MEETING OF THE EARLY YEARS SUB GROUP 

9th JULY 2009, OAKWOOD HOUSE, MAIDSTONE
Present: Bernadette Gibbs (Chair), Nina Newell, Lesley Watts, Sandra Brown, Marion Wessel, Damien Healey, Christine Fordham, Angela Phillips, Carol Briault, Candida Balfour, John Bird, Jennie Landsberg, Brenda Palmer Bob Smith, Alex Gamby, Menai Newbould, Darren Honey, Nic Cracknell, Kay Lee
Apologies received: Hilary Quincey, Linda Berriman, Julie Lowe
	1.
	Introductions

Bernadette introduced the meeting and invited introductions from those present. 

	

	2.
	Minutes of last meeting (29th April) and matters arising
Item 5:

EYSG Membership – Darren and Jennie have found a representative for Thanet; Lesley Watts from the Thanet Early Years Project who was attending her first meeting.

	

	3.
	Shaping consultation on Funding Formula
Cost Analysis: Childminder update
The PLA interviewed 2 further providers to make a total of 3 providers whose cost analysis ranged from £3.25-£3.75.
Carol Briault informed of the concern that many childminders had expressed about the current level of funding and that any reduction would see many stop provision. The low cost reflected the fact that many childminders were not remunerating themselves appropriately.
The consensus of the Group was that, despite not having a complete understanding of the true costs of the sector, the development of the formula would have to progress with the evidence we have and in the absence of further information available, be it locally or nationally. 
It appears that other local authorities are treating the childminder sector differently to other sectors because they are in a similar position of not having robust cost data. 

The Group agreed that we should take leadership on the issue and not wait to see what other local authorities do.

In the meantime childminders would have to be allocated a base funding rate based upon the evidence available. 

DCSF Update 
The Group briefly discussed the implications of the recent DCSF update. Darren reminded the Group that a deprivation factor is now prescribed by the DCSF and referred to the update providing examples from pilot authorities on some of the methods used to apply a deprivation factor, and in particular how it could replicate what happens with the main school funding formula by reference to either child level or setting level measures. 
Some concern was expressed that applying a deprivation factor at setting level meant that some or even all of the children attending might not be from a deprived area, as had happened with the 1st phase of the extension to 15 hours. It was pointed out that KCC had consulted the Sub-Group on the potential for this to happen but that the pilot extension was a separate exercise from the funding formula. Bob stated that for the new formula the authority’s preference at the moment was to apply at child level and use this as a basis for determining an average factor for the setting.
It was also pointed out that although a deprivation factor is required it is up to the local authority as to how much it attributes to the factor.

Darren referred to the arrangements for counting participation in Section 3 of the update and reported on the DCSF’s proposal to prescribe the use of census data. Officers believe that, given the County Council’s existing count and payment system for PVI provision, there would be little change for the PVI providers. However, there will be changes for the maintained providers who would have their funding based on 3 counts as opposed to just the one in January which determines an annual budget. It was noted that the DCSF proposals would mean there would continue to be no adjustments for child movements between settings after the headcount census date.
DCSF are adding a regulation which states that every local authority must count the level of take up. This may be calculated throughout the county on the same day/week and time. This would reduce the potential for queries over movements or double counting. 

Gain Consensus on Key Elements for Drafting the Formula Consultation
The Sub-Group went through the formula issues paper, circulated in advance of the meeting, discussing each issue in turn. The Sub-Group were told that it was important that officers went away with a clear steer as to what factors should be included in the draft formula proposals.
Type of Setting

After much discussion around the extent to which the cost analysis evidenced differential costs per type of setting the Sub-Group agreed that there should be a Single Base hourly rate that would apply to all types of settings. The Sub-Group did agree that officers should consider a supplement for sessional providers which the cost analysis had identified as appearing to lead to higher costs e.g. similar overhead costs over fewer chargeable hours. A supplement for Childminders was also discussed however there is not enough evidence to support this and it was agreed that childminders would therefore receive the single base rate identified in line with other types of setting.
Quality/Qualifications

Two funding supplements were recommended – one based on qualification and the other on quality.

The qualification factor would allow for an additional supplement for providers where provision was led by either an Early Years Professional (Graduate Leader) or by a Qualified Teacher. 

A quality improvement incentive/reward supplement would be offered to settings that either retained an outstanding inspection or improved upon their previous inspection.
The Sub-group agreed with the recommendation that providers should receive a qualification supplement for a QTS or graduate led operation. Where more than one employee is present with QTS or EYPS the factor would still only apply once, resulting in an increased hourly rate for all children at the setting , thus enabling settings to afford to pay for the higher costs of more, better qualified staff.

