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Ministry of Education – PAG Review 2 

1. Executive Summary  
 

Background  

The Provider Assessment Group (PAG) was established in 2017, with two core aims: 

• Proactively identify high risk providers (utilising a risk score tool developed within the unit that 

incorporates forensic analysis and quality data); and 

• Partner with the regions to engage with these high-risk providers and perform rigorous assessments 

that lead to improvements in the quality of service provision for children. 

The PAG and the activities it undertakes contribute to the wider objectives of the Ministry of Education (the 

Ministry) and specifically, the early childhood education sector. The PAG was initially established with the 

intention to operate as a pilot programme for two years, however the period has since been extended and 

funding for the programme will continue for a further five years. 

The Ministry of Education has requested Grant Thornton undertake an assessment of the PAG programme. 

 

Scope and objectives 

The objectives of this review were to evaluate the PAG and determine: 

1 Whether the benefits claimed by the PAG are determined appropriately; 

2 If the programme’s purpose and value proposition is well understood by key stakeholders; 

3 If the resourcing structure of the programme is appropriate; 

4 If the reporting provided by the programme accurately represent current state; 

5 If there are there any areas for improvement; and, 

6 If the programme is set up for optimal success (assessment of the planned approach for the PAG post 

June 2020)? 

Based on the work performed, we have assessed each of the above questions as either yes, no, or partly and 

summarised the findings of the evaluation in the next section.   

 

Summary of evaluation  

The reported results and benefits achieved by the PAG through the reviews and assessments undertaken to 

date indicate they are effectively identifying and taking action against non-compliant, unsafe or fraudulent 

service providers. As a result, a number of licence holders have been suspended or have had their licences 

cancelled and funding ceased.  

Discussions with various stakeholders (refer to Appendix 2), both internal and external to the Ministry, 

indicates a consensus that the PAG plays a key role in the monitoring of early learning service providers. 

There is also agreement that work is required to provide clarity on the roles, responsibilities, and activities of 

the PAG both in their own right and in conjunction with other Ministry monitoring teams. 

The 2020 budget announcement has confirmed that the PAG will receive funding for the next five years, 

allowing the PAG to address some of the recommendations in the report and establish processes and roles 

that have a longer-term view, than was otherwise possible under the pilot programme model. Confirmation of 

the PAG’s extended funding will certainly partially address one of the key underlying challenges faced by the 

PAG team (refer section 2.6) and should provide impetus to the PAG addressing the recommendations of this 

report.  

The team and programme have experienced significant and on-going change since their inception and as a 

result have continued to evolve and adapt. The PAG team have experienced several challenges and risks 

inherent with a pilot programme and have established a programme with robust processes and 

methodologies. The team acknowledge that more work is required in terms of refining their current processes 

RELE
ASED U

NDER THE O
FFIC

IAL I
NFORMATIO

N ACT 19
82



Ministry of Education – PAG Review 3 

and methodologies, but as the programme was still a pilot at the time of the review, they were focused on 

getting assessments completed and intended to focus on the refinement if the programme were to be 

continued.  

The PAG is currently operating effectively given its environment and the recommendations made in this 

report are intended to further improve the efficiency and effectiveness of the PAG. 

We noted two key underlying issues that were preventing the PAG from reaching its full potential and 

recommended that consideration should be given to addressing the following issues before other 

recommendations are actioned. These issues were: 

1. The temporary nature of the PAG as a pilot programme, and

2. The lack of clarity around, and continuing evolution of, the mandate, objectives/purpose, roles and

responsibilities of the PAG in their own right and relative to the other Ministry monitoring teams and

external stakeholders such as ERO.

We acknowledge that the decision to extend the PAG’s funding significantly (both in size and time) has 

partially addressed the first issue, given the limited control the PAG has over this. We still recommend that 

the second issue be addressed before considering other recommendations outlined in the report. 
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2.5.2 Define standardised and clear criteria that will consistently trigger an investigation. This does not automatically include 

the providers for investigation based on the triggers but can used as an indicator of serious issues based on an agreed 

criterion for consideration and decision-making.  

