	Updated guidance to support local authority Childcare Sufficiency Assessments and action planning.

Consultation Response Form

The closing date for this consultation is: 
26th February 2010
Your comments must reach us by that date.
	[image: image1.png]




	[image: image2.png]department for
children, schools and families






THIS FORM IS NOT INTERACTIVE. If you wish to respond electronically please use the online or offline response facility available on the Department for Children, Schools and Families e-consultation website (http://www.dcsf.gov.uk/consultations).
The information you provide in your response will be subject to the Freedom of Information Act 2000 and Environmental Information Regulations, which allow public access to information held by the Department. This does not necessarily mean that your response can be made available to the public as there are exemptions relating to information provided in confidence and information to which the Data Protection Act 1998 applies. You may request confidentiality by ticking the box provided, but you should note that neither this, nor an automatically-generated e-mail confidentiality statement, will necessarily exclude the public right of access.

	Please tick if you want us to keep your response confidential.
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	Name
	Claire McCarthy

	Organisation (if applicable)
	4Children

	Address:
	City Reach, 5 Greenwich View Place, London, E14 9NN


If your enquiry is related to the policy content of the consultation you can contact Rahella Khatun-Uddin on:

Telephone: - 020 7783 8566

e-mail: ChildcareSufficiency.TEAM@DCSF.gsi.gov.uk

If you have a query relating to the consultation process you can contact the Consultation Unit on:

Telephone: 01928 794888

Fax: 01928 794 311

e-mail: consultation.unit@dcsf.gsi.gov.uk
Q1) Is the draft guidance structured in a way that makes it easy to use?  If not, what should change?

	
	
	x
	No
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	Comments:

The guidance could be restructured in a more logical way, beginning from a definition of childcare, and sufficiency, and then moving through wider context to needs of specific groups and action planning. For example, there is a section 2 on Commissioning Framework and a section 8 on Procurement – these could usefully be combined (and condensed). They tend to be very general and not focused on the practical issues faced by those carrying out the CSA. Both sections are to some extent in conflict with section 7 on Market Management, which would need to come first – why assume that services will need commissioning before reaching an understanding of what the market might provide? 

Similarly, the sections 1 + 5 on Childcare Sufficiency and The Childcare Sufficiency Assessment could be combined. More use of diagrams, templates, and fewer long paragraphs, would also make the guidance clearer and easier to use.

It needs to be more balanced in that many sections are illustrated with under fives issues only. Unless 5-14 examples are used as well many local authorities will find it difficult to move beyond familiar areas of work.


	


Q2) Are there any sections of the guidance where you would find it helpful to have greater clarification?
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	Comments:

It would be helpful to define childcare at the beginning, in line with CA definition. This would make it clearer that the guidance is intended to cover childcare and activities for children aged 5-14 (17) throughout. 
Throughout the guidance, most examples refer to early years; it would be helpful to clarify at every stage that there should be a focus on planning for 5-14s. At 3.38, for example, there is reference to EYFS – but not to quality for the 5-14 (17) age group. Or in 6.8 there is a detailed action plan example for under fives but no school age childcare.
5.32 – It would be helpful to define ‘Formal’ childcare.  This is often taken to mean registered childcare, but is clearly not used in that sense here.
It would be helpful to spell out the range of partners that need to be involved when mapping supply as for example play and youth are barely mentioned or sport and cultural activities providers. Mapping the supply and demand for older children is a major challenge for early years teams so the who and what has to be spelt out explicitly. 
We welcome the additional work done to clarify the process of market management but reference back to the previous market levers will help local authorities understand how this model relates back to this earlier thinking and so support consistency of approach. Also having a balanced age range of examples.

It would help if the age range was consistent as the supply side example on page 60 talks about up to 19. This is the mismatch between the information duty age limits and the secure supply limits of 14(17)
The CSA's in 2007 were generally poor in collecting the views of children especially older children. This affects the sustainability of provision when it does not reflect the views of users so as suggested later this could be strengthen.

