for the MSD Assistance Package?

· Who (if anyone) at CYF is on the Evaluation Panel? 

· What is the nature of CYF involvement in the approvals process for the MSD Assistance Package?

· Is there also a policy component to your role?

· What does that involve?

11 CYF Assessors’ role
Objective: To understand more about the CYF Assessors for OSCAR programmes.
3. How many CYF Assessors (for OSCAR) are there nationally?

3a. How many are full time, how many part-time?

3b. Where is each Assessor based?

3c. How are they coordinated, and who manages them?

3d. Do Assessors for OSCAR deal exclusively with CYF Approvals for OSCAR, or are they involved with CYF Approvals for other kinds of programmes etc?

· If involved in other things as well, what proportion of their time is on CYF Approvals for OSCAR programmes?

4. Generally, what is the background of the Assessors?

12 CYF Approval Processes  

Objective: To understand more about the process of getting CYF Approval.
5. Can you please describe the process OSCAR providers go through to apply for and receive CYF Approval?

· How is the initial contact made?

· Is NAOSCAR involved at this point?

· Is there an application form that needs to be filled out, or is the assessment conducted entirely from the visit to the provider?

· What documentation is requested at the time of the visit?

· What information or support material is given to providers ahead of the visit by the Assessor?

· Who helps providers prepare for the visit from the Assessor?

· OSCAR Fieldworkers? Anyone else?

· How do providers find out about the assistance available to them?

· What does the Assessor’s report contain?

· What happens next?

· How does the process differ for umbrella organisations that run more than one OSCAR programme (or other sorts of programmes/activities)?

· Do they follow the same processes as for other programmes?

· Do they follow the same criteria for CYF Approval?

6. How long does the CYF Approval process take – from initial contact to final approval?

· How long is it usually from the initial contact with CYF to the visit by the CYF Assessor?

· How long does it generally take for the provider to receive the Assessor’s report?

· How long does it then generally take to give approval, if there are no issues for the provider to follow up?

· What about when there are issues to follow up?

7. Where the CYF Assessors raise issues for the provider to address, what are these issues, most commonly?

7a. Where CYF Approval is declined, what are the most common reasons?

8. What proportion of applications have issues that need to be addressed before approval will be given?

8a. What proportion of applications are declined?

9. What criteria do CYF Assessors use to assess a programme for CYF Approval?

· [The “minimum requirements” specified in the guidelines document – or something else?]

· Who does the final decision rest with?

9b. What systems or processes are in place to ensure that these criteria are consistently applied by Assessors?

9c. Are there any issues, from your perspective, around consistent application of the approvals criteria?

10. What barriers (if any) do you see to programmes obtaining CYF approval?

10a. Are there any ways in which the CYF Approval process could be improved?

11. As you know, CYF approval is required in order for programmes to qualify for the Assistance Grant and it is a required outcome for recipients of the Establishment Grant. The intention behind this is that this will improve quality in OSCAR programmes.

What is your opinion on the CYF approval process as a way of increasing quality in OSCAR programmes?

11a. What specific elements of the CYF approval do you see as contributing most to improved quality in OSCAR programmes?

· How exactly does the CYF approval process work to improve quality?

11b. In what ways do you think the CYF approval process is not improving quality in the way intended?

· What would work better (to improve quality)?

13 Suitability and adequacy of funding (and other) assistance

Objective: To understand more about whether the funding (and other) assistance was suitable/adequate.
12. To what extent do you believe MSD’s Assistance Package (particularly the Assistance Grant) is acting as an incentive for programmes to obtain CYF approval?

12a. To what extent do you believe the Assistance Package (particularly the Establishment Grant) has acted as an incentive for providers to establish new programmes? 

· Has there been an increase in the number of applications from new providers?

· Has there been an increase in the number of applications from existing providers for new programmes?

· Has there been an increase in the number of CYF-Approved programmes?

· If yes, in what areas?

· Geographically generally, certain socioeconomic areas, areas of specific need?

· Are any data available on this?

· Is anything available that would allow comparisons over time?

