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Summary: Intervention and Options
	What is the problem under consideration? Why is government intervention necessary?
Regulations currently allow the Secretary of State to grant exemptions to providers, on a case by case basis, from the EYFS learning and development requirements if there is a conflict with their teaching principles. Feedback from the sector suggests the process can be burdensome for providers, particularly concerning the requirement to consult both with LAs and parents, provide a detailed evidence and rationale for each exemption request, and the length of time for receiving decisions. 

Intervention is necessary to reduce bureaucracy, make the system more streamlined. We also propose to consider whether it is possible to grant wider exemptions, allowing certain providers to exist more freely in the market. 


	What are the policy objectives and the intended effects?
The aim will be to reduce burdens, provide more market flexibility, enable settings to deliver a more tailored curriculum in line with their teaching principles and allow providers more time with children. This will be achieved by delivering a more streamlined and efficient exemptions process. Ultimately these changes will help to improve children’s outcomes. 



	What policy options have been considered, including any alternatives to regulation? Please justify preferred option (further details in Evidence Base)
Option 1: Do nothing – continuing with present system of requiring settings to consult the LA and seek a written statement from the LA, requiring Steiner settings to apply for exemption on an individual basis and requiring high quality independent school settings to deliver the full EYFS.  
Option 2: Respond to feedback from the sector to allow all settings to apply on a case by case basis without the need to consult the LA (except Steiner settings which will apply via one application process). Also to consider whether organisations representing independent schools could apply for exemption on behalf of schools. 
Option 3: Removing the exemption procedure completely 
Option 2 is the preferred option. Continuing with the current system will continue to apply burdens on settings and LAs. Option 2 reduces burdens and resource requirements on settings and LAs, while maintaining a robust application process and standards. This option would also allow settings to operate more freely in the market.
 


	Will the policy be reviewed?   At official level on an ongoing basis  If applicable, set review date:  We will consider a more formal review date, once the detailed proposals are publicly announced.
What is the basis for this review?    FORMDROPDOWN 
.   If applicable, set sunset clause date:   FORMDROPDOWN 
/ FORMDROPDOWN 


	Are there arrangements in place that will allow a systematic collection of monitoring information for future policy review?
	Yes


 FORMDROPDOWN 
 Sign-off  For consultation stage Impact Assessments:
I have read the Impact Assessment and I am satisfied that, given the available evidence, it represents a reasonable view of the likely costs, benefits and impact of the leading options.
	Signed by the responsible  FORMDROPDOWN 
:
	
	 Date:
	 


Summary: Analysis and Evidence

Description:  
     
	Price Base Year  2011
	PV Base Year  2011
	Time Period Years 1     
	Net Benefit (Present Value (PV)) (£m)

	
	
	
	Low: £0.37
	High: £0.40
	Best Estimate: £0.38


	COSTS (£m)
	Total Transition 

(Constant Price)
Years


	Average Annual 
(excl. Transition) (Constant Price)
	Total Cost 
(Present Value)

	Low 
	£0.004
	1
	£0.002
	£0.01

	High 
	£0.004
	
	£0.004
	£0.02

	Best Estimate


	£0.004
	
	£0.003
	£0.01

	Description and scale of key monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’ 
There will be a small one-off cost to representative bodies that are now able to apply for an exemption on behalf of their members. For other providers choosing to apply for exemptions in a given year, there could also be some administrative costs to make the applications. 

	Other key non-monetised costs by ‘main affected groups’ 


	BENEFITS (£m)
	Total Transition 

(Constant Price)
Years


	Average Annual 
(excl. Transition) (Constant Price)
	Total Benefit 
(Present Value)

	Low 
	£0
	10
	£0.046
	£0.39

	High 
	£0
	
	£0.048
	£0.41

	Best Estimate


	£0
	
	£0.047
	£0.40

	Description and scale of key monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’ 
There will be a reduction in administrative costs for providers who no longer have to apply for an exemption on an individual basis because they are covered by their representative body. Similarly, there will be reduced burdens for local authorities as they are no longer part of the process. For providers who now choose to apply for exemption, it is assumed that they do so because they consider that the benefits are significant and will be at least as large as the costs.  