		

	


Q3) Should the Government do more to encourage greater consistency in the approach used by different local authorities?

	x
	Yes
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	Comments:

Key data sets used by local authorities were not consistent so making it difficult to compare levels of supply and demand between local authorities. Also many of the CSA's evaluated at a later stage failed to apply basic research principles or project management principles. For example having no clear sampling frame to gauge how representative the response rates were or having no delivery timetable based. Another weakness is that too many CSA's were early years projects rather then a local authority project lead by early years, which was a contributory factor in the weak showing for school age provision.


	


Q4 a) Would local authorities welcome a stronger steer (or a possible model) on the content and format of the published sufficiency assessment?

	x
	Yes
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	Comments:

Many local authorities would prefer a template for the assessment, which they could adapt to their particular circumstances. The London Childcare Regional Network has consistently advocated this, for example.  Other approach would be to issue a self evaluative checklist of areas that the CSA report should cover based on the guidance and regulations this would enable identification of any obvious omission as for example very few CSA's covered the childcare needs of looked after children.


	


Q4 b) Would local authorities welcome a stronger steer (or a possible model) on the content and format of the published sufficiency action plan?

	x
	Yes
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	Comments:

Most local authorities in London adopted a model for action planning suggested by GOL through the CRN, and found this useful.  It would also be useful to spell out this is published alongside the CSA as in 2007 many authorities left this out until prompted through the CRN. These were often not costed or part of the budgetary discussions when budgets were set. This undermined market management responsibilities in many cases. So action plans linked to the market management steps and levers and a reminder that these needed to be costed and form part of the teams/departments budget discussions would alert local authorities as to the statutory basis of securing sufficiency.


	


Q5) Are any key policy and delivery topics not covered?
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	Comments:

5-14

While there is a section on planning childcare for 5-14s, there is little reference to the 5-14 age group throughout the guidance. The ‘Next Steps’ message that action plans should  have a focus on this age group, as it was identified as a ‘gap’ area across the country in 2008, is mentioned, but in Section 6, Action Planning, for example the only case study is about early years. 
It would be helpful to include childcare for 5-14s throughout the guidance, for example, at 5.13 (instead of the current focus on under 5s). At 7.8, the case study excludes out of school childcare, except for holidays. At 7.22, there is no reference to quality for out of school schemes managed by schools. At 7.25, reference should be made to WTC eligibility for school managed provision. At 7.30, it would be helpful to mention schools. At 7.36, it would be helpful to mention the Disadvantage Subsidy. Paragraph 7.46 focuses on early years provision only.

It would also be useful to discuss a Safe Place to Be for 11-14s, and the circumstances under which this can be counted as ‘childcare’ – even though the young people using it (and their parents) may not call it childcare.

At 5.20, it would be helpful to mention that many schools will have surveyed  parents about their childcare needs, as this is a requirement when developing extended services.  LAs may wish to consider ways of making sure that a consistent set of questions is asked by schools (East Sussex, for example, have provided a toolkit for schools to use), so that information gathered in this way can contribute to the CSA. It will also be important to check that the information collected through school audits  is consistent with that required for sufficiency audits and in deed could be used rather then be duplicated.
At 5.36; it may be helpful to add that each local authority keeps information on extended services (on the TDA dbase). It would be useful if this was shared with FIS.

Consulting children and young people
The section on consulting children and young people (5.52-3) should be greatly strengthened, and it would be helpful if this followed on from the section on Assessing Parental Demand (5.17-5.25) rather than appearing after the Mapping Supply section.  5.25 would also fit better within the Consulting children and young people section.
Both references given in relation to consulting children are for under 5s age group only (5.53). There is a wealth of evidence relating to consulting children and young people aged 5-14, including TDA and 4Children toolkits. We would be happy to provide examples.

The particular challenges and importance of consulting disabled children are mentioned, but more guidance would be helpful here, and could be linked to the significant consultations with children and young people that have been undertaken as part of the development of Aiming High for Disabled Children short breaks strategies in every local authority. The Children’s Society provides a useful toolkit, amongst others, which could be referenced.


	


Q6) Would more case study and best practice material be valuable?  