 

2.5.3 This phase could be jointly carried out by a PAG advisor and an administrator. The advisor would be responsible for the 

work planning element such as conditions to check, other Ministry information to review and consider, deciding on 

relevant sites to visit etc. The administration person would be responsible for the logistics planning such as planning the 

routes to use to visit all identified sites, arranging the translators, preparing document folders etc. This will result in the 

advisors spending less time on planning and more time on completing the visits or assessments (e.g. completing the 

work of a previous assessment). 

 

2.5.4 The administration support personnel complete the scanning of the documents while on site. We appreciate that the 

senior advisors may need to be onsite to answer questions. We recommend the advisors check in on site for one hour 

in the morning on the first day, then 30 minutes every other morning until all the documents have been obtained and 

scanned. The advisors can then also attend the final 30 minutes on the last day to thank the service provider for 

providing all the documents. The steps to implement this recommendation should include: 

• Training to ensure all team members (advisors and administration support personnel) are aware of the 

evidence they are required to gather. 

• Create document request lists (based on the assessment workpaper/criteria, legislative criteria, etc.), so 

required information is requested and not inadvertently missed.  

• The document request list should specify document categories and filing conventions (for efficiency) to 

support effective and efficient review of the documents and assessments. 

2.5.5 The peer review process be clarified so that the responsibilities and requirements of all parties conducting a review are 

fully defined. In addition, we recommend a “lessons learnt” or training session be implemented at periodic intervals for 

reviewing parties to convey knowledge to the PAG team on items that consistently require correction during review. 

2.5.6 In all instances, the PAG team should conduct full and comprehensive assessments, regardless of using the escalation 

process if serious issues are identified, to identify all relevant issues relating to the provider. This will ensure providers 

cannot regain licences without demonstrating that all relevant remedial matters have been resolved. In addition, we 

recommend that the PAG considers requesting involvement from other specialist teams where any issues found indicate 

there may be additional relevant issues. 

2.5.7  To improve efficiency, we recommend that the PAG only re-assesses the provider on the issues identified that required 

remediation. For example, by consistently maintaining and utilising the record of all issues identified in a centralised 

“issues register”, basing the re-assessment workpaper on the issues recorded in it, and assessing only whether those 

deficiencies have now been remediated.  
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2. Evaluation  

2.1. Are the benefits claimed by the PAG 

determined appropriately? 

Outcome: Partially 

 

             

The PAG has identified “the overarching benefit of the PAG is for a better monitored and supported ECE 

sector that is safer, has financial probity, and lifts the quality of ECE delivered, which leads to better learning 

outcomes for children. A secondary benefit is to reduce potential fraud and mismanagement in service 

delivery. The PAG executes this by focusing on high risk providers identified through risk-based indicators 

derived from a risk tool developed within the team”1.   

The benefits that are being measured and reported (refer to Appendix 3 for examples of reporting) by the 

PAG team are intended to show progress and demonstrate the value and benefits that their activity is 

delivering. We noted the reporting of the benefits is inconsistent across different reports and memos being 

provided to various stakeholders and forums.  Based on the PAG reporting, the identified benefits are 

categorised as: 

 

• Money saved and benefits realised. 

• Coverage. 

• Improvements in service compliance. 

• Growth in Ministry capability. 

• Costs. 

• Impact on sector behaviour. 

• Milestones. 

 

In the following table we have assessed the reported benefits to ascertain their relevance to the PAG stated 

objectives and the appropriateness of determination.  In the table we have used the following classifications: 

 

1. Benefit and measurement are appropriate 

Some of the benefits are appropriately measured and reported based on the vision and purpose of 

the PAG.  

2. Measurement is not appropriate  

Some instances of the benefits do not appear to be appropriately measured based on what the 

benefit is attempting to demonstrate and measure (e.g. measurement is not quantifiable or 

measurable, does not align to the benefit). 

3. Benefit is not appropriate  

Some information being reported as benefits are important and communicate key information, 

however they are not ‘benefits’ in this sense compared to the other actual benefits.  

 

 

1 Memo to the SE & Support Senior Leadership Team on 21st February 2019 titled ‘Provider Assessment Group update’ 
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 NB. The remaining FTE are 

focussed on playgroup and 

participation work streams. 

services continuing to be 

poorly performing. 

ERO withdraws from a 

service requiring a regulatory 

response until a full licence is 

returned.  

Provider 

Assessment 

Group (PAG) 

Since December 2017 PAG 

monitors financial probity of 

services (with a focus on 

home-based), and health and 

safety practice, particularly 

safety checking. Services are 

identified through risk 

indicators. 

