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Annex 1: Summary of consultation  

1. Consultation for the Review started on 21 August and ended on 30 September. Public 
consultation involved both face-to-face and online consultation as outlined below.  

• Regional hui for service providers. The Ministry held seven meetings at six 
centres across New Zealand, including Auckland (Central and South), 
Tauranga, Hamilton, Wellington, Christchurch, and Dunedin. Overall, 
approximately 450 service providers attended the hui. The largest hui were in 
South Auckland and Central Auckland with around 100 attendees at each 
event. The Ministry has also engaged with home-based services via video 
conference in regions where hui were not held due to time constraints. This 
included teleconferences in Whangarei, Taupō, Kaitaia, Nelson/Blenheim, and 
Napier.  

• Targeted meetings aimed at gathering feedback from educators. The 
Ministry talked to around 300 educators and visiting teachers at evening 
targeted meetings. In Hamilton around 100 people attended the targeted 
meeting. We spoke with Māori and Pacific educators and providers to better 
understand how the proposals will impact them. We also heard from diverse 
groups of language immersion services, including Tongan and Samoan. 

• The release of an online short survey and a detailed submission form on 
the Kōrero Mātauranga website. The short survey was aimed at parents and 
educators and focused on areas of the Review that would most affect these 
groups. The detailed submission form was primarily aimed at service providers 
and others that may have an interest in home-based ECE. It provided an 
opportunity for these groups to make a submission on all of the proposals 
outlined in the document. We received around 1700 responses to the short 
survey and 250 detailed submissions. Most of the respondents were educators 
(40%), followed by parents (28%). 

Main themes from consultation  

2. The main themes that came out of the hui, targeted meetings, and survey results were 
largely consistent. The consultation findings indicated: 

• support for the introduction of a Level 4 ECE qualification as a requirement for 
all educators but no strong support for introducing a Level 5 ECE quality rate 

• feedback on the proposal to exempt au pairs from requirements was mixed. 
The majority of survey respondents opposed exempting au pairs from 
qualification requirements.  

• a strong preference among educators and service providers for educators to 
remain contractors with a government pass through 

• feedback on the proposal to strengthen the role of the coordinator was positive 
but in general there was a preference for the number of visits to remain the 
same 

• majority of educators were against the proposal to include an educator’s 
school-aged children in the maximum number of children.  

 
Most educators supported the introduction of a level 4 ECE qualification  

3. Currently, there are no minimum ECE qualification requirements for educators. 
Educators on a quality network are required to a hold a Level 3 ECE certificate and have 
some credits at Level 4. The discussion document proposed requiring all educators to 
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have at least a level 4 ECE qualification, with services that have all educators with a 
level 5 qualification or higher attracting a quality rate.  

 
4. The majority of educators at the targeted meetings supported the introduction of a level 

4 ECE qualification for educators. The main barriers for educators completing a 
qualification were language, cost, and time. The results from the short survey show 49% 
of educators supported introducing the level 4 ECE qualification as a mandatory 
requirement and 46% disagreed with the proposal.  

 
5. The survey results show that educators who agreed with the proposal did so for the 

following reasons: 

• introducing qualification requirements would improve the quality of education 
and care (21% of educators who agreed) and reduce variability in quality across 
the sector (16% of educators who agreed) 

• it provides a way for educators to demonstrate they are committed and 
passionate early childhood educators (7% of educators who agreed) 

• lifts the status of home-based ECE as a valuable and skilled profession (6% of 
educators).  

 
6. The main reasons educators disagreed with the proposal were: 

• Respondents believed that qualifications were typically poor predicators of 
quality (28% of educators who disagreed). 

• proposal would exclude quality educators from the workforce, specifically older 
educators with English as a second language who may not be able to undertake 
study (11% of educators who disagreed) 

• concern about the cost of becoming qualified (3% of educators who disagreed). 
 
7. Educators were also concerned about transitional arrangements for a qualified 

workforce. These included questions about whether educators would be able to study 
part-time, continue to work while studying, and queries around how long educators 
would have to transition to the qualification requirements.  

 
Most respondents did not support introducing a level 5 ECE qualification for the quality 
funding rate  

 
8. Feedback from the short survey and face-to-face consultation suggest the majority of 

respondents did not support introducing a level 5 ECE qualification for the quality funding 
rate. Approximately 45% of respondents disagreed with this proposal and 40% agreed. 
 

