
BETTER BEGINNINGS – Improving Quality and Increasing Provision in Early Years Education and Childcare

Analysis of responses to the consultation document

Introduction

This report has been based on 315 responses to the consultation paper.  Some respondents may have offered a number of options for the same question, so the total percentages listed in this report against each question may exceed 100 per cent.  Similarly, some respondents may not have indicated framework preferences, instead offering views which may appear in Annex B of this report.  Throughout, percentages are expressed as a proportion of those answering each question, not as a proportion of all respondents. 
The organisational breakdown of respondents was as follows:

Early Education/Day Care Provider



-
108

Representative of a Local Authority or

Early Years Development and Childcare Partnership 
-
71


Member of Governing Body




-
43

Parent







-
6

Nursery Schools





-
30

EYDCP






-
15

Primary Schools





-
28

Other*







-
14

* 14 were categorised as ‘other’ respondents and include various national associations, schools, HE/FE sector, private individuals, voluntary organisations and religious associations.  

  
This report is split into 4 sections; 
· Section A gives the headline results of the consultation; and

· Section B provides a summary of responses to the individual questions posed in the consultation document, as well as a detailed statistical breakdown of responses by type of respondent.

SECTION A

Headline Results

Four questions were asked in the ‘Better Beginnings’ consultation paper.  As can be seen below a majority respondents stating an opinion supported the Government’s proposals:

Question 1) We would welcome your views on the proposal that we should legislate to give governing bodies the choice to provide a wide range of family and community facilities or services?

There were 300 responses to this question


 Total 

Proposal welcomed
271
90%

Proposal not welcomed
29
10%

Question 2) Should maintained nursery schools be required to have legally constituted governing bodies? 

There were 304 responses to this question


 Total 

Yes
243
80%

No
28
9%

Don’t know (no comment)
33
11%

Question 3) Do you agree with the proposition set out in paragraph 3.1?

There were 300 responses to this question

 Total 

Yes
274
91%

No
15
5%

Don’t know (no comment)
11
4%

Question 4) Are there any other areas of good practice, either identified in ROG or elsewhere, not currently enforced by legislation, that you consider should be included in a wider enabling power? 

There were 273 responses to this question

 Total 

Yes
106
39%

No
71
26%

Don’t know (no comment)
96
35%

SECTION B

Summary of responses to specific questions

Section 1: The role of governing bodies
Question 1) We would welcome your views on the proposal that we should legislate to give governing bodies the choice to provide a wide range of family and community facilities or services?

There were 300 responses to this question.

271 (90%) were strongly in favour of the proposal and 29 (10%) were opposed.

67 (22%) welcomed the proposed extension of powers for governing bodies to provide extended services, saying that this would be beneficial to the community.   They said that this would allow providers to meet the needs of families, encourage partnership working and increase the opportunities/options that were available to families by offering a range of educational facilities within one setting.

57 (19%) thought that this was an excellent proposal, however they were concerned that the duty on governing bodies to provide these services should not be compulsory.  They said that participation in after school activities must remain on a voluntary basis for staff, saying that it was important that emphasis on ‘choice’ for governing bodies to provide these services remained.  They felt that teachers and staff should not be pressurised or expected to shoulder these extra responsibilities unwillingly.  

49 (16%) respondents raised a number of issues about this proposal relating to funding and resources.  They suggested that governors would need the availability of organised and clearly signposted support mechanisms and that ongoing support may be necessary to enable additional services to bed-in smoothly.  They thought that there should not be an expectation on providers to expand their services without a substantial amount of further investment in both capital and human resources. They said that delegated school budgets must remain ring-fenced.  Some respondents were particularly concerned that governing bodies may view these extended services as a profit-making venture.  To overcome this they said that new provision should meet existing standards and that this should be monitored closely.  A few suggested that a new ‘schools community development officer’ post should be introduced to help manage these activities, although they thought that funding for this would be needed. 