13. Do you believe that the Establishment Grant ($3,000 + GST) is sufficient to cover the costs most providers face in gaining CYF Approval?

13a. Are there any costs to the provider in renewing their CYF Approval?

14 Improvements to Assistance Package

Objective: To gain an insight into any possible improvements to the Assistance Package.
14. What difficulties are you aware of that providers have come up against in the funding application process?

· How have these been resolved (if at all)?

15. How might the Assistance Package be improved to better support providers or programmes?

· In terms of improvements to processes?

· In terms of improvements to the structure of the package (different components, differential delivery to certain types of providers or programmes, etc)?

16. What types of assistance do you think would be useful for providers but are not currently provided?

· Financial or other assistance.

15 Closure

17. Is there anything else about your role with regard to OSCAR, the CYF Approval process, and the Assistance Package that you haven’t told us about?

18. [If not already, ask about availability of samples of CYF Approval reports, data that would allow time comparisons, etc.]

19. [Recap the key findings, ask for further comments, and then thank respondent.]

Interview GUIDE 

OSCAR Assistance Package Evaluation (#2794) 

OSCAR Fieldworkers
16 Introduction

· Introductions and explain BRC’s role in the research. 

· Explain the purpose of the research: To evaluate the suitability and effectiveness of the Package of Assistance to OSCAR Programmes.

· Explain how selected to participate.

· Explain how the interview will be run and the length of the discussion (approx 60 mins).
· Ensure confidentiality {that their responses will be collectively reported, and their names would never be used in the report (i.e. our professional Code of Ethics)}.

· Confirm participants are comfortable with the process.

· Ask permission to tape the interview.

17 Your Background and Current Role
Objective: To understand more about the OSCAR Fieldworker’s role.
20. How long have you been in the role of OSCAR Fieldworker?

· Were you in this role before the Assistance Package was introduced (in 2002)?

20b. What did you do before taking on this role?

· [Prompt for general background rather than just last job – e.g., OSCAR worker, teacher, parent, business person, …]

21. What does your role as an OSCAR Fieldworker involve?

· [E.g., helping providers complete their applications for funding via the Assistance Package, helping providers/programmes apply for CYF approval, training/upskilling providers, visiting providers, providing information, ongoing support, …]

21b. What specific aspects of their operation do you find providers most need advice and support in?

22. What geographical area do you cover?

18 Background of the Providers/programmes in your area
Objective: To get a more complete picture of the OSCAR providers/programmes in the Fieldworker’s geographical area.
23. What can you tell me about the kinds of OSCAR providers or programmes that operate in the area you cover – and how much variability there is in your area?

· Types (or models) of provider? 

· Size/number of children, organisation type (school, church, ECE centre, private company, community organisation, etc), type of programme (after school, holiday), level of fees charged…

· Competencies of key people?

· Stability? [12 months+ (sustainability is multiple years)]

· Financial viability? [enough money, money well-budgeted/managed]

· Quality of programme?

24. What kinds of things do providers in your area do to keep their programmes going?

· What resources do they have available to help them?

19 Processes

Objective: To understand more about how providers applied for assistance and the role of NAOSCAR in that regard.
25. To what extent do you think providers in your area know about the Assistance Package?

25a. In your experience, how do providers find out about the Assistance Package?

25b. What role have you had in that regard?

26. Who applied for funding and who didn’t?

26a. What stopped some providers applying?

26b. Who helped providers with completing their application?

· [Fieldworker? Anyone else?]

27. What difficulties have providers come up against in the funding application process?

· How have these been resolved (if at all)?

· [check if there are any reports or records on those]

20 Suitability and adequacy of funding (and other) assistance 

Objective: To understand more about how providers used the funding (and other) assistance and whether it was suitable/adequate.
28. In your experience, how have providers used the funding received?

28a. Did providers’ use of the funding differ in any way from what was originally intended?

· If so, in what way(s) did it differ?

· What were the reasons for this difference?

29. Was the funding sufficient for the intended purpose?

· Assistance Grant? [for operational deficits]

· Establishment Grant? [capital expenses, cost of gaining CYF approval]

29b. If not…

· What did providers do to accommodate the shortfall?