9. Many educators considered the Level 4 ECE qualification was sufficient to lift quality. 
Others highlighted that many would be unable to complete the qualification due to time 
constraints and the significant practicum component that needed to be completed in a 
centre setting. The Level 5 ECE qualification is twice as many credits as the Level 4 
ECE qualification making the length of study significantly longer (60 credits vs 120 
credits).  

 
Feedback on the proposal to exempt au pairs from qualification requirements was 
mixed 
 
10. The discussion document included a proposal to exempt au pairs from the qualification 

requirements and to introduce a separate, lower funding rate for au pairs. Most au pairs 
are in New Zealand for a short time and are unlikely to be able to complete a Level 4 
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ECE qualification. Analysis of the short survey and its comments showed 48% of 
respondents disagreed with the proposal to exempt au pairs from qualification 
requirements while 33% agreed with the proposal. 
 

11. Feedback from face-to-face consultation was mixed. Most service providers and 
educators supported the proposal provided other groups of educators were also 
exempted from the qualification requirements and also funded at a lower rate. This 
included grandparents and educators who did not meet English language requirements 
or did not wish to study. 

 
The majority of service providers and educators would prefer educators to remain 
contractors rather than employees 
 
12. Service providers and educators have expressed a strong preference for educators to 

remain as contractors. In the quick survey: 

• 19% of educators indicated they would like to become employees. The main 
reasons given related to lifting quality and improving pay and conditions 

• 45% of educators preferred remaining as contractors with a requirement that 
some of the government funding is passed through 

• 26% of educators preferred no change. In the survey comments, around half of 
the respondents who preferred no change were reacting against the employee 
proposal. There is no indication that these educators objected to a funding 
pass-through.  
 

13. Face-to-face feedback has been consistent with the survey. Educators value having 
flexibility in their hours and the ability to determine how many children they work with. 
Many educators indicated they preferred the tax arrangements for contractors. 
Educators are able to offset accommodation and other associated costs as a non-
taxable part of their income.  
 

14. Service providers highlighted the complexities of the employee proposal, such as how 
meal breaks would be covered. Providers also raised issues with how an employee 
model would be viable for educators who work with fewer than four children at a time. 
The vast majority of service providers did not think an employee model would be 
financially viable without substantial increases to current funding rates. 

 
The majority of providers and educators support strengthening the role of the 
coordinator but in general prefer the number of visits per month to stay the same 

 
15. The discussion document proposed strengthening the role of the coordinator and 

providing better guidance on what is expected of both coordinators and educators. 
Another proposal included more visits per month, with one visit involving a health and 
safety check. Under current regulations, coordinators are required to visit each child at 
least once a month. The options proposed in the discussion document included weekly 
visits, fortnightly visits and visits every two and a half week.  

 
16. The majority of service providers and educators supported strengthening the role of the 

visiting teacher. This was reflected in the quick survey results where the majority of 
respondents agreed with strengthening the role of the coordinator (63%). However, in 
general most respondents preferred coordinator visits to remain monthly (53%) while 
only 23% of respondents favoured fortnightly visits.  
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17. In general, the majority of educators indicated they felt very well supported. This finding 
was consistent with the face-to-face feedback we received from educators. Many 
educators have part-time children which means they see their coordinator more than 
once a month. Many service providers also held playgroups which educators and 
coordinators attended. 

 
Face-to-face feedback suggests the majority of educators do not support including an 
educator’s school aged children in the maximum number of children 
 
18. Through consultation we tested a proposal to include the educator’s school-aged 

children (aged 6 to 13) in the limit on the total number of children that can be present in 
an educator’s home while they are delivering home-based ECE. 
 

19. Survey feedback has been mixed, 46% of respondents agree with limiting the number 
of children and 39% of respondents disagree. Educator respondents largely disagreed 
with limiting the number of school-aged children (51% disagreed and 32% agreed). The 
reasons given for agreeing with the proposal included improving the quality of home-
based ECE and ensuring health and safety. Those who disagreed with the proposal 
were most concerned it would mean educators with school-aged children would be 
excluded from offering home-based ECE. 
 

20. The feedback from face-to-face consultation suggested the majority of educators and 
service providers do not support this proposal. Feedback indicated this change would 
be overly restrictive for educators, particularly those with large families and would make 
it difficult for educators to deliver home-based ECE during school holidays. The benefits 
of interactions between children of different ages were also frequently raised.  