8 regional fixed term FTE – to 

30 June 2020 

Budget 2017 established this 

function for a period of 2 

years following concerns that 

some services were not using 

government funding for the 

intended purpose. 

ERO have no role in 

monitoring services’ 

compliance with the funding 

rules. 

Audit  The Resourcing Audit team 

completes a risk-based 

programme to verify that early 

learning services have 

claimed funding correctly in 

accordance with the ECE 

Funding Handbook. Their 

monitoring function includes: 

Verifying the accuracy of 

funding and staffing claims, to 

ensure that licensed ECE 

services have claimed and 

received the correct 

Resourcing entitlement. 

Verifying that services are 

paying the correct salary rate 

to certificated staff to be 

eligible to receive Resourcing 

at the higher levels. 

Ensuring that licensed early 

childhood education services 

provide independently audited 

annual financial statements. 

11 FTE cover the Resourcing 

Monitoring Function which 

includes the ECE Resourcing 

Audit programme and the 

submission of annual ECE 

Financial Reporting. 

This team monitors schools 

and early learning services. 

 

S311(5) of the Education Act, 

1989, states that grants may 

be paid ‘unconditionally, or 

subject to any conditions the 

Minister specifies in writing 

when the grant is paid or 

earlier’ 

These conditions are outlined 

in the Funding Handbook.  

ERO have no role in 

monitoring services 

compliance with the funding 

rules. 

 

In addition, the Education Review Office (ERO) is responsible for the review of the education curriculum for 

all early learning service providers. These four teams keep each other informed of their current and planned 

activity, they rely on each other’s processes and have key hand-over points within their processes that 

overlap into other teams’ responsibilities.  

All four of these teams were interviewed to ascertain their understanding of the PAG’s purpose and value 

proposition. It became clear, that similar to within the PAG team, there is an inconsistent understanding of the 

PAG’s purpose and value proposition3, the following themes were identified from with the other teams:  

• The PAG is focusing on the potential of non-compliance with funding requirements and health and 

safety regulations. 

 

3 Memo to the SE & Support Senior Leadership Team on 21 February 2019 titled ‘Provider Assessment Group update’ state that “the 

overarching benefit of the PAG is for better a monitored and supported ECE sector that is safer, has financial probity, and lifts the quality of 
ECE delivered, which leads to better learning outcomes for children. A secondary benefit is to reduce potential fraud and mismanagement in 
service delivery. PAG executes this by focusing on high risk providers identified through risk-based indicators derived from a risk tool 
developed within the team”.   
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Ministry of Education – PAG Review 17 

Other concerns 

As mentioned above, our assessment of the reports produced by PAG have indicated that the reports are 

accurate, however there are other concerns we identified. These concerns are: 

• Reports are not shared within the PAG team

Discussions with the PAG team indicated they are unsure what the purpose of the reports is, other

than they have always been produced and continue to be. They are unsure who receives these

reports outside of PAG, what questions are asked of these reports and what discussions are held

regarding them.

Both the weekly and monthly reports appear to be statistical in nature and provide an overview of

what PAG has completed to date. No actions are noted, and no discussions are held in terms of

lessons learnt that are reported (that the PAG team is aware of). The monthly report is a summary

and aggregate of the weekly report, reporting the same information with an additional table with

benefits (refer to observation 2.1).

A number of suggested inclusions to the reporting were made during discussions such as team

capacity, efficiency and effectiveness measures e.g. time taken to complete assessments, key

challenges and delays and an analysis of the root cause and impact.

• Reports are not shared widely within the Ministry

We have noted that the reporting from PAG is not widely shared with other Ministry teams (except

the Monitoring team receives the monthly dashboard reports), especially the key stakeholders and

related teams that work closely with PAG. Discussions with various stakeholders indicate that more

reporting would be welcomed, even if it only provides a high-level overview of the work, especially

where it impacts on other Ministry teams.

PAG’s external reporting should be a key part of PAG’s cooperation, and potentially collaboration,

with the other Ministry teams focused on the ECE sector.  Sharing information on activity, sector

performance and identified issues amongst the relevant teams should help facilitate cohesive and

consistent Ministry interactions with the sector. PAG external reporting should demonstrate the

contribution that PAG is making to the wider Ministry objectives.