	Other key non-monetised benefits by ‘main affected groups’ 


	Key assumptions/sensitivities/risks
Discount rate (%)

	3.5

	


	Direct impact on business (Equivalent Annual) £m): 
	In scope of OIOO?
	  Measure qualifies as

	Costs: £0
	Benefits: £0.03-0.05
	Net:£0.03-0.05

      
	Yes
	OUT


Enforcement, Implementation and Wider Impacts

	What is the geographic coverage of the policy/option?
	N/A     

	From what date will the policy be implemented?
	01/09/12

	Which organisation(s) will enforce the policy?
	Ofsted     

	What is the annual change in enforcement cost (£m)?
	N/A

	Does enforcement comply with Hampton principles?
	Yes

	Does implementation go beyond minimum EU requirements?
	No

	What is the CO2 equivalent change in greenhouse gas emissions? N/A
(Million tonnes CO2 equivalent)  
	Traded:   
     
	Non-traded:
     

	Does the proposal have an impact on competition? N/A
	 FORMDROPDOWN 


	What proportion (%) of Total PV costs/benefits is directly attributable to primary legislation, if applicable? N/A
	Costs: 
   
	Benefits:
   

	Distribution of annual cost (%) by organisation size
(excl. Transition) (Constant Price)
	Micro
     
	< 20
     
	Small
     
	Medium
     
	Large
     

	Are any of these organisations exempt? 
	No
	No
	No
	No
	No


Specific Impact Tests: Checklist

Set out in the table below where information on any SITs undertaken as part of the analysis of the policy options can be found in the evidence base. For guidance on how to complete each test, double-click on the link for the guidance provided by the relevant department. 
Please note this checklist is not intended to list each and every statutory consideration that departments should take into account when deciding which policy option to follow. It is the responsibility of departments to make sure that their duties are complied with.
	Does your policy option/proposal have an impact on…?
	Impact
	Page ref within IA

	Statutory equality duties

Statutory Equality Duties Impact Test guidance MACROBUTTON FollowHLink 

	No
	   


	Economic impacts 
	

	Competition  Competition Assessment Impact Test guidance MACROBUTTON FollowHLink 

	No
	   

	Small firms  Small Firms Impact Test guidance MACROBUTTON FollowHLink 

	Yes
	12   


	Environmental impacts
	

	Greenhouse gas assessment  Greenhouse Gas Assessment Impact Test guidance MACROBUTTON FollowHLink 

	No
	   

	Wider environmental issues  Wider Environmental Issues Impact Test guidance MACROBUTTON FollowHLink 

	No
	   


	Social impacts
	
	

	Health and well-being  Health and Well-being Impact Test guidance MACROBUTTON FollowHLink 

	No
	   

	Human rights  Human Rights Impact Test guidance MACROBUTTON FollowHLink 

	No
	   

	Justice system  Justice Impact Test guidance MACROBUTTON FollowHLink 

	No
	   

	Rural proofing  Rural Proofing Impact Test guidance MACROBUTTON FollowHLink 

	No
	   


	Sustainable development
Sustainable Development Impact Test guidance MACROBUTTON FollowHLink 

	No
	   


Evidence Base (for summary sheets) – Notes
Use this space to set out the relevant references, evidence, analysis and detailed narrative from which you have generated your policy options or proposal.  Please fill in References section.

References

Include the links to relevant legislation and publications, such as public impact assessments of earlier stages (e.g. Consultation, Final, Enactment) and those of the matching IN or OUTs measures.

