Supporting the cost of home-based childcare

Analysis of responses to the consultation document

Introduction

This report has been based on 235 responses to the consultation document. As some respondents may have offered a number of options for questions, total percentages listed under any one question may exceed 100%. Similarly, some respondents may not have indicated a framework preference instead offering views, which appear in Annex B of this report. Throughout the report, percentages are expressed as a measure of those answering each question, not as a measure of all respondents. 

The organisational breakdown of respondents was as follows:

EYDCP




95

           

Childcare Organisation


39
Existing Childminder


34 
Parent of a child with disabilities

5
Lone Parent




3
Shift Worker




1
Not given




14

*Others




44
*Those which fall into the ‘other’ category include NUT, Disability Alliance, RNIB, Single Parent Action Network, Pre-School Learning Alliance, Contact a Family.   

The report starts with an overview and a summary of written responses to the questions posed in the consultation document, followed by Annex A which provides a quick view analysis of responses by respondent ‘type’.

Annex B lists additional suggestions and further comments made by respondents in answer to each question. This annex is offered as an aide to our sponsors and is not intended as a formal part of the report for publication. 

Annex C lists all respondents to the consultation document

Annex D lists all respondents who said that they would wish to receive future Department for Education and Skills correspondence.
Overview
The majority of respondents agreed that the arrangements proposed for home child carers were sensible. However, many believed that nannies should be included from the outset of the initiative and that they should also be regulated to bring them in line with registered child minders. Some respondents stressed that in many cases nannies had more recognised qualifications and experience and that this must be taken into consideration.

Overall, respondents said that the code requirements were adequately covered. Some did raise the issue of ensuring safety in the parent’s home, which they believed would be difficult to achieve. Many respondents did not agree with the proposal to allow smoking in the presence of children or the smacking of a child, even with parental consent. Several commented that this suggestion worked against the ethos of the code which was to protect the child and his or her best interests.

Most respondents supported the monitoring arrangements set out in the outline code. However, many were not in agreement with the proposal to carry out public place assessments of the home child carer saying that this would not be a true reflection of care practice. 
A small campaign emerged from the Gillingham Childminders Association. Their response was supported by five individual letters from childminders who were against the proposals set out in the consultation document. They stressed that many childminders have children of their own, and that it would limit the number of children being cared for at one time. They also raised the issue of what they saw as the difficulties of working in someone else’s home, saying that they could only work with the tools available which they believed could reduce the quality of childcare.     
Summary of responses to questions
Question 1: Do you agree that the arrangements for home childcarer’s set out in section 1A.5 are sensible?

There were 235 responses to this question.

134 (57%) respondents agreed that the arrangements were sensible. 64 (27%) respondents said that they were not and 37 (16%) were not sure.  

78 (33%) respondents stressed that nannies must also be included in the home child carer arrangements. Of these, many highlighted the fact that nannies were professional child carers, and that they had already undergone intensive training. It was also suggested that many nannies had far more detailed and advanced qualifications, which they believed, was not the case for all registered childminders who in some cases had only several weeks training. Respondents questioned why nannies should have to go through the process of becoming a registered childminder to enable them to qualify for home child carer status, when they had already proven childcare skills.   
39 (17%) respondents considered this to be an ideal opportunity to introduce the regulation of nannies and for them to adhere to a Code of Practice or National Standards. Many respondents suggested that OFSTED should be involved in the inspection and monitoring of any proposed registration and that it was seen as a sensible way forward as, police and health checks would need to take place anyway. Respondents also believed that this approach would bring nannies in line with other early year’s practitioners. 
25 (11%) respondents believed that the experience and social skills of applicants were an important element of the initiative and that they should be taken into account. Several suggested that health and safety awareness was essential. 

There were many other comments and questions put forward, for example:

· Will home child carers be self employed?

· Can the home child carer work for one family only?

· Who will be responsible for the regulation of salaries and contracts?