Recommendations 

2.3.1 The purpose of each report should be determined and clarified. The content should then be reviewed 

to ensure that the content in each report is aligned to the purpose. 

2.3.2 The PAG team should consider sharing the relevant reports outside of the PAG team with other 

Ministry team members, especially where other teams are impacted by the work being conducted by 

PAG.  
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2.4. Is the resourcing structure of the 

Programme appropriate? 

Outcome: Partially 

The current resourcing structure in place for the PAG team is outlined in the diagram below at a high-level. 

We note there have been numerous changes and high turnover in the team since its inception and as a 

result, the team has evolved naturally.  

Current team structure 

The PAG team is predominantly Auckland based (one 

person in Wanganui), with the Manager ECE Funding & 

Assurance and Senior Project Advisor being Wellington 

based.  

The Manager ECE Funding & Assurance’s role is an 

oversight role as well as a decision making and guidance 

role. The Manager is not involved in carrying out 

assessments or reviewing them, however, they are 

involved with both selecting the service providers to visit 

and for approving memos to recommend  specific action 

be taken, such as suspension or cancellation of licenses.  

The administration support staff are currently doing a variety of activities including planning for visits, 

generating reports, arranging for translators, and running and updating the risk tool. The administration 

support staff are currently also helping with assessments and anything else that the team requires.   

The team leader and other advisors are predominantly focused on getting the assessments completed. They 

also complete the site visits and office visits as well as conduct peer reviews of assessments completed. It is 

worth noting, that all the PAG team members do take on any responsibilities, roles and activities required to 

get work completed regardless of whether it specifically falls within their job description. The team leader is 

also responsible for maintaining oversight over the rest of the team and reports to the Manager directly on 

issues, workload and status of work in flight.  

We noted the following four anecdotal themes during our review of the resourcing structure in place: 

• 

• 

• 

• 

The PAG team are required to carry out their assessments, with a number of different lenses such as health 

and safety, fraud (not currently a focus, but is expected to be going forward), licensing conditions and overall 

quality of education (in a limited capacity as this is ERO’s responsibilities). The team also requires a good 

foundational level of understanding of the licensing and funding obligations. This is important as the PAG 

uses the licensing powers to cancel or suspend licences and need to understand the funding rules to look for 

areas of potential fraud.  

Manager 

Admin 
Support 

Advisor 
Senior 
Advisor 

Team 
Leader 

9(2)(g)(i)
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Ministry of Education – PAG Review 21 

2. Supplementary risk indicators: additional information, such as results of existing licensing, services

with provisional licences, monthly funding, and complaints. The information is weighted, and a risk

score is derived under the following categories:

a. ERO scores

b. Funding scores

c. Licensing scores

Further detail about how the Ministry of Education assesses risks to inform the PAG team’s work programme 

is outlined in Annex 1. 

Use of the risk tool 

The Ministry and the PAG foundation documents indicate that the PAG selects providers to visit based on 

their risk score. To this end, the risk tool is used to indicate and highlight the high-risk providers. 

However, not all of the high-risk providers are reported to the PAG Manager for approval. We understand this 

is because the PAG does not select the highest-scored providers based only on the tool; rather, the tool is 

used as an input to inform decision making. The PAG will review the high-risk providers and make a 

judgement on which providers should be selected for a visit and assessment. Their judgement considers 

factors such as: 

• Individual risk assessments to identify factors deemed more important;

o It was noted that not all risk indicators were rated on the same scale. While the majority of

the indicators are rated on 4-point scale (i.e. scale of 0 to 3), we identified other indicators

that were rated on different scales (ranging from 2-point through to 7-point scales).

▪ We observed that the above scales and ratings were not always indicative of the

risk indicator’s importance. One of the reasons identified for conducting the

individual risk assessments is to examine specific risk indicators in order to

determine their importance when prioritising a provider assessment. For example,

the risk indicators may all be rated a “3” on a scale of 0-3, but not carry the same

importance. Similarly, an indicator could be assessed on a scale of 0 to 6 in order

to provide more granular results; however, the risk tool would consider an

indicator rated a “5” on the 0 to 6 scale as more important (compared to a “3” on

the 0 to 3 scale), where this is not necessarily the case.

o The use of different point scales, such as those identified above, can be appropriate if a

conscious decision has been made to do this, due to certain risk indicators providing better

(or worse) indications of the likelihood of fraudulent activities. However, if this is not the

case, using different scales can inappropriately distort the results of the risk tool.