 
 
 

Proa
cti

ve
ly 

Rele
as

ed



5 
 

Annex 2: Cabinet paper recommendations for all proposals  

 Proposal  Recommendation Rationale  

1) Supporting quality in home-based ECE 

Qualifications  • Introduce the Level 4 ECE 
qualification as a minimum 
qualification requirement for 
all educators  

Recommend with 
changes  

 

• Remove the standard 
and quality rate 
distinction. Introduce 
one quality rate for all 
home-based ECE 
services. 

• Allow educators to 
study towards the 
qualification while 
working. Will have a 
specified period of 
time to complete the 
qualification (i.e. 1.5 
years)  

 

Level 4 ECE qualification  

• Feedback from the survey and face-to-face meetings suggests most people (including among educators) would support 
this change if there was financial support to study, it could be offered in home languages, and educators could continue 
working while studying. 

• Will support quality in ECE and reduce variability across the sector.  

Introduce one quality rate for all home-based ECE services 

• Current quality and standard rate requirements makes it difficult for services to organise networks geographically. 
Coordinators may have to travel large distances to see educators on the quality rate.  

• Services often have a standard network for educators who are studying. When they complete the qualification educators 
are moved to a quality network. This often involves a change of coordinator, which is not ideal in terms of consistency.  

Allow educators to study towards the qualification while working  

• The original proposal required educators to become qualified before working as a home-based educator. We propose 
allowing educators to work towards completing the qualification while working with a specified time period for completion 
(e.g. 1.5 years monitored through the educator register from time of registration). The Level 4 ECE qualification has a 
practicum component that must be completed in a centre or home-based setting. It is also heavily focused on practice. 
Feedback from the survey and face-to-face meetings indicates a strong preference for this approach.  

• This would help to minimise disruption to children and whānau accessing home-based ECE. 

Further work required 

• There are a number of educators who may not meet English language proficiency requirements for the Level 4 certificate. 
NZQA have advised that TEOs can deliver the Level 4 in other languages. But these programmes will need to be 
approved by NZQA. Ministry may need to provide support to develop programmes in other languages during the transition 
period.  

• Te Kōhanga Reo National Trust has submitted that Level 5 of their qualification should be recognised alongside a Level 4 
ECE qualification and Level 7 of their qualification as equivalent to a registered teacher/coordinator.  

 

• Level 5 ECE qualification 
for the quality rate  

Not recommended  • Feedback from face-to-face consultation and the survey indicates people do generally not support this proposal. Level 5 
certificate is seen as a lot more difficult to complete and requires a placement in centres to complete.  
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 Proposal  Recommendation Rationale  

Introduce a separate lower 
funding rate for au pairs and 
exempt them from meeting 
qualification requirements 

Not recommended  • Exempting au pairs from meeting qualification requirements undermines the intent of the policy (i.e. to raise quality in 
home-based ECE). Received requests for other groups of educators to be exempted and funded at a lower rate (e.g. 
grandparents and educators who don’t meet English language requirements). Difficult to justify without exempting other 
groups. Would lead to variability in quality across home-based ECE.  

• No definition of au pair in our current regulatory framework. Potential unintended consequence that there will be a 
proliferation of educators claiming to be ‘au pairs’ 

Require service providers to 
provide ongoing professional 
development to educators  

Recommend • Broad support for this proposal. Professional development linked to quality. 

• Further work required to define what meets quality standards for professional development. Some providers raised 
educators’ attendance at PLD as an issue.  

Create a register of home-
based educators  

Recommend  • Broad support for this proposal. Some privacy concerns raised. Some providers asked whether it could also record 
disciplinary or competency information.  

Further work required: 

• Determine what is included. Primary purpose is to independently record level of qualification of educators and their record 
of employment.   

Role of the 
coordinator  

Change title of coordinator to 
Visiting Teacher (VT) 

Recommend • Broad support for this proposal provided service providers can continue to use their own terminology for VTs (e.g. Porse 
call their VTs Programme Tutors or PTs) 

Better articulate the role of the 
coordinator: 

• Have an explicit emphasis 
and guidance on providing 
training  

• Require to have experience 
working with adults  

• Provide regular networking 
and training meetings for 
educators 

Recommend  • Broad support for this proposal in survey and face-to-face meetings 

• Further work needed on what experience working with adults might look like (e.g. require coordinators to do an adult 
mentoring course or requiring coordinators to be a fully registered teacher for a specified number of years).  