	No.
	Legislation or publication

	1 
	Statutory  Framework for the Early Years Foundation Stage

	2 
	Early Years Foundation Stage (Learning and Development requirements) Order 2007

	3 
	Early Years Foundation Stage (Welfare Requirements) Regulations 2007

	4 
	The Early Years Foundation Stage (Exemptions from Learning and Development Requirements) Regulations 2008


+   MACROBUTTON  AddReferenceRow Add another row 
Evidence Base

Ensure that the information in this section provides clear evidence of the information provided in the summary pages of this form (recommended maximum of 30 pages). Complete the Annual profile of monetised costs and benefits (transition and recurring) below over the life of the preferred policy (use the spreadsheet attached if the period is longer than 10 years).
The spreadsheet also contains an emission changes table that you will need to fill in if your measure has an impact on greenhouse gas emissions.
Annual profile of monetised costs and benefits* - (£m) constant prices 

	
	Y0
	Y1
	Y2
	Y3
	Y4
	Y5
	Y6
	Y7
	Y8
	Y9

	Transition costs
	
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Annual recurring cost
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Total annual costs
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Transition benefits
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Annual recurring benefits
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     

	Total annual benefits
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     
	     


* For non-monetised benefits please see summary pages and main evidence base section

[image: image1.emf]Microsoft Office  Excel Worksheet


Evidence Base (for summary sheets)

Background 

The Early Years Foundation Stage 
The statutory part of the EYFS comprises a) learning and development requirements and b) welfare requirements.  The Childcare Act 2006 enables regulations to be made which provide for the Secretary of State to grant exemptions to providers, in prescribed circumstances, from all or part of the learning and development requirements which are set out in the EYFS.  The regulations can also enable early years providers to grant exemptions in relation to individual children from all or part of the learning and development requirements in prescribed circumstances.  The Act does not allow exemptions to be granted from the welfare requirements of the EYFS as these deal with fundamental issues of child safety.  

The EYFS learning and development requirements are made up of:

a. Educational programmes – these illustrate the overarching ways in which children develop within each area of learning.  Practitioners must support children in acquiring the matters, skills and processes described in these programmes.  They are required to support children in these areas, but the approach and the pace at which they do so is up to their professional judgement in relation to each child.

b. Early learning goals – developmental milestones describing the knowledge, skills and understanding which most, though not all, young children should be able to achieve by the end of the academic year in which they turn five.  There is no requirement that children achieve these milestones, and it is a matter of professional judgement how they should be supported towards them.

c. Assessment arrangements – assessment in the EYFS is through observation of day to day activities – there is no testing.  In the year in which children turn five, practitioners are required to record their observations on the Early Year Foundation Stage Profile (EYFSP) and provide these to the local authority, who will use the information to help them understand how children in their area are developing, and to plan and target the support they offer to providers, schools and families.  While it is good practice for practitioners to observe regularly the children’s development, there are no formal requirements to make any written records prior to the EYFSP.

The EYFS is designed as a flexible and inclusive framework to accommodate both the needs of individual children, including children with learning difficulties and disabilities, and the many different approaches employed by early years providers.  It allows flexibility for practitioners to make professional judgements about the pace at which individual children should progress and does not seek to prescribe or standardise day to day practice across settings.  Therefore, it is anticipated that exemptions will rarely be needed, and that they should only need to be granted in exceptional circumstances. 

Current Exemption Regulations 

There are currently two types of exemption available:

· Exemptions at provider-level;

· Exemptions in respect of an individual child due to a conflict with the parent’s religious or philosophical convictions. (This will remain unchanged and therefore not subject to an impact assessment)
Providers may apply for exemptions in the following circumstances:

· Where providers are temporarily unable to deliver the full learning and development requirements – e.g. setting up their business.

· Where a majority of parents agree with the provider that an exemption should be sought,  and the exemption is required because the established principles about learning and development for young children which govern their practice conflict with elements of the EYFS learning and development requirements – e.g. Steiner settings
Where exemptions are required, applications may seek to modify but not disapply the educational programmes, and/or modify or disapply the early learning goals and assessment arrangements. 
EYFS Exemption Application Process 

Following consultation with parents and the local authority, the provider must submit an application to QCA with:

· background information on the early years setting

· an account of parental consultation, including the views they expressed, how due consideration has been given to their views and whether the parents are in favour of the application. The applications must be supported by the majority of parents. 

