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Oxfordshire Early Years Capital Plan 2008-2011

Report on the Consultation
Conclusion

There were 34 responses. There was wide support for the draft Early Years Capital Plan from the respondents. However, the response rate (10% of early years providers) was relatively low. 

Following the consultation, the Early Years Capital Plan has been clarified where applicable and amended where appropriate to take account of the comments received.

How the consultation was carried out

In June 2008 the draft Early Years Capital Plan and a consultation questionnaire was distributed to all 334 private, voluntary and independent early years providers. An article was placed in Schools News alerting schools to the draft plan and consultation. A briefing paper was sent to all County Councillors alerting them to the draft plan and consultation. Other stakeholders consulted included members of the Primary Review Board. Feedback was also received at the local Pre-school Learning Alliance Annual Conference and at the Stepping Forward Providers Forum.

Respondents

This table shows the role of the respondent. 

	Role of the Respondent
	No. of responses

	Manager
	12

	Owner
	2

	Both (Owner and Manager)
	4

	Supervisor
	3

	Play Assistant
	1

	Committee / Board Member
	12


There were 34 responses in total. Of these, 5 were also parents and 2 were also head teachers.

This table shows the type of provider of the respondent.

	Type of Provider
	No. of responses

	Day Nursery
	9

	Pre-school
	23

	Not recorded
	2


Summary of responses

Q1)
In Section 1 we have outlined our strategy and aims for the Early Years Capital Plan. Do you think the aims (summarised on Page 3) are appropriate? 

No. of responses:


Yes: 31

No: 0

Don’t know: 3

Comments included:

· Provision to ‘support choice’ should also include providing parents with the choice to split funding between PVI and State. 

· Aims 1 (sufficiency), 5 (Access), and 7 (partnership) in the summary appear to conflict with aim 3 (on site services). Promoting One- Site Centres, particularly in rural areas, may compromise providing free choice and improving access. 

· The drive for ‘One-Site Centres’ will put other nurseries out of business.

· Can see the benefits of a one-sited provision for families from birth –11years, but question the safety and practical day to day running of the open door approach which might be more suitable for the 0-3 band.

· One-site provisions may put more pressure on relationships between Maintained, Private and Voluntary sectors. 

· Playgroups are being excluded from the Capital Plan and their numbers are decreasing.

· It is very difficult to cater well for children aged 3-11 years in one site. 
Q2) 
In Section 3, starting on Page 8, we have set out our 6 investment priorities. Do you think these are the correct priorities?

No. of responses:

Yes: 30

No: 1

Don’t know: 3

Comments included:

· The priorities do seem to be well balanced with the largest proportion going on improving the condition of providers’ buildings and furniture. Without basic, good conditions, it is almost impossible to fulfil criteria for the Early Years Foundation Stage

· Does the budget take into account repair or replacement costs? 

· ‘Condition and suitability’ should also include those settings that have personally invested in recent years to ensure that their provision is adequate. 

· It should be made clear how much funding is available to the PVI sector. 

· Good, extensive outside areas should be of high priority. 

· The priorities should enable a diversity of provision to exist. 

· The amount of money available is insufficient to bring every setting up to a very high standard so sufficiency has to be the number one priority. 

· Need for more clarity on the audits of supply and condition.

Q3)
 In Section 3, on Page 10, we have set out additional criteria to be used to target investment. Are these the most appropriate criteria?

No. of responses:

Yes: 22

No: 3 

Don’t know: 9

Comments included:

· Matched funding is an obvious way to mutually benefit providers and trustees of the fund so that the money can be spread as widely as possible

· Need to be aware of wider considerations such as the purpose of providers financial reserves e.g. Redundancy fund, tax arrangements etc.

· Need to take into account the uniqueness of each provision. Good settings need to build upon and improve their practice just as under privileged settings do.

· Strong disagreement about allocation of capital between settings on the basis of their support category priority. Good quality settings will slowly become under funded and their quality slip.

Q4) 
Other comments:

· It’s brilliant to see that the Council is looking to invest to improve facilities.
· A well thought out plan. 
· Are equal amounts of the capital going into schools / out of school groups for those who are older than the early years? 
· Will the council be publishing successful projects after the first round?
· If a provider is unsuccessful at applying for funding, can they re-apply the next time around?

· Private nurseries in a non-deprived area may not be a priority. Overheads can be higher and opportunity to re-invest is far less.

· Concern that there will be a leaning towards providing funding towards the creation and promotion of ‘one-site’ campuses from birth-11, which may result in the closure of alternative, affordable providers that already exist.

· The % of matched funding will be limited for private settings as they are often in rented accommodation and some are struggling to survive because of the Code of Practice. 

· The funding will not be enough to really provide good quality childcare and make it widely available. 

· The Grants Panel needs to be more broad-based. 

· One provider has a very long waiting list and is unable to afford more staff. Priority 1 is what they see as the most important to them, but can they apply for all? 

· It is not clear what proportion of funding will be allocated to each phase. The timescale for phase 1 seems very tight.

· Improving outdoor provision should have a higher priority
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