More visits per month with one 
visit involving a health and 
safety check  

Do not recommend  • Feedback from consultation suggests educators and service providers would prefer one visit per month to each child. 
Most educators see their coordinator more frequently than once a month (e.g. coordinator is present at playgroup or 
educator has part-time children so coordinator makes multiple visits).  

• Educators generally feel they can contact their coordinator for support via phone at any time  

• Service providers concerned about the feasibility of having the coordinator visit more frequently with current coordinator to 
child ratios  

• Feedback from regional staff is strongly in support of increasing the number of visits to support quality provision. Their 
view is that playgroups are not the right place for quality observations and conversations.  

 

Further work required:  

• Investigate whether standards relating frequency and nature of playgroups provided by the service provider is required. 
Some services offer weekly or twice weekly playgroups, others once a month.  
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 Proposal  Recommendation Rationale  

Require consistent coordinator 
and educator relationship 

Recommend • Generally most educators and providers supported this proposal. This was already happening in most services.  

• Service providers stressed there needed to be some flexibility e.g. for relief coordinators  

• Some service providers had coordinators with specialist skills or areas of interest (e.g. learning support) which they used 
to supplement the usual coordinator’s visit 

Coordinators not permitted to 
act as a person responsible 
across multiple licences 

Recommend • Clarifies coordinators are not permitted to act as person responsible across multiple licences 

Health and 
safety 

List homes on licence  Recommend  • Service providers generally supported this provided there was an automatic IT solution.  

• Benefits included exclusion of sex offenders being released near to homes where home-based ECE is provided. Also 
MoE knowing who to contact where incidents requiring lock down occur.  

• Further work required to investigate an IT solution.  

Clarify position on police vets  Recommend • Most service providers already believed they had to police vet everyone in the house. Support the clarification.  

Require coordinators and 
educators to complete health 
and safety training  

Recommend • Most service providers had some health and safety training in place 

• Level 4 ECE qualification has a health and safety component 

Out of school 
care 

Include the educator’s school 
aged children in the maximum 
number of children present 

Do not recommend  • Workforce implications. Strong feedback in face-to-face meetings that this would mean many educators could no longer 
provide home-based care. Many had school-aged children of their own. Would be disruptive to children and families 
accessing home-based ECE. 

• Could disadvantage certain communities with larger families (e.g. Pacific communities) 

• Educators and service providers highlighted the value of having ECE-aged children mix with school-aged children. Helped 
prepare them for school and ECE-aged children often had positive familial relationships with older children.  

Further work required:  

• We recommend the Ministry begin collecting information on educators offering out of school care.  

• Parents need to be informed of the number of school aged children that will be present and there need to be requirements 
that ensure this.  

2) Ensuring government investment is directed at education and care  

Working 
conditions for 
educators  

Change definition of service 
provider (deliver rather than 
arrange) 

Recommend  • Mixed responses to this proposal, but generally most service providers are comfortable. Some service providers see 
themselves as arrangers only.  

• Clarifies our expectation that they are ultimately responsible for service delivery. 

Change definition of gain and 
reward 

Recommend • Further work required. MBIE have advised us the term gain or reward has a specific meaning and is used in other 
employment areas. May need to investigate removing the term from our Act rather than changing its definition to avoid 
unintended consequences.   
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Proposal Recommendation Rationale 

Engage educators as 
employees 

Do not recommend • Strong feedback from online survey and face-to-face engagement opposing this proposal.

• Some educators wanted to be employees, but the majority preferred the flexibility and choice (in terms of which families
they worked for) offered by the contracting arrangement. Many also used the home-based standard determination to
reduce their taxable income. Some also said they earn significantly more than minimum wage currently through parent
fees. However, many also wanted annual and/or sick leave.

• Almost all service providers were against this proposal as they did not think it was financially viable. Based on feedback, a
substantial proportion of the educator workforce only have 1 to 2 child. They did not want the administrative responsibility
that came with being an employer. Feedback suggested that if educators were required to be employees funding rates
would have to rise substantially.

• Some educators are currently earning substantially more than the minimum wage and this proposal would see their
earnings decrease. For example,  educator in central wellington charging $10 per hour per child. The going rate for
nannies is $25-$30 per hour (not living in the home).