· a list of each educational programme, early learning goal, and/or assessment requirement for which the provider seeks an exemption, as well as the reason why each is needed. 

· an explanation of how the provider tried to resolve any issues within the EYFS and why it was not possible

· a statement from the provider’s local authority, signed by the head of early years or equivalent or above, which states

· whether the local authority agrees with the need for the exemptions sought and its reasons for agreement or disagreement

· what the funding implications would be, were the application successful

· whether the local authority thinks the action plan realistic and achievable within the timescale (if applicable)

· signatures from the childminder/manager of the setting and another person who can confirm that the proper process has been followed in submitting the application. 

Applications for exemption that do not contain all of the above elements will not normally be considered. Additional information may also need to be submitted, depending on the reason for the exemption application.

Problem and Rationale for Intervention
The EYFS review
 found that whilst the exemptions process was sufficiently robust the application procedure was considered too burdensome on individual providers, local authorities and Steiner settings – and those wanting to apply. Further issues have been raised about the complexity of the application forms and the length of time it takes to receive a decision. 
For individual providers and local authorities, particular elements of the exemption process have caused difficulty. In particular, the requirement to consult with local authorities has caused extensive delays on processing the applications and additional burdens on LAs. The final decision is made by the Secretary of State. 

For Steiner settings, almost all exemptions applications received so far have been from settings belonging to this sector. Steiner representatives confirm that they can deliver most of the EYFS, apart from the areas which directly conflict with their established principles. Therefore there is no strong policy or economic rationale to continue to request that these settings apply on an individual basis when all applications are the same and as it currently stands restricts their freedom in the market. 

Independent schools belonging to the ISC also offer high quality early years provision, and are pushing for the opportunity to regulate themselves and more flexibility to innovate. However the current process only exists for providers who consider that their principles of learning and development cannot be reconciled with the EYFS.  
If the Government did not intervene and the current process remained unchanged this would mean further discontentment from the sector, applying unnecessary burdens on providers and local authorities in a challenging economic climate, and unintentionally compelling providers to Steiner follow a framework whereby the evidence suggest a strong conflict with their teaching principles. Subject to consultation and HA clearance the Government intervention is designed to simply the exemptions system to address the following recommendations in the Tickell report and consider (subject to further work) widening the exemptions process to allow representative bodies to apply for exemptions from the learning and development requirements where the body can show support from their members and demonstrate how they would continue to ensure delivery of high quality provision. 

Policy objective
The recommendations are designed to achieve the following policy objectives: 

1. Reduced regulatory burdens on providers to allow more time with children and allow for greater professional judgement. 

2. Greater market flexibility to enable settings to deliver a more tailored curriculum in line with their teaching principles without being constraint by regulations.

3.  Reduce costs by removing regulatory burdens.  This saving will be made in terms of teachers’ time and giving greater clarity over the requirements leading to less costly complaints, investigations and appeals by Ofsted. This will also improve outcome by allowing practitioners to devote more time to children. 

Options
Two options were considered in assessing how best to achieve the desired outcomes 

Option 1 – Do nothing 
Maintaining the currently system would mean requiring individual settings to consult the LA and seek a written statement for exemption. It would require settings e.g. to apply for exemption on an individual basis when all their exemptions requests are the same. This would continue with the burdensome and resource intensive system described above. Time and resource required to complete the exemptions process is quite extensive, particularly for practitioners not familiar with the process. It can also take teachers time away from children. It would also restrict freedom for setting to regulate themselves when they are already ensuring high quality outcomes for children. These recommendations have emerged as part of an independent review of the process and therefore not taking them on board (subject to consultation and HA clearance) would in turn mean that the Government is not listening or taking on board the evidence. This approach would also be misaligned with the Government’s approach to reduce unnecessary burdens on providers and provide a more flexible childcare market. 
Option 2 – A proportionate approach 