• Discussion with other Ministry teams with more relevant information.

Further detail about additional factors the PAG team consider when selecting providers is outlined in Annex 1. 

Our review of the selection process indicates that, because the results of the risk tool are subject to manual 

manipulation and override, the PAG’s selection process cannot be considered solely risk-based; while this is 

understood within the PAG, the PAG’s stakeholders have the strong perception that the selection process is 

purely risk based.  

Understanding of the risk tool 

Our high-level review of the risk tool indicated that it is due for a review, especially in relation to the 

weightings and categories of some of the risk indicators. 
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Ministry of Education – PAG Review 25 

justify the recommendation. Both the assessment and the memorandum are reviewed by a senior advisor to 

ensure quality is maintained over the engagement. 

The memorandum is sent to the Manager Funding & Assurance for endorsement. Prior to this the evidence 

and recommendation are reviewed by a senior education advisor in a regional office and then a senior 

education advisor in National Office. These two peer reviews are done to ensure that the recommendation is 

consistent with those made for other issues of a similar nature. These reviews are non-binding on the PAG 

team.  

Further observations about the outcome of peer reviews are outlined in Annex 3. 

The review and approval process is as follows: 

• Legal team reviews the memorandum;

• Manager Funding & Assurance reviews and approves the memorandum;

• Auckland Education Manager reviews and approves the memorandum;

• Deputy Director Education, Auckland reviews and approves the memorandum; and

• Director of Education, Auckland provides the final approval for action.

Depth of Focus and Involvement of Other Teams 

It was noted that there are occasions where, upon identifying a serious issue (e.g. H&S), the PAG team 

gathers only sufficient evidence to make sanctions relating to that issue, rather than completing a 

comprehensive assessment. This is to reflect the seriousness of the issue and the need to act immediately 

rather than wait for the assessment to be completed. This risks other relevant issues exhibited by providers 

not being discovered and, should they regain their licence at a later date (e.g. by subsequently demonstrating 

that they can comply with H&S standards), these other potential issues may not have been resolved.  

Recommendations 

2.5.5 The peer review process be clarified so that the responsibilities and requirements of all parties 

conducting a review are fully defined. In addition, we recommend a “lessons learnt” or training session 

be implemented at periodic intervals for reviewing parties to convey knowledge to the PAG team on 

items that consistently require correction during review. 

2.5.6 In all instances, the PAG team should conduct full and comprehensive assessments, regardless of 

using the escalation process if serious issues are identified, to identify all relevant issues relating to 

the provider. This will ensure providers cannot regain licences without demonstrating that all relevant 

remedial matters have been resolved. In addition, we recommend that the PAG considers requesting 

involvement from other specialist teams where any issues found indicate there may be additional 

relevant issues. 
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2.6. Is the programme set up for optimal success? Outcome: Partially 

 

In Budget 2020 the Government announced that the PAG’s funding has been significantly increased and will 

be available for the next five years. To date, being temporary has been one of two factors that have 

prevented the PAG from operating as effectively and successfully as it could. The other factor is the lack of 

clear and sufficient foundational documentation (refer to section 2.2).  

Throughout this report, a number of key questions have been asked regarding the operation and success of 

the PAG and a number of recommendations have been made. We believe that the recommendations will 

improve the effectiveness of the PAG and increase efficiency in their processing.  

 

Pilot Programme 

We acknowledge that the PAG was created as a pilot programme, but as the Government has recently 

announced the PAG’s funding will be extended for another five years, it is now time to assess the success 

and work of the PAG to shape its future. With any pilot programme, there were inherent challenges and the 

PAG was no different. To set up the PAG, foundational documents had to be created, processes had to be 

implemented and embedded, and the team had to be built. Through review of the PAG documents and 

discussions with key stakeholders, we believe that the PAG has set up the programme well, however some 

refining and improvements could be made (refer to recommendations made throughout the report). The 

reported results indicate that the PAG is doing good work and identifying non-compliant (with e.g. health and 

safety and funding rules) and potentially fraudulent educators. However, due to its previously temporary 

nature, there have been a few inherent challenges that will not be addressed unless the PAG was made 

permanent, including: 

• The uncertainty it created for the PAG team, making it difficult to commit to a career with a 

temporary timeframe. 