48 (15%) said that they particularly welcomed this proposal and that they would now be able to provide wraparound childcare services on schools sites including: extended daycare provision for young children; parent and toddler after schools clubs; breakfast and tea clubs. They supported this freedom of choice, saying that it removed the onerous ‘red tape’ bureaucracy that required governing bodies to set up voluntary management committees to run ‘out-of hours’ childcare provision within schools.

35 (12%) felt that the expanded role of governing bodies to include provision of family and community services increased the burden, pressure and workload on existing governors and that they would require additional training and support for this. Some were concerned that these additional responsibilities would have an adverse effect on the recruitment and retention of governors.  Several respondents were unsure about governing bodies being aware of the implications involved in running additional day care facilities and the amount of work that this entailed.  They said that governing bodies needed to ensure that any new provision complied with the National Standards for the Regulation of Day Care and Childminding and that they should be encouraged to work in partnership with established providers whom are familiar with the quality standards.

26 (9%) thought that this had an impact for schools/providers on both legal and responsibility issues.  They said it was crucial that extended provision met existing quality standards, these included the National Standards for the Regulation of Day Care and Childminding and OfSTED Care Standards Act 2001.  Also, that these services must comply with legislation, particularly the Children’s Act 1989 and that they should be registered as a daycare providers. They felt that specific guidance was needed to assist with the management of staffing, equal opportunity issues and premises costs. They said that the guidance must be clear relating to budget restrictions and that governing bodies must be made aware of their responsibilities relating to staff employment.  They said that local authorities must be consulted about staff employed as childcare/other workers for them to be included in school staffing/payroll details.

16 (5%) suggested that more research about the local needs of the community would be required before any extended services were implemented.  They said that legislation was needed to make schools more accessible for local community use, that this should be a decision made by those within the community not solely governing bodies.   Respondents thought that where extended provision was agreed, that governing bodies should seek advice and external approval from local early years advisers.  They said this enabled local education authorities and/or Early Years and Development Childcare Partnerships to ensure appropriate management of childcare provision within their authority.

14 (5%) were concerned that this proposal would have a detrimental effect on existing provision.  They felt that this could create competition amongst schools/settings, resulting in some providers facing closure or reduced numbers due to the expansion of services offered by other providers.  They said that they would like to see some safeguards built in so that schools: were not allowed to develop services that undermined existing provision; did not terminate arrangements with existing clubs on their premises to set up new provision; and were encouraged to work together in area groups to share provision of these additional services.

A sample of further comments to this question can be found in Annex B of this report.

Question 2) Should maintained nursery schools be required to have legally constituted governing bodies? 

There were 304 responses to this question.

243 (80%) agreed, 28 (9%) disagreed and 33 (11%) didn’t know.

29 (10%) were concerned about the membership composition of governing bodies, saying that a wider spread of community involvement was desirable to provide a broader more balanced spectrum of opinions and to ensure development of tailored provision to meet local community needs. Issues that respondents raised included:

· that all governing bodies within schools with Foundation Stage provision should have a Foundation Stage governor with relevant training or expertise;

· nursery schools must have representatives from the local community, particularly parents and carers which would provide parent governors with a sense of ownership/responsibility;

· that at least one serving school governor be identified as having a special interest in the nursery sector, also that one member should be trained in Special Education Needs;

· more clarification was required about the position of the Early Excellence Centres and other centralised nurseries, that although these providers were not classed as schools they should be required to have constituted governing bodies;

· that the composition of governing bodies should reflect the local ethnic community, especially in view of the governments’ commitment to equality of opportunity;

· specialist training to members of nursery school governing bodies should be provided by LEAs for them to fulfil this role adequately;

· the continuity of parent governor members within nursery schools was a concern, in that members had tended to serve for short periods only, whilst their child was at the school.