Officers confirmed that qualification data was already collected on an annual basis.
Concerns were raised about how non-qualified, highly experienced staff would not be recognised, with childminders in particular (majority at level 3) missing out. A quality supplement would be more suitable for this sector.
However, the majority of the Sub-Group did not favour the improvement incentive/reward supplement as there were issues around the regularity of Ofsted visits.

As an alternative, the Sub-Group asked officers to consider a further qualifications-based supplementary rate based on the overall qualifications of the setting’s staff.

Staff ratios/Occupancy

It was reported that both staff ratios and occupancy would be used as reference data in determining a fair base rate. Settings would not receive higher or lower hour rates based on their individual occupancy or staffing levels.
The cost analysis had identified an average occupancy level of around 70% although a view was expressed that figure is actually lower (closer to 60%). The cost analysis also identified a staff ratio of c. 1:5. Bob informed the Sub-Group that these averages would form the starting point for determining a proposed base rate using a theoretical model for a level 3 led setting. 
Providers asked to see this theoretical model to comment upon its impact upon sustainability. Bob agreed to send through the base rate model when available to members for them to comment.
Disadvantage

Given that the DCSF are prescribing that deprivation should be considered as part of the formula the discussion was more about how it might be applied. 
As discussed earlier there was consensus around the additional funding rate being based on child level data, as opposed to setting level, so that the funding reflected actual take-up of children from deprived areas.  It was explained that the numbers and proportions of a setting’s children from deprived areas would be converted into a single supplement to the setting’s hourly rate, ie a setting would not receive funding calculated from lots of different hourly rates. 
Officers will look into the timeliness of the data available and will use the same methodology as used in the main schools formula for identifying an index of deprivation per child and therefore an average supplement for the setting.

Location/Size of setting

There was a consensual view that neither location/rurality or size of setting should be included in the formula. It was pointed out that the Sustainability Grant was available for settings to bid against where there were difficult circumstances relating to sustainability.
Incentives for partnerships working

The Sub-Group did not think that this could be considered in the formula but agreed that it should not be forgotten and will be discussed in future meetings

Premises

The Sub-Group concluded that premises should not be included in the formula as the cost analysis provided no evidence to suggest that there were significant differences, plus there was recognition of the difficulties in administering such a factor.
However, there is still some concern about the basis for determining business rates of private nurseries compared to the maintained sector. Officers agreed to look into any differences and the possibility of lobbying government to equalise the basis for valuing settings for business rate purposes
Special Needs and Minority Groups

The Sub-Group agreed that there was not a case for these to be included in the formula, with special needs being considered as part of the deprivation factor, and other support systems already in place to meet high level SEN.. 
Flexibility/Non-traditional hours
Although the Sub-Group recognised that there is still an issue around what is meant by flexibility it still felt that a factor for flexibility should be considered to encourage providers who can be flexible to do so. The consensus was for it to be applied as an hourly rate. Officers will review the revised Code of Practice which, when issued, should provide some clarity on what is meant by flexibility. 

Important Note: Reminder that the above represents what the sub group has agreed should go into a consultation paper – these are not final decisions. 

	

	4.
	Free Entitlement Working Group (FEWG) update
Menai Newbould’s update on the free entitlement projects is attached separately. 

	

	5.
	EYSG Membership

Bernadette repeated that with Lesley Watts representing Thanet the Sub-Group is now represented across all areas in the County. 
Bernadette reported that the role of chair would be opened up for a new appointment to be in place after the September meeting. The process for nominations will be completed before the September meeting.


	

	6.
	Project Plan
Darren reported that the intention was to use the outcomes of today’s meeting to develop models for a single funding formula which will be consulted upon in Autumn. A draft Consultation paper will be presented to the Sub-Group at the September meeting. 

It is anticipated that on 12th October the consultation paper will be sent out to all providers, deadline for responses to be returned by 27th November. Provider workshops for questions and discussions will be held over 2 weeks in sessions that last for 2 hours from 4th November to 19th November around the County. Sub-Group members were asked to attend if possible so that the Sub-Group and not just KCC were represented. Dates and venues are to be confirmed soon.

The results of the consultation will be reported to the Sub-Group in December and a recommendation made to the Schools Funding Forum in January.  

	

	7.
	Dates of future meetings
The Group has agreed dates for the next 2 meetings:
Tuesday 15th September (venue to be confirmed)

Wednesday 9th December (venue to be confirmed)


	

	8.
	AOB 
Proposals for Additional Funding for training in the Private, Voluntary and Independent sector in Early Years
Jennie Landsberg provided a paper on training which will be discussed at the Schools Funding Forum on Friday 10th July. She asked if providers would like to bid for money for training and if they had any feedback on how that might work, and what purposes the funding might be used for. The ideas for training which were brought up were computer courses for staff and child protection courses.
	