• It did not allow the team to commit to creating key documents, process guides, templates and so 

forth, as they were focused on producing results and were uncertain of the duration of the 

programme posing the question – is it worth creating permanent templates etc? 

• It did not allow PAG to establish long-term relationships with other Ministry departments, especially 

as its mandate is unclear and not well defined, causing tension, frustration, and confusion with the 

PAG and other Ministry departments. 

With the decision to increase and continue the PAG’s funding, the above issues should be able to be partially 

addressed as the team will be able to confidently commit time and feel more invested in the programme. We 

acknowledge that the increase and continuation of the PAG’s funding does not in itself make the programme 

a permanent Ministry unit, however it does provide a longer-term view than the pilot programme did and more 

stability within the programme.  

Lack of clear and sufficient foundational documentation 

As mentioned in other parts of this report, a clear mandate and foundational documents were neither created 

nor communicated when the PAG was first conceived of. As a result of this, the PAG team and the wider 

Ministry teams have at times been confused regarding the role the PAG is playing, and what interactions the 

PAG should have with other Ministry teams.   

The PAG has recently created, and are still creating various foundational documents, however additional 

work is required for this to be effective and provide clear direction to the teams. These foundational 

documents have elements that may need to be jointly developed or agreed with the other Ministry teams, 

especially in instances where the line of roles and responsibilities are not clear and frustration with the current 

working arrangement exists.  

Once these foundational documents have been refreshed, agreed and finalised, they need to be shared with 

the PAG and wider Ministry teams. This will provide clarity to the teams on roles and responsibilities and 

allow for effective collaboration amongst the teams.  
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3. Appendices 

Appendix 1 – Terms of Reference  

1. Background 

The Provider Assessment Group (PAG) was established in 2017, with two core overarching aims: 

• Proactively identify high risk providers (utilising a risk score tool developed within the unit that 

incorporates forensic analysis and quality data); and, 

• Partner with the regions to engage with these high-risk providers and perform rigorous assessments 

that lead to improvements in the quality of service provision for children. 

The PAG and the activities it undertakes contributes to the wider objectives of the Ministry and specifically, 

the early childhood education sector. The PAG was initially established with the intention to operate as a pilot 

programme for two years, however the period has since been extended and will continue for a further five 

years. 

The Ministry of Education has requested Grant Thornton undertake an assessment of the PAG programme. 

2. Objectives 

The objectives of this review were to evaluate the Ministry’s Provider Assessment Group and determine: 

• Whether the benefits claimed by the PAG are determined appropriately; 

• If the programme’s purpose and value proposition is well understood by key stakeholders; 

• If the resourcing structure of the programme is appropriate; 

• If the reporting provided by the programme accurately represent current state; 

• If there are any identified areas of improvement; and, 

• If the programme is set up for optimal success? 

3. Scope 

The scope of this review was to:  

• Validate the benefits approach claimed by the PAG; 

• Verify the understanding of the programme’s purpose with key stakeholders; 

• Evaluate the reporting provided by the programme. 

• Review the resourcing structure of the programme. 

• Compile a written report providing an evaluation of the programme and any identified areas of 

improvement; and, 

• Assess the planned approach for the PAG post-June 2020. 

This review did not include: 

• Activity outside of the PAG including licensing, regulations and work conducted prior to the 

establishment of the PAG; and, 

• Any matters not identified in the Scope section above. 
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4. Work performed 

The review was conducted with the following approach: 

• Discussions and interviews were held with identified and relevant key stakeholders; 

• Key artefacts and the PAG process documents were reviewed; 

• Conducted a walkthrough and documented the PAG end-to-end assessment process; and, 

• Identified any areas for improvement and developed recommendations.  