26 (9%) were concerned about the prospect of joint governing bodies being formulated.  A few respondents stated that they had previously tried meeting jointly and that this method had failed.  They said that it had proved to be very time-consuming and that early years issues had often taken a lower priority status on joint governing bodies’ busy agendas. Some said that whilst they thought it was helpful that collaboration between them was encouraged they felt that each school had separate individual needs that demanded dedicated governing body support.  They suggested that local flexibility for collaboration within schools should be encouraged, which allowed federation for those that wished to do so and ensured that those that did not want to form joint governing bodies were not forced unwillingly into this position.  Several regarded the proposal to federate with suspicion, saying that they thought that this would result in more nursery school closures, the removal of headteachers and that the remaining feeder primary schools would be forced to amalgamate. 

However, of these respondents some welcomed the availability to amalgamate.  They said that the recruitment of governors to fill all vacant posts was already difficult for many schools and that in certain circumstances one joint governing body may be sufficient.  For example, where a nursery/feeder infant school belonged to a primary school and/or for small village schools whose viability was insecure, that in these circumstances schools may benefit by operating under a federation arrangement. 

23 (8%) thought that the roles and responsibilities of maintained nursery school governing bodies should be clarified further.  They felt that more details were required regarding the size, constitution, the term of office that governors should serve, agreement/setting of performance targets for the school, rates of pay, health and safety responsibilities and that terms of reference for the governing body be produced.  They thought the proposal meant that the role of a ‘responsible person’ would need to be established and also that a member had Special Educational Needs expertise to support the work of the nursery school in these important areas.   

20 (7%) said that this had implications for the funding arrangements of maintained nursery schools, in that they should be brought into line with other maintained primary schools.  They felt that this must be linked to parity of funding regarding devolved funding from LEAs and that nursery schools should have fully delegated budgets on the same formula funding basis as other schools.  

A sample of further comments to this question can be found in Annex B of this report.

Section 3: Funding
Question 3) Do you agree with the proposition set out in paragraph 3.1?

There were 300 responses to this question.
274 (91%) agreed, 15 (5%) disagreed and 11 (4%) didn’t know.

41 (14%) supported this proposal, saying that all providers should meet all the requirements of good practice.  They thought it was important that providers engaged in continuous improvement to ensure high quality standards were maintained.  Also, that consistency amongst the broad range of providers by the sharing of good practice should be encouraged.  Some respondents felt that in seeking the promotion of good practice amongst providers that it was essential that the National Standards for the Regulation of Day Care and Childminding be included as a valuable element within the spectrum of quality standards available.

38 (13%) felt it was vital that all settings be legally required to meet and adhere to set quality standards/requirements, regardless of how funding was delivered and that they should be inspected against the same criteria.  They said that all providers should be required to present evidence that demonstrated their implementation of the principles of the Curriculum Guidance for the Foundation Stage.  Several respondents suggested that guidance about the requirements providers should meet be made available, particularly for those schools that had other commercial organisations operating day care, playgroups and after school clubs organised by parent management committees being held on the school premises.

38 (13%) thought that the existing plethora of funding mechanisms for nursery schools should be rationalised.  They felt that there were far too many and strongly supported that these be reviewed and streamlined.  They said that the arrangements should be clear and that funding be ring-fenced within the SSA, so that all providers continued to receive the full value of the nursery education grant.  A few felt that the funding available for early years and child care should be easily identifiable, saying that they should be not disadvantaged by being subsumed into a single pot for all provision.  Several were concerned about the huge amount of funding that was directed at Early Years Development and Childcare Partnerships, saying that they felt this funding made no impact on extending provision.

Some respondents thought the funding arrangements regarding LEAs responsibility for overseeing early years provision were unclear.  They felt that it was important that LEAs continued to receive funding in order for them to ensure providers met the proposed legislative requirements.  They were concerned about the prospect of different funding mechanisms other than the Nursery Education Grant being developed for early years education and what the effects of this would for LEAs.  They said that currently LEAs utilised Standards Fund monies to ensure that non-maintained providers met the requirements of good practice.  They suggested that it was equally important that ‘care funding’ mechanisms be introduced for non-maintained sector groups.  