30. In terms of the Assistance Grant, do you believe a one-off payment is sufficient to assist providers or is the grant generally required on an ongoing basis?

31. What other sources of funding do providers in your areas have? 

31a. If none, why do they have none?

· [E.g., none available, don’t feel they need them, don’t know how to tap into them…]

32. Do you believe providers have benefited from the funding received via the Assistance Package?

32a. If so, in what ways have they benefited?

· Prompts:

· Increased financial viability?

· Increased stability?

· Increased quality?

32b. Are there any ways in which it has been detrimental? 

· [E.g., hopes raised then dashed, set up for failure, developing dependency…]

33. To what extent do you believe the Assistance Package has acted as an incentive for providers to establish new programmes? 

34. To what extent do you believe the capacity of the OSCAR sector has been enhanced by the provision of training for OSCAR workers? 

· [check also financial management capacity/capabilities]

21 CYF approval and definitions of Quality 

Objective: To understand more about “quality” in the OSCAR setting.
35. How do you define “quality” in the OSCAR setting?

36. As you know, CYF approval is required in order for programmes to qualify for the Assistance Grant and it is a required outcome for recipients of the Establishment Grant. The intention behind this is that this will improve quality in OSCAR programmes.

What is your opinion on the CYF approval process as a way of increasing quality in OSCAR programmes?

36a. What specific elements of the CYF approval do you see as contributing most to improved quality in OSCAR programmes?

· How exactly does the CYF approval process work to improve quality?

36b. In what ways do you think the CYF approval process is not improving quality in the way intended?

· What would work better?

37. What barriers do you see to programmes obtaining CYF approval?

37a. How could the process be improved?

38. To what extent do you believe the Assistance Package is acting as an incentive for programmes to obtain CYF approval?

39. Has there been an increase in the number of CYF-approved providers?

39a. If yes, in what areas?

· Geographically generally, certain socioeconomic areas, areas of specific need?

39b. What do the OSCAR Fieldworkers do to enhance this?

22 Improvements 

Objective: To gain an insight into any possible improvements to the Assistance Package.
40. How might the Assistance Package be improved to better support providers or programmes?

· In terms of improvements to processes?

· In terms of improvements to the structure of the package (different components, differential delivery to certain types of providers or programmes, etc)?

41. What types of assistance do you think would be useful for providers but are not currently provided?

· Financial or other assistance.

23 Closure

42. Is there anything else about your role or the role of NAOSCAR that you haven’t told us about?

43. [Recap the key findings, ask for further comments, and then thank respondent.]

interview GUIDE 

OSCAR Assistance Package Evaluation (#2794) 

MSD Contracts
24 Introduction

· Introductions and explain BRC’s role in the research. 

· Explain the purpose of the research: To evaluate the suitability and effectiveness of the Ministry of Social Development’s Package of Assistance to OSCAR Programmes.

· Explain how selected to participate.

· Explain how the interview will be run and the length of the discussion (approx 60 mins).
· Ensure confidentiality {that their responses will be collectively reported, and their names would never be used in the report (i.e. our professional Code of Ethics)}.

· Confirm participants are comfortable with the process.

· Ask permission to tape the interview.

25 Background and Role
Objective: To understand more about his role with regard to OSCAR.
44. Your job title is Contracts Advisor – is that correct?

44a. Can you tell me about what your role involves with regard to OSCAR?

· Is your role exclusively related to OSCAR contracts?

· Does your role involve liaison between MSD and CYF, between MSD and NAOSCAR?

· What is your role in the approvals process?

· Do you also have a role in the other components of the Assistance Package – advice and support, training, and information dissemination?

45. How many OSCAR providers or programmes are currently funded via:

· the Establishment Grant?

· the Assistance Grant?

26 Processes

Objective: To understand more about the application and approvals process.
46. In your experience, how do providers find out about the Assistance Package?

46a. What role have you/MSD had in that regard?

47. Can you please describe the process providers go through to apply for funding?

· How do they get the application forms?