It is important to note that the Tickell review already considered a number of options to arrive at its conclusions. Subject to HA clearance and consultation, the Government’s preferred option is threefold, based on the Tickell recommendations. First, to remove the requirement for applicants to consult and request a written statement from the LA. Second, to allow the Steiner- Waldorf Foundation to submit an application on behalf of all their members for exemptions from communication, language and literacy and technology areas of learning. The Steiner-Waldorf Foundation would need to seek agreement from all their schools to apply for specified exemptions and parents of these school would need to be informed of application.  The Steiner-Waldorf Foundation would be willing to undertake this coordination role. Third, the Government would also consider widening the exemptions process to allow independent schools to apply for exemptions from the learning and development requirements where the body can show support from their members and demonstrate how they would continue to ensure delivery of high quality provision. The detail of how this would work is being worked through but this is designed to remove regulatory burdens on settings already delivery quality provision. 
This option would reduce burdens on the LAs, who very often have to visit settings, arrange meetings and complete a written statement. LA will still be informed about any exemptions being applied in their area and can lodge any concerns under this new process. Similarly burdens will be reduced on Steiner settings saving time and resource. It will be clearer to Ofsted which Steiner settings have received an exemption and avoid the issue whereby Ofsted may be inspecting a setting which is going through the process but has not yet received a decision. This option would also respond to concerns by the Independent Schools Council (ISC) that there schools are already high performing and the current EYFS restricts their ability to innovate and deliver a more traditional curriculum. 
Option 3 – removing the exemption process completely 

This option would require all settings to follow the EYFS against their teaching principles. This option would give raise to judicial reviews on infringement of rights and parental choice to choose how their children are educated. The EYFS cannot be designed to meet every settings needs and teaching styles. While evidence shows that the quality of early years provision is improving, there is still some distance to travel, with only 56% of children being assessed as having good development at the age of 5. Evidence also suggests that, while parents want good outcomes for their children, they do not prioritise the areas that research suggests are most important for the provision of good quality childcare.  For example, responses to the review call for evidence showed that, for parents, over half listed the activities and daily routines as being one of the most important things they looked for, followed by reputation and recommendations.  Less than one in three said that they would consider staff qualifications – yet it is staff qualifications that formal research shows is most important in determining the quality of early years provision.  Therefore, there is still a clear rationale for intervention in the early years market to drive up the quality of provision, of which the EYFS is a key part.
Costs and benefits
The current system for exemptions is set out in law. Although the system is flexible, a number of providers each year (currently around 20 a year) wish to exempt from EYFS because their ethos for teaching does not fit within EYFS. The current system is burdensome for these providers and restricts their freedom in the market. A number of recommendations were made following the call for views and the Tickell review. The policy option considered above is a culmination of a number of policy options brought about from a number of recommendations made in the Tickell review. following consultation and HA clearance the proposed changes outlined above may come into law. This section attempts to estimate the additional costs and benefits (relative to the option 1, the do nothing option) of these changes. The administrative costs, in all cases, would be incurred by providers who are choosing to apply for exemption and would benefit significantly if the exemption application were successful. Providers would not apply for exemptions unless they judged that the benefits would, significantly, outweigh the costs.
Monetised costs and benefits

Costs

One-off costs:

There are likely to be increased costs to representative bodies, including the Steiner-Waldorf Foundation and possibly others such as the Independent Schools Council, in applying for exemptions for their members. A number of assumptions have been used to estimate these costs.  Assuming it takes an educational officer from Steiner-Waldorf foundation 30 days (210 hours) to meet and discuss with each Steiner-Waldorf school to agree a common exemption and write letters to parents (assumption based on knowledge of the sector), and an wage of £21/hr (ASHE hourly wage data DWP), the cost to Steiner-Waldorf estimated as the product. This gives approx a one off cost of £4,410 for the Steiner-Waldorf foundation representing Steiner schools. 
One-off costs therefore estimated at around £4,410 (these are opportunity costs to the representative bodies as they represent extra administration costs that the bodies will have to incur, and are not likely to require additional staff).
Annual costs:

There is a possibility that the number of exemptions from individual providers may increase slightly over the first few years as providers who originally found the system too burdensome now choose to apply for an exemption. We therefore provide estimates of additional costs due to additional applications. Again, a number of assumptions have been made to come to these estimates, however, on best estimate we assume an extra 10-20 schools apply for exemptions each year for the first 5 years years. Assuming it takes 1 teacher 1 day to complete the exemption form (non-Steiner), and at a wage of £9/hr, this will incur (opportunity) costs of approx
· a lower band of £2,100

· an upper band of £4,200

(Sensitivity based on between 10-20 schools applying)

Although this estimate has been costed, it should not be considered to be a burden to the providers, since it is their choice to apply for an exemption now the barriers to exemptions have reduced. The providers would deem the benefits of exempting to exceed the costs otherwise they would not incur these administrative burdens (opportunity costs) of the process. 
Total costs:

One-off costs: approx £4,410

Annual costs: between approx £2,100 and £4,200 per year for the first 5 years.

Over a 10 year period the best estimate of costs are between £14,910 and £25,410.

The present value of these costs over this 10 year period are between £14,223 - £24,037
Benefits

Annual:
Benefits from the Steiner-Waldorf exemption proposal:

There will be a reduction in time spent applying for exemptions for each individual provider. e.g. it will save Steiner teachers in each individual provider. Information from a Steiner provider suggests it currently takes approximately 1 teacher 1 day to assess and complete exemptions and write letters to parents. This will be avoided for 42 Steiner schools once exemption is granted. At a wage of £10/hr (evidence from Steiner source), the best estimate of reduced costs are approximately £2,940 every 2 years (since the current system would require an exemption every 2 years), therefore £1,470 per year.

In addition, this will remove the burdens on the education officer to review these exemptions from Steiner schools. Assume it takes 1 educational officer 1 day to review each of the 42 exemption forms (assumption based on knowledge of the sector), at a wage of £21/hr (ASHE hourly pay data DWP), the reduced time cost to the local authority is £6,147 every 2 years, or £3,087 per year. 
Benefits from removing LA approval from the exemptions process:
Removing the Local authority involvement in the exemption process will remove the burdens imposed on local authorities as part of this process. They will save time as they will no longer have to visit settings, arrange meetings and complete written statements. Using assumptions we have produced a best estimate of the time costs saved from no longer having to complete these processes of approx £39,200 a year (approx 20 exemptions a year).  This is based on assuming it takes a senior government official 10 days to review an exemption which includes visiting settings, at a wage of £28/hr (ASHE hourly pay data DWP) arranging meetings and completing a written statement.  
It has also been assumed that the benefits to the individual providers applying for exemptions will at least outweigh the costs of applying, otherwise they would not do so. While it is not possible to monetise the potential wider benefits to these individual settings and increasing the flexibility of the market, it has been assumed that the benefits will at least cancel out the costs set out in the previous section. Therefore, there are at least benefits of between £2,100 and £4,200 (see costs section above).  Further iterations of this IA will seek to improve the assumptions and estimates behind this benefit, using evidence from the consultation. 
Total benefits:

One-off benefits: non-monetiseable

Annual benefits: approx £45,857 – £47,957 a year

Over a 10 year period this equates to approx £458,570 – £479,570 saving.

Present value of these benefits over this 10 year period is £394,723 – £412,799
Monetiseable Benefits – costs

Benefits – costs are between £433,160 and £464,660 over a 10 year period.

The net present value of this option is between £370,686 and £398,575
We take the best estimate as the average of the two. This is because in each case where sensitivities have been applied, our best estimates of the variables are the average of the two. 
Non-monetised costs

A number of costs and benefits have not (and could not) be monetised. This means that the net present value does not fully represent all the costs and benefits connected to this policy option. However, the net present value represents best estimates following a number of assumptions, and therefore all non-monetised costs were non-monetised as it was considered as there were not appropriate assumptions to adequately estimate these costs and benefits.

There will be administrative costs to the department to issue guidance and take over the LA’s role in ensuring the exemptions process runs smoothly for providers. These costs have not been estimated as they are assumed to be sufficiently small as to not require extra staff to be hired.