26 (9%) they said that it was important that all early years providers were treated equally, saying that this proposal helped address the inequality of opportunity and should secure a ‘level playing field’ across all providers. They strongly supported the proposal that would seek to give legislative powers to Early Years Development and Childcare Partnerships for them to eradicate unlawful discrimination and promote equality of opportunity.  They were also concerned about a number of other equal opportunity issues, these included:

· the proposal should incorporate the requirement that anti discriminatory practices and procedures be promoted;

· unlawful discrimination on sex, gender and disability should be eliminated;

· that the Race Relations (Amendment) Act 2000 requires racial equality to be promoted and that these be acknowledged and made explicit;

· there should be a requirement included regarding the adherence to the Human Rights Act 1998;

· that the requirements should ensure that LEAs were not allowed to discriminate against denominational providers of early years education.   For example currently within an LEA, the admission criteria for different schools was unequal in that different schools were allowed a variety of admissions which had included once a year entry and 4+ termly.

25 (8%) said that it was essential that rigorous ongoing monitoring, improvement and inspection mechanisms were introduced.  They thought that nursery schools must continue to be inspected by OfSTED under the Section 10 arrangements. They recommended that LEAs should be given appropriate powers/sanctions to enforce any requirements highlighted from OfSTED inspections.  Some suggested that quality standards for all settings should be combined under one quality mark/scheme umbrella and that this should be applicable to all providers at schools or other settings. A few were concerned that the proposed change to the funding requirements may lead to a watering down of inspection standards for nursery schools. 

A sample of further comments to this question can be found in Annex B of this report.

Question 4) Are there any other areas of good practice, either identified in ROG or elsewhere, not currently enforced by legislation, that you consider should be included in a wider enabling power? 

There were 273 responses to this question.

106 (39%) agreed, 71 (26%) disagreed and 96 (35%) didn’t know.

28 (10%) welcomed the replacement of the current baseline assessment arrangements with a single national end of Foundation Stage Profile, based on the Early Learning Goals.  

5 (2%) were strongly opposed to the introduction of an end of Foundation Stage profile, saying that it would have an adverse effect on the teaching of young children.  They felt that it would inevitably lead to the construction of league tables of performance for early years providers, which they considered would be unacceptable.

27 (10%) thought that providers and other organisations should be encouraged to work together, sharing information and good practice.  They said that education, care and the health of children were inseparable components of an early years service for disabled children and children with special educational needs.  That joined-up working must take place between these services in order to fully meet the needs of these children.  A few suggested that the experiences of providers should be examined for example, Early Excellence Centres and maintained nursery schools.  They felt that this would provide many examples of both good practice and poor practice, which could be published and utilised to enhance training for all providers.

21 (8%) said that there should be a requirement that all early years setting/providers offered educational facilities that ensured an adequate environment both physically and psychologically in order to meet the needs of pupils and families, this included:

· appropriate space, both indoors and outdoors, although it was felt that some providers required additional funding to meet this requirement;

· that children were offered a more holistic approach to their education, that encouraged them to participate more and allowed them to develop a wide range of skills for example, co-operation, negotiation and self-esteem;

· that legislation be revised to ensure that more opportunities for pupils with special educational needs in mainstream nursery schools were provided, or alternatively that funding for placements be evenly distributed between mainstream and specialist provision.

17 (6%) were concerned about the quality of OfSTED inspections and rigour of its’ inspection framework.  They considered that many of the OfSTED inspectors did not have an in-depth knowledge of the Foundation Stage and/or were inappropriately trained/qualified to carry out satisfactory inspections. They said that the demise of the registered nursery inspector and the arrangements for inspecting nursery provision on a regular basis had been detrimental to the quality of early years provision.   They also suggested that there should be a statutory duty on providers to devise and implement action plans based on key issues identified in OfSTED inspection reports.  That Early Years Development and Childcare Partnerships should have a duty to monitor these actions plans, although they would need to be adequately resourced to undertake this task.