· Who helps them with their application?

· When are the cut-off dates – Round 1, Round 2?

· When do providers find out if funding has been approved?

· Are there any differences in the process for Assistance Grant applicants and Establishment Grant applicants?

48. What difficulties are you aware of that providers have come up against in the funding application process?

· How have these been resolved (if at all)?

49. What is the process of selecting providers/programmes for funding?

· Is there to-ing and fro-ing between MSD or NAOSCAR and the providers to ensure applications are complete?

· What are the most common issues?

· What role does NAOSCAR play? MSD? CYF?

· Is there a short-listing process? 

· Who does the final decision rest with?

· Are more applications received than can be funded (numerically/given the funds available)?

· What proportion of applications are funded?

· Is the decision to fund a programme based solely on a set of criteria?

50. What are the criteria for providers/programmes to be funded through:

· the Establishment Grant?

· the Assistance Grant?

50b. How are these criteria applied in practice?

50c. What are the most common reasons applications are declined?

27 Suitability and adequacy of funding (and other) assistance

Objective: To understand more about how providers used the funding (and other) assistance and whether it was suitable/adequate.
51. Have applicants tended to apply for the full amount of each Grant or less that the full amount?

· What proportion apply for the full amount?

51b. Are the successful applicants generally granted the full amount of the Grant they have applied for?

· What proportion receive for the full amount?

51c. What other assistance has been provided, aside from funding?

52. In your experience, from the reports from providers, how have providers used the funding received?

52a. Did providers’ use of the funding differ in any way from what was originally intended?

52b. If so, in what way(s) did it differ?

· What were the reasons for this difference?

52c. Have providers used all the funding allocated?

53. What have providers said about how the funding has helped them?

· Assistance Grant? [for operational deficits]

· Establishment Grant? [capital expenses, cost of gaining CYF approval]

· Increased financial viability?

· Increased stability?

· Increased quality?

53b. Are there any ways in which the funding has been detrimental? 

· [E.g., hopes raised then dashed, set up for failure, developing dependency…]

54. In terms of the Assistance Grant, do you believe a one-off payment is sufficient to assist providers or is the grant generally required on an ongoing basis?

55. To what extent do you believe the Assistance Package (particularly the Establishment Grant) has acted as an incentive for providers to establish new programmes? 

28 CYF approval

Objective: To understand more about the process of obtaining CYF approval.
56. What barriers (if any) do you see to programmes obtaining CYF approval?

56a. How could the CYF approval process be improved?

57. To what extent do you believe the Assistance Package (particularly the Assistance Grant) is acting as an incentive for programmes to obtain CYF approval?

29 Improvements

Objective: To gain an insight into any possible improvements to the Assistance Package.
58. How might the Assistance Package be improved to better support providers or programmes?

· In terms of improvements to processes?

· In terms of improvements to the structure of the package (different components, differential delivery to certain types of providers or programmes, etc)?

59. What types of assistance do you think would be useful for providers but are not currently provided?

· Financial or other assistance.

30 Closure

60. Is there anything else about your role with regard to OSCAR and the Assistance Package that you haven’t told us about?

61. [If not already, ask for samples of reports, samples of written applications, etc.]

62. [Recap the key findings, ask for further comments, and then thank respondent.]

Interview GUIDE 

OSCAR Assistance Package Evaluation (#2794) 

NAOSCAR
31 Introduction

· Introductions and explain BRC’s role in the research. 

· Explain the purpose of the research: To evaluate the suitability and effectiveness of the Package of Assistance to OSCAR Programmes.

· Explain how selected to participate.

· Explain how the interview will be run and the length of the discussion (approx 60 mins).
· Ensure confidentiality {that their responses will be collectively reported, and their names would never be used in the report (i.e. our professional Code of Ethics)}.

· Confirm participants are comfortable with the process.

32 Background
Objective: To understand more about the OSCAR sector and NAOSCAR’s role.
63. How many OSCAR providers or programmes are part of NAOSCAR?

63a. How do providers become members?

· What are the criteria, if any?