Subject to consideration about how this might work in practice, there would be one-off benefits to the representative bodies wishing to apply for exemptions for their members. Although this new process would increase the opportunity cost to them as their administrators would have to spend time completing the exemption forms rather than engaging in other processes. However, the benefit of reducing burdens on individual providers outweighs these additional costs to the representative bodies.

Risks and assumptions

1. The requirement to consult the LA is included because of the link with free entitlement funding – if providers don’t deliver the EYFS, then local authorities may not want to give them free entitlement funding and so it can be helpful to an LA to know which settings are applying for exemptions. Nevertheless, in most cases local authorities have continued to provide free entitlement funding. The Department could also ensure that LAs are notified of any exemptions granted.

2. Some Steiner settings may request wider or additional exemptions – however applying on a cases by case basis will still be available.

3. Parents & LA may be concerned about the exemptions being requested – consultation with parents and LA will remain part of the process. 

4.  SoS may reject particular requests – however this is will on the basis that the EYFS is flexible enough to accommodate the settings teaching principle

5.  Ofsted may judge a setting inadequate in the absence of an exemption request – inspector take any application into account when inspecting

6. Other settings or sectors e.g childminders may want a similar exemption process like Steiner settings – however there is no evidence to suggest that these sector require exemptions for all their sectors. However the option of applying on an individual basis will continue to apply and only Steiner have request exemptions.
Wider impacts

Children – the early years are a crucial stage in children’s learning and development. The evidence is clear that their experiences strongly influence their outcomes in later life. The changes will ensure more teachers time is devoted to the care and development of children, whilst ensuring standards are maintained. 

Parents – the rights of the parents to choose childcare which adhere to certain principles will be respected. Consulting parents will be a crucial part of the process and key in meeting the individual needs of children. 

Practitioners  -the new measures will reduce bureaucracy for providers saving time and money in their settings and more room to innovate. 

LA – the measures will remove the burdens on the Las whilst informing them of any decision being taken with respect to any setting in their area. 
Summary and preferred option with description of implementation plan

The implementation details will be worked through and will be subject to consultation. 

B- Small firm impact test 
Small businesses make up more than 90% of the EY providers market
.
This policy will affect all providers, including small businesses, and largely in a proportionate manner.  Whilst small firms make up a large portion of the market for EY provision, there is no strong reason to believe that the reduction in burdens outlined above would disproportionately affect small businesses relative to businesses of larger sizes. 

 

The first order effect of the reduction in burdens of removing the requirement to consult with the LA within the exemption process will affect firms equally. The decreased cost of applying for an exemption will mean that more firms (including small firms) will find the exemption worthwhile. The increased teaching flexibility afforded by an exemption could confer an even larger advantage for small firms as small firms are more likely to have to compete with businesses in the informal sector, who are not compliant. This second order effect may mean that increased flexibility may therefore confer an even greater advantage.
OIOO
From the Childcare and Early Years Providers Survey 2009 (table 4.7) we infer that 42% of providers are provided by the public sector and that 58% are provided by the private sector. As all monetized costs and benefits are to providers (with the exception of small costs to Local Authorities), we attribute these costs and benefits proportionately to business as 58%. 
Annexes

Annex 1 should be used to set out the Post Implementation Review Plan as detailed below. Further annexes may be added where the Specific Impact Tests yield information relevant to an overall understanding of policy options.
Annex 1: Post Implementation Review (PIR) Plan

A PIR should be undertaken, usually three to five years after implementation of the policy, but exceptionally a longer period may be more appropriate. If the policy is subject to a sunset clause, the review should be carried out sufficiently early that any renewal or amendment to legislation can be enacted before the expiry date. A PIR should examine the extent to which the implemented regulations have achieved their objectives, assess their costs and benefits and identify whether they are having any unintended consequences. Please set out the PIR Plan as detailed below. If there is no plan to do a PIR please provide reasons below.
	Basis of the review: [The basis of the review could be statutory (forming part of the legislation),  i.e. a sunset clause or a duty to review , or there could be a political commitment to review (PIR)];
At this early stage, before proposals have been made public and before consultation, we have yet to finalise PIR plans - however we will do  so later this year, and return to this IA to describe the plans more formally. In any case, we are committed to close contact with the sector as we implement the proposals, ans will respond to issues as they arise.