5. Third party reliance 

This report has been prepared at the request of the Ministry of Education in connection with our engagement 

to perform this review.  This report is solely for the benefit of the Ministry for the purpose set out in this report, 

and is not to be used for any other purpose or distributed to any other party or relied upon by any other party 

without Grant Thornton’s prior written consent.  We note our expectation that this report may be shared with 

the Ministry’s external auditors for their information.
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Appendix 4 – PAG on a page 

The following diagram is the PAG overview on a page. This document seeks to clarify the purpose, objective 

and goals of the PAG team. This is a recently created document and is well known and understood by the 

PAG team, however other teams have not necessarily seen this before and believe that this is a great 

overview for each of the teams to consider.  
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Appendix 5 – Supplementary Risk Assessments Information  

Supplementary risk indicators: additional information, such as results of existing licensing, services with 

provisional licences, monthly funding, and complaints. The information is weighted, and a risk score is 

derived under the following categories: 

d. ERO scores 

e. Funding scores 

f. Licensing scores 

Once the risks have been aggregated, they are presented in a table as shown below (table extract only): 

 

From the table above the following factors are considered relative to each other when determining which 

service providers will be selected for assessment: 

• Funding received for the previous 12 months which is shown in the first column. 

• Second to sixth columns outline the risk score for last year and the current year (consisting of three 

dimensions of risk). 

• The number of services associated with each service provider and their location is shown in the next 

five columns.  

• Supplementary scores are scores obtained from other internal Ministry teams and ERO.  

The aggregated risk scores for each service are reviewed to identify the highest risk providers and prioritise 

them for further review, investigation, and assessments. The selected providers are reported to the Manager, 

Funding and Assurance for approval and once approved, the planning phase commences.  

Understanding of the risk tool  

The risk tool was developed by a previous PAG team member, who has since left the Ministry. Currently, the 

tool is maintained by one of the Administration/Support staff within the team. Discussions with this team 

member indicated their knowledge and understanding of the tool and its design is limited. They have a 

working knowledge of Excel and could likely make some minor changes to the model (e.g. adjust risk factor 

weightings); however, it is acknowledged that they were not familiar with the SQL query used to extract the 

relevant data from ELI and would not know how to alter the query to extract other data that may become 

relevant/available. 

Use of the risk tool 

The PAG will review the high-risk providers and make a judgement on which providers should be selected for 

a visit and assessment. Consideration is made for further factors such as:  

• Funding vs number of licences (e.g. funding per licence); 

• Location of the educators and assessors; and  

o Despite being a national team, we noted that the current focus is on Auckland. This focus is 

based on the results and analysis from using the risk tool that indicated that Auckland is a 

priority Region with It 41% of ECE activity, and findings showing inconsistent attendance 

records and over-claiming of Ministry funds.  

• Known issues or remediation actions being undertaken by the educators. 

$m(xGST) Last yr's Average Average score components Number of services Supplementary scores

YESep'19 score score
Score A Score B Score C Total ELI Probation Auckland

non-

Auck. Licensing Funding ERO

Service Provider 1 $0.299 3.0 7.5 5.5 0.0 2.0 1 1 1

Service Provider 2 $1.691 6.2 5.8 3.2 1.3 1.3 3 3 3

Service Provider 3 $0.987 6.5 4.8 2.8 0.5 1.5 2 2 2 0.5 0.3

Service Provider 4 $0.343 3.0 11.0 11.0 0.0 0.0 1 1 1 4.0 0.5 1.0

Service Provider 5 $1.299 2.6 5.3 4.0 1.3 0.0 8 7 1 2 6 0.4 0.3

Service Provider 6 $1.871 3.7 3.9 2.9 0.0 1.0 7 7 7 0.1

Service Provider 7 $0.109 5.0 4.0 4.0 0.0 0.0 1 1 1 2.5

Service Provider 8 $0.741 0.5 0.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 2 2 2

Service provider(s) name
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Appendix 6 – Supplementary Planning Information  

 

The following factors are considered when planning to maximise the value of home visits;  

• Hours of operation for the sites to be visited; 

• Number of sites to visit; 

• Most efficient route to complete the visits; and, 

• Expected attendance of children on a given day;  
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Appendix 7 – Supplementary Site Visits Information 

When on site, the team works hard to first establish a rapport with the providers, before beginning to collect 

the evidence. 

The on-site during home visits the PAG team are often faced with challenges such as: 

• visiting a site that is empty (i.e. the educator is not present to admit the team to the site); or

• visiting a site where an educator may deny the team entry, despite the team’s legal right to examine

the site.
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Appendix 8 – Supplementary Assessment Information 

Anecdotally, however, we have noted that the Licensing team consistently identify errors in the memorandum 

relating to licensing provisions, and that their review is needed to ensure appropriate licensing 

recommendations are made and supported by adequate evidence.
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