63b. What proportion is this of all OSCAR providers?

63c. What is the diversity of providers, both within and outside the NAOSCAR umbrella?

· In terms of:

· Types (or models) of provider?

· Range of services offered?

· Competencies of key people?

· Stability? [12 months+ (sustainability is multiple years)]

· Financial viability? [enough money, money well-budgeted/managed]

· Quality of programme?

64. What kinds of things do providers do to keep their programmes going?

· What resources do they have available to help them?

33 Processes

Objective: To understand more about how providers applied for assistance and the role of NAOSCAR in that regard.
65. To what extent do you think providers know about the Assistance Package?

65a. In your experience, how did providers find out about the Assistance Package?

65b. What role has NAOSCAR had in that regard?

· [Also cover: advice and support, training, information dissemination]

66. Who applied for funding and who didn’t?

66a. Who helped them with completing their application?

· What role did the fieldworkers play in this regard?

66b. What difficulties have providers come up against in the funding application process?

· How have these been resolved (if at all)?

· [check if there are any reports or records on those]

67. What ongoing advice or support have the fieldworkers provided?

34 Suitability and adequacy of funding (and other) assistance

Objective: To understand more about how providers used the funding (and other) assistance and whether it was suitable/adequate.
68. In your experience, how have providers used the funding received?

68a. Did providers’ use of the funding differ in any way from what was originally intended?

68b. If so…

· In what way(s) did it differ?

· What were the reasons for this difference?

69. Was the funding sufficient for the intended purpose?

· Assistance Grant? [for operational deficits]

· Establishment Grant? [capital expenses, cost of gaining CYF approval]

69b. If not…

· What has missed out as a result?

· What did providers do to accommodate the shortfall?

70. In terms of the Assistance Grant, do you believe a one-off payment is sufficient to assist providers or is the grant generally required on an ongoing basis?

71. What other sources of funding do providers have? 

71a. If none, why do they have none?

· [E.g., none available, don’t feel they need them, don’t know how to tap into them…]

72. Do you believe providers have benefited from the funding received via the Assistance Package?

72a. If so, in what ways have they benefited?

· Prompts:

· Increased financial viability?

· Increased stability?

· Increased quality?

72b. Are there any ways in which it has been detrimental? 

· [E.g., hopes raised then dashed, set up for failure, developing dependency…]

73. To what extent do you believe the Assistance Package has acted as an incentive for providers to establish new programmes? 

74. To what extent do you believe the capacity of the OSCAR sector has been enhanced by the provision of training for OSCAR workers? 

· [check also financial management capacity/capabilities]

35 CYF approval and definitions of Quality

Objective: To understand more about “quality” in the OSCAR setting.
75. How do you define “quality” in the OSCAR setting?

76. As you know, CYF approval is required in order for programmes to qualify for the Assistance Grant and it is a required outcome for recipients of the Establishment Grant. The intention behind this is that this will improve quality in OSCAR programmes.
What is your opinion on the CYF approval process as a way of increasing quality in OSCAR programmes?

76a. What specific elements of the CYF approval do you see as contributing most to improved quality in OSCAR programmes?

· How exactly does the CYF approval process work to improve quality?

76b. In what ways do you think the CYF approval process is not improving quality in the way intended?

· What would work better?

77. What barriers do you see to programmes obtaining CYF approval?

77a. How could the process be improved?

78. To what extent do you believe the Assistance Package is acting as an incentive for programmes to obtain CYF approval?

79. Has there been an increase in the number of CYF-approved providers?

79a. If yes, in what areas?

· Geographically generally, certain socioeconomic areas, areas of specific need?

79b. What does NAOSCAR do to enhance this?

36 Improvements

Objective: To gain an insight into any possible improvements to the Assistance Package.
80. How might the Assistance Package be improved to better support providers or programmes?

· In terms of…

· Improvements to processes?

· Improvements to the structure of the package (different components, differential delivery to certain types of providers or programmes, etc)?

81. What types of assistance do you think would be useful for providers but are not currently provided?

· Financial or other assistance.