A sample of further comments to this question can be found in Annex B of this report.

Section 1: The role of governing bodies
Question 1) We would welcome your views on the proposal that we should legislate to give governing bodies the choice to provide a wide range of family and community facilities or services?

There were 300 responses to this question


Early Education/ Day Care Provider
Member of a Governing Body
Parent
LEA rep / EYDCP
Other
 Total 

Proposal welcomed
91
32
5
69
74
271
90%

Proposal not welcomed
9
8
1
1
10
29
10%

Benefit the community
24
7
0
12
25
68
23%

Freedom of choice
25
8
0
11
13
57
19%

Funding and resources
12
9
2
13
15
51
17%

Wraparound care (extended hours, breakfast & tea clubs)
14
8
0
13
13
48
16%

Excessive workloads
14
8
0
12
12
46
15%

Legal and responsibility issues
7
2
2
12
13
36
12%

Advice and research needed
5
2
2
8
9
26
9%

Strengthens family partnerships
10
1
0
2
3
16
5%

Detrimental effect on other providers
2
2
1
4
5
14
5%

No legislation necessary
1
2
0
0
0
3
1%

Other comments
3
1
0
2
1
7
2%

Question 2) Should maintained nursery schools be required to have legally constituted governing bodies? 

There were 304 responses to this question


Early Education/ Day Care Provider
Member of a Governing Body
Parent
LEA rep / EYDCP
Other
 Total 

Yes
71
35
5
62
70
243
80%

No
12
3
0
4
9
28
9%

Don’t know (no comment)
18
5
0
4
6
33
11%

Membership ratios and responsibilities
4
5
1
10
9
29
10%

Joint Governing Bodies - issues
9
2
0
6
9
26
9%

Extra responsibilities and recruitment difficulties
12
1
1
2
7
23
8%

Funding and budget issues
4
4
0
7
5
20
7%

Training
4
1
0
4
3
12
4%

High turnover of committee members
3
1
0
2
5
11
4%

Extra support for Headteachers
4
0
0
4
1
9
3%

Other comments
6
4
0
5
5
20
7%

Section 3: Funding
Question 3) Do you agree with the proposition set out in paragraph 3.1?

There were 300 responses to this question

Early Education/ Day Care Provider
Member of a Governing Body
Parent
LEA rep / EYDCP
Other
 Total 

Yes
95
38
5
62
74
274
91%

No
2
3
0
3
7
15
5%

Don’t know (no comment)
4
1
0
4
2
11
4%

Ensures good practice, consistency and high standards
12
2
1
12
14
41
14%

Providers must meet and adhere to all set requirements
11
1
0
10
16
38
13%

Funding needed
12
3
1
9
13
38
13%

Equal Opportunity issues
7
2
0
7
10
26
9%

Ongoing monitoring, inspections and improvement required
6
2
0
11
6
25
8%

Recruitment problems
4
0
0
1
1
6
2%

Other comments
1
2
0
4
4
11
4%

Question 4) Are there any other areas of good practice, either identified in ROG or elsewhere, not currently enforced by legislation, that you consider should be included in a wider enabling power? 

There were 273 responses to this question

Early Education/ Day Care Provider
Member of a Governing Body
Parent
LEA rep / EYDCP
Other
 Total 

Yes
31
11
2
31
31
106
39%

No
23
12
2
17
17
71
26%

Don’t know (no comment)
34
17
1
15
29
96
35%

End of Foundation Stage Profile welcomed
6
2
0
5
15
28
10%

End of Foundation Stage Profile not welcomed
1
1
0
2
1
5
2%

Sharing of good practice and co-operation essential
4
4
0
8
11
27
10%

Adequate environment required
7
0
0
7
7
21
8%

OFSTED inspection issues
8
0
1
4
4
17
6%

Foundation Stage fragmented between Nursery and Primary Schools
3
0
0
2
1
6
2%

Other comments
11
3
0
10
9
33
12%

1
4