	Review objective: [Is it intended as a proportionate check that regulation is operating as expected to tackle the problem of concern?; or as a wider exploration of the policy approach taken?; or as a link from policy objective to outcome?]
PIR will include review of the new exemption arrangements, testing how those changes are experienced in practice.

	Review approach and rationale: [e.g. describe here the review approach (in-depth evaluation, scope review of monitoring data, scan of stakeholder views, etc.) and the rationale that made choosing such an approach]
      Review of data - for example, Ofsted ratings and EYFSP data - will be conducted, as will ongoing testing of stakeholder views. A specific evaluation is also possible, but at this early stage (see above) we are not yet in a position to describe how/when we would do this.
We would also track exemption applications – and, subject to negotiation, work with particular representative organisations, where agreed, to track quality levels in member providers.

	Baseline: [The current (baseline) position against which the change introduced by the legislation can be measured]
     

	Success criteria: [Criteria showing achievement of the policy objectives as set out in the final impact assessment; criteria for modifying or replacing the policy if it does not achieve its objectives]
Quality continues to improve, including in exempt providers.
Exemptions process is more effective, efficient, and satisfactory to providers.

	Monitoring information arrangements: [Provide further details of the planned/existing arrangements in place that will allow a systematic collection systematic collection of monitoring information for future policy review]
See ‘Review approach and rationale’ above.     

	Reasons for not planning a review: [If there is no plan to do a PIR please provide reasons here]
     See ‘basis of review’ above


Add annexes here.
� Public bodies including Whitehall departments are required to consider the impact of their policies and measures on race, disability and gender. It is intended to extend this consideration requirement under the Equality Act 2010 to cover age, sexual orientation, religion or belief and gender reassignment from April 2011 (to Great Britain only). The Toolkit provides advice on statutory equality duties for public authorities with a remit in Northern Ireland.


� Independent school & inspectorate workshop 16th September & EYFS review call for evidence  


� 2009 Childcare and Early Years Providers Survey
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Annual costs & benefits

		Annual profile costs and benefits - (£m) constant prices

				Y0		Y1		Y2		Y3		Y4		Y5		Y6		Y7		Y8		Y9

		Transition costs		12345

		Annual recurring cost				12345		12345

		Total annual costs

		Transition benefits

		Annual recurring benefits														12345		12345		12345		12345

		Total annual benefits								12345		12345





Emission changes

		

				Version of GHG guidance used:				e.g. March 2010

				Sector				Emission Changes* (MtCO2e) - By Budget Period						Emission Changes (MtCO2e) - Annual Projections

								CB I; 2008-2012		CB II; 2013-2017		CB III; 2018-2022		2008		2009		2010		2011		2012		2013		2014		2015		2016		2017		2018		2019		2020		2021		2022		2023		2024		2025		2026		2027		2028		2029		2030		2031		2032		2033		2034		2035		2036		2037		2038		2039		2040		2041		2042		2043		2044		2045		2046		2047		2048		2049		2050

				Power sector		Traded		0		0		0

						Non-traded		0		0		0

				Transport		Traded		0		0		0

						Non-traded		0		0		0

				Workplaces & Industry		Traded		0		0		0

						Non-traded		0		0		0

				Homes		Traded		0		0		0

						Non-traded		0		0		0

				Waste		Traded		0		0		0

						Non-traded		0		0		0

				Agriculture		Traded		0		0		0

						Non-traded		0		0		0

				Public		Traded		0		0		0

						Non-traded		0		0		0

				Total		Traded		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

						Non-traded		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

				Cost effectiveness		% of lifetime emissions below traded cost comparator

						% of lifetime emissions below non-traded cost comparator

				* Important note: Please enter net emission savings as positive numbers and net emission increases as negative numbers.