37 Closure

82. Is there anything else about the roles of NAOSCAR and the fieldworkers that you haven’t told us about?

83. [Recap the key findings, ask for further comments, and then thank respondent.]
� For after-school programmes, the minimums are 10 hours per week (2 hours per day) and 40 weeks per year (all weeks of school terms). For holiday programmes, the minimums are 30 hours per week (6 hours per day) and 4 weeks per year (at least one week during each holiday period).


� All tables referred to in sections 5, 6, 7 and 8 appear in Appendix C (with the exception of tables 1–9, which appear in the main text).


� Source of school-aged population: Ministry of Education School Statistics – student enrolments at 1 July 2003, by local body region. (From � HYPERLINK "http://www.minedu.govt.nz" ��www.minedu.govt.nz� on 30/03/04.)


� Includes (n=7) programmes that operated both before-/after-school and during the holidays.


� Includes (n=7) programmes that operated both during the holidays and before/after school.


� There was an issue with the casual enrolment data here, in that some providers supplied information on the total number of children who attended on a casual basis, rather than the number who attended (on average) each day. This will have inflated the casual enrolment figures to some degree.


� Includes cases where a provider applied for funding for a number of programmes and was awarded funding for one programme only.


� This most likely occurred because of the difficulties encountered in matching the NAOSCAR database with the MSD funded provider database (see the Method section in Appendix B).


� This assumes that respondents answered the questionnaire as intended; it may be that respondents gave details of more than one programme, instead of just the longest-running programme, as instructed.


� Includes (n=27) programmes that operated both before/after school and during the holidays.


� Includes (n=27) programmes that operated both during the holidays and before/after school.


� There may be an issue with the casual enrolment data here, in that some providers supplied information on the total number of children who attended on a casual basis, rather than the number who attended (on average) each day. This will have inflated the casual enrolment figures to some degree.


� For 4% of respondents, it could not be established from their response whether or not their CYF approval was current.


� The difference between these figures and the figures reported elsewhere in this report (31% receiving the Development Grant and 74% receiving the Assistance Grant) was due to a degree of confusion among respondents about which grant they had received.


� Defined as being in overdraft for less than 3 months of the year (or not having an overdraft facility at all).


� Defined as still having a loan they had 12 months ago.


� The wording of the question was slightly different in the non-funded questionnaire, as the piloting indicated that respondents might not understand the concepts in the question (as worded for the funded questionnaire). For the non-funded questionnaire, the terms “profit” and “loss” were used to explain “operating surplus” and “operating deficit”.


� In the first funding round, this was the actual deficit from the previous year; for Rounds 2 and 3, it was the projected operating deficit for the period to be funded.


� One programme only.


� Only one provider was approved by February 1999.


� An “umbrella” approval would be given to a provider organisation, and the organisation would then be responsible for ensuring all their programmes met the CYF approval guidelines.


� NAOSCAR (no date). Report on the Uptake of the 2002/2003 OSCAR Assistance Funding. Report to the Ministry of Social Development, Wellington.


� Assuming ECE services were more likely gain this approval when it first became available, it is possible that the data for providers gaining approval in 2000 and 2001 are inflated by these services. Providers gaining approval in later years may be more “active” OSCAR providers.


� The Ministry of Social Development follows a July to June financial year. For the purposes of the evaluation, the period was extended to September 2003 for the Development Grant because of the relatively low numbers receiving this grant.


� “Editing” of the questionnaires involved checking the questionnaires for consistency of responses and ensuring that skips are followed, that only one answer is given to single-response questions, that handwriting on open-ended questions is legible, etc.


� At the 95% confidence level. The margin of error is calculated on the weighted data (weighted by type of grant).


� That is, any before-/after-school programme or holiday programme for school-aged children.


� “Editing” of the questionnaires involved checking the questionnaires for consistency of responses and ensuring that skips are followed, that only one answer is given to single-response questions, that handwriting on open-ended questions is legible, etc.


� At the 95% confidence level. The margin of error is calculated using the revised population figure of N=495 (590 minus 95).
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