· OFSTED currently have difficulty in attracting registered childminders 
· Relatives must be included as long as they are prepared to undertake training

· Childminders can work from home and care for their own children 

· Proposals for childminders will restrict numbers available to care for disabled children

Question 2: Do you agree with the Code requirements for Home Childcarer’s as set out in the outline code? If not, please comment on any areas that you think are not adequately covered, or covered inappropriately.

There were 212 responses to this question.

124 (59%) respondents agreed with the code requirements for home child carers. 46 (21%) respondents disagreed and 42 (20%) were not sure.

49 (23%) respondents were concerned that the proposal allowed a home carer to smoke in front of a child and also to smack if parental consent were given. It was stressed that this should never be allowed with or without the consent of the parents and, that it contravened good practice, was unacceptable and unprofessional.  Several said that they favoured other more effective ways of disciplining children which they believed helped them learn right from wrong and also maintained the dignity of the child. 
38 (18%) respondents believed that it would be difficult to ensure safety in someone else’s home, saying that it could become a sensitive issue if parents did not share the same safety concerns. There were questions around the level of authority that the home child carer would be allowed to enforce without causing disputes with parents, and that if they were working in unsafe conditions that they would be unable to take remedial action. It was suggested that the responsibility for providing a safe and healthy environment must rest with parents and that the home child carer would also need to be aware of their own personal safety as well of that of the child. 

34 (16%) respondents raised the issue of training, saying that this area needed further clarification, as they suggested that there was no indication of who would be delivering such training and also what areas would be covered.  Respondents suggested that the following should be included in training for the home child carer:

· First Aid
· Risk Assessment

· Child Protection and Development Issues

· Special Needs 

· Equal Opportunities

18 (8%) respondents questioned the responsibility of the provision of adequate insurance protection, several saying that home child carer insurance may be higher than that of a childminder, and that insurance companies would need to be made aware of the proposed arrangements. Respondents also said that they needed clarification on the issue of liability for accidents in the parent’s home. It was also suggested that medical negligence cover be provided for home child carers who would be caring for children with disabilities.

There were many other comments and questions put forward, for example:

· Disabled child may have more extensive needs – would the code cover this?

· Will parents be expected to reduce the fee as they will be paying for overheads?

· What would happen if parents do not adhere/agree to risk assessments?

· Do registered childminders need to go through another registration process?

· Will start up grants be available to home carers?

· The Draft C.O.P. does not include physical environment which is an important standard 

· The code ignores all other groups of workers who may care for a child in their own home

Question 3: Do you agree that the ongoing monitoring arrangements set out in the outline Code of Practice are right? 

There were 194 responses to this question.

114 (59%) respondents agreed that the ongoing monitoring arrangements were right. 43 (22%) respondents disagreed and 37 (19%) were not sure.

23 (12%) respondents requested a definition of ‘regular intervals’ in relation to the proposed monitoring arrangements. It was stressed that this area needed further clarification and that it also needed to be more specific. Respondents said that it was unclear how often the quality of care would be monitored by OFSTED and that there was also no proposed format.

16 (8%) respondents disagreed with the plan to assess the home child carer in a public place. It was proposed that it should be a condition required of parents when claiming the Working Family Tax Credit that they agreed to home assessments of their child carer. Respondents believed that inspections carried out in clinics would not be a true indication of care practice and that there could be issues of confidentiality. It was suggested that permission from family centres or clinics would be needed before any such assessments took place.   
15 (8%) respondents believed that an annual inspection should be introduced to bring home child carers in line with registered childminders. It was suggested that observations of inter action between child and carer should also take place as well as interviews with the employing parents.

15 (8%) respondents highlighted the issue of OFSTED resource, saying that they may not have the capacity to undertake a monitoring role. It was suggested that there were already delays in approving current childminder registrations and also that inspections were not being carried out due to over stretched resources.  

There were many other comments and questions put forward, for example:

· Would the visit to the premises be announced or unannounced?
· How detailed would the inspection be, would it compare with childminders?

· How will parents raise concerns with OFSTED?

· Is OFSTED really the organisation for monitoring early out of school childcare?

· How will checks be carried out if they work for two or more families?

· If open to relatives monitoring could be difficult
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