Remain contractors with some 
pass through of government 
funding 

Recommend • More support for this proposal among educators. Findings from consultation suggest passing on of government subsidies
varies hugely between service providers

• Service providers do not think this is viable on the current funding rates. Work would need to be done to look at cost
drivers for home-based ECE and set funding rates (likely across the whole ECE sector).

Further work required: 

• The Ministry will explore differential funding rates based on the level of disadvantage in a service. Services with higher
level of disadvantage will receive a higher funding rate to reflect that many services catering to low socioeconomic
communities are unable to charge parent fees.

• Look at a single funding rate across under 2s and over 2s (excluding 20 hours ECE).

• Proportion of pass through needs further work. We currently lack information to be able to say where to set this.
Proportion of pass through of the ECE subsidy (ie not 20 Hours ECE) ranges from 0% to 100%. Most services pass
through 0%.

• WINZ subsidy pass through was an issue that was raised. Some providers pass through the Childcare Subsidy in its
entirety and others deduct admin fees. Some providers pay GST back on subsidy to government, others pass on to
educators without paying GST and educators are not GST liable. The inconsistency affects how much educators are paid.
IRD is not clear on policy.

Transparency 
of funding 

Services required to disclose to 
parents the level of 
government funding 

Recommend • Some comments that this may be difficult in situations where the educator collects parent fees rather than the service
provider.

• Many service providers felt this would be unfair if only applied to home-based. Would need to implement this across the
ECE sector.

Services required to publish 
information on government 
subsidies based on examples 
of average child 

Recommend • Greater transparency – support for this proposal in quick survey and detailed submissions
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 Proposal  Recommendation Rationale  

Services required to report on 
income and expenditure per 
licence 

Recommend • Greater transparency and ability for the Ministry to see where funding goes  

• Support for this proposal in quick survey and detailed submissions  

• Many service providers consider that the information the Ministry gets through financial reporting is already adequate for 
the stated purpose of this proposal.  

Further work required on the specifications for this information, including whether it needs to be audited financial reports.  

Licensing 
regulations  

Ratio of one coordinator to 15 
educators with a licence 
maximum of 60  

Further consideration 
needed 

• Many service providers did not prefer this option, particularly those with educators who may only have 1 or 2 children. 

• Service providers asked whether the ratio was child places or children. Current system is child places, which means 
coordinators can be responsible for many more children than 50 due to part-time enrolments. [Porse operates a workload 
of one coordinator to 60 children. Regional offices have examples of coordinators with 80-100 children to visit in a month].  

• Visiting teachers have varying views on what was a manageable workload to provide quality support to educators. Some 
believe 50 children is too many, others consider 65 is about right.  

Ratio of one coordinator to 50 
children, and a licence 
maximum of 50 children 

• Service providers wanted to see service size aligned with centres. Smaller licence size cumbersome (difficult to manage 
growth) and does not provide sufficient flexibility if coordinators are unable to attend the monthly visit e.g. sick  

• Regional staff strongly prefer this option – provides better oversight.  

• Of the two options put forward this was the preferred option with some concerns around costs of obtaining numerous 
licences.  

New proposal - ratio of one 
coordinator to 50 children and 
a licence maximum of 150 
children (involves 3 lead 
coordinators to a specific group 
of 50 children) 

• Proposed by HBCA after discussion with their members. Following reasons this model is preferred: 

- Creates a community of learning where coordinators are responsible for a specific group of 50 children, with some 
flexibility if coordinators are unable to attend monthly visit (educators and children will be familiar with all three 
coordinators).  

- Better allows for growth of services without opening multiple licences which is cumbersome 

• Concerns from regional staff that this would reduce the ability to monitor services if this were implemented and would 
need to be tightly geographically bound.  

Educators and coordinators on 
each licence 

Recommend • Service providers generally did not support this, but if such a change was required there would need to be an IT solution 
that reduces the administrative burden on service providers 

• Improves Ministry oversight 

ERO have power to enter 
homes  

Recommend  • Most service providers and educators supported this. Returning to previous practice for ERO. Some saw it as an invasion 
of privacy and did not support it.  

ERO undertake an external 
evaluation before the Ministry 
grants a full licence  

Do not recommend  • Concerns expressed by regional staff and service providers about ERO’s capacity to conduct these evaluations in a timely 
manner – may hold up the licensing process.  

• Concerns over inconsistent messages to service providers from the Ministry and ERO. The two agencies are not always 
aligned in their thinking. 
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