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Early years pupil premium and funding for 

two-year-olds 



If you would prefer to respond online to this consultation please use the following 
link: https://www.education.gov.uk/consultations 

Information provided in response to this consultation, including personal information, 
may be subject to publication or disclosure in accordance with the access to information 
regimes, primarily the Freedom of Information Act 2000 and the Data Protection Act 
1998. 

If you want all, or any part, of your response to be treated as confidential, please explain 
why you consider it to be confidential. 

If a request for disclosure of the information you have provided is received, your 
explanation about why you consider it to be confidential will be taken into account, but 
no assurance can be given that confidentiality can be maintained. An automatic 
confidentiality disclaimer generated by your IT system will not, of itself, be regarded as 
binding on the department. 

The department will process your personal data (name and address and any other 
identifying material) in accordance with the Data Protection Act 1998, and in the 
majority of circumstances, this will mean that your personal data will not be disclosed to 
third parties. 

 

Name: Aaron Hunter 
 

 

Please tick if you are responding on behalf of your organisation. 
 

x 

 

 
Name of Organisation (if applicable): Professional Association for Childcare and 
Early Years 

 

 

 
Address: Royal Court, 81 Tweedy Road, Bromley, BR1 1TG 

 

If your enquiry is related to the DfE e-consultation website or the consultation process in 
general, you can contact the Ministerial and Public Communications Division by e-mail: 
consultation.unit@education.gsi.gov.uk or by telephone: 0370 000 2288 or via the 
department's 'Contact Us' page. 
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What best describes you as a respondent? 

   

 

Nurseries, including 
school nurseries    