We would be pleased to consider including any case studies forwarded by local authorities, either in the guidance itself or on our supporting website

	x
	Yes
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	Comments:

We would be grateful if you could amend the Isle of Wight case study that we submitted to say that 100% of schools now offer access to childcare, and to delete ‘disability access’ in the last paragraph and replace with ‘The planning group is working alongside the ‘Aiming High for Disabled Children’ agenda to maximise resources’. So it would now read:  ‘The Directorate of Children and Young People updated the Council’s Childcare Sufficiency Assessment in 2009, and brought together a planning group in November 2009 to prepare for the CSA 2011, integrating the work of extended services, early years and childcare development with sufficiency planning teams to ensure that the supply of childcare and activities for 5-14s meets demand. The planning group is working alongside the ‘Aiming High for Disabled Children’ agenda to maximise resources.


	


Q7) Do you have any other comments on the draft guidance - generally or on specific details, or on particular chapters?
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	Comments:

1.1 Would it be possible to start with aspirations for children and families, rather than meeting targets?

Toolkit

The Toolkit (2007) referenced at 5.21 has not been found helpful by most local authorities – and does not provide information on how many interviews a local authority would need to complete for certain population sizes (the information is about confidence levels unrelated to population size).  The guidance recommending telephone interviews has resulted in several local authorities having to redo their parental demand surveys, not least because many of the most disadvantaged parents have mobile phones rather than landlines.

Whilst a sample questionnaire would be useful (and can be found in the Cordis Bright toolkit, for example), the questionnaire at Annex B has caused some confusion, as it does not relate to future demand, or include questions about postcode etc.
Mapping supply
It would be helpful to include monitoring of vacancies in the Mapping Supply section including waiting lists as these can be an indicator of under supply

		

	


Q8)
We would welcome your views on how well advanced your Authority in preparing for the next assessment:

· Very well - just waiting for the draft guidance to confirm there will not be any major new requirements

· Quite well - the draft guidance has helped us to confirm the Authority's broad approach and will allow detailed planning to start

· Getting started - the draft guidance has come at the right time and will help the authority move forward

· Not started - the local authority has been waiting for the guidance before starting any planning
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	Very well
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	Quite well
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	Getting started
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	Not started
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	Comments:

N/A



	


Q9)
We would welcome your views on how your Authority plans to carry out the sufficiency assessment and action planning:

· In-house - using staff who are already employed in administering childcare sufficiency

· In-house - using staff who are appointed specifically for the purpose

· Outsourced - to another public sector body

· Outsourced - to a private sector body
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	In-house staff already employed
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	In-House specifically appointed staff
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	Outsourced - other public sector body
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	Outsourced - private sector body
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	Comments:

N/A



	


Thank you for taking the time to let us have your views. We do not intend to acknowledge individual responses unless you place an 'X' in the box below.

Please acknowledge this reply [image: image22.png]



Here at the Department for Children, Schools and Families we carry out our research on many different topics and consultations. As your views are valuable to us, would it be alright if we were to contact you again from time to time either for research or to send through consultation documents?

	X Yes
	



All DCSF public consultations are required to conform to the following criteria within the Government Code of Practice on Consultation:

Criterion 1: Formal consultation should take place at a stage when there is scope to influence the policy outcome.

Criterion 2: Consultations should normally last for at least 12 weeks with consideration given to longer timescales where feasible and sensible.

Criterion 3: Consultation documents should be clear about the consultation process, what is being proposed, the scope to influence and the expected costs and benefits of the proposals.

Criterion 4: Consultation exercises should be designed to be accessible to, and clearly targeted at, those people the exercise is intended to reach.

Criterion 5: Keeping the burden of consultation to a minimum is essential if consultations are to be effective and if consultees’ buy-in to the process is to be obtained.

Criterion 6: Consultation responses should be analysed carefully and clear feedback should be provided to participants following the consultation.

Criterion 7: Officials running consultations should seek guidance in how to run an effective consultation exercise and share what they have learned from the experience.

If you have any comments on how DCSF consultations are conducted, please contact Donna Harrison, DCSF Consultation Co-ordinator, tel: 01928 794304 / email: donna.harrison@dcsf.gsi.gov.uk
Thank you for taking time to respond to this consultation.
Completed questionnaires and other responses should be sent to the address shown below by  26th February 2010

Send by post to:

Childcare Sufficiency Team
DCSF FL
SANCTUARY BUILDINGS
Great Smith Street
London
SW1P 3BT

Send by e-mail to: ChildcareSufficiency.TEAM@DCSF.gsi.gov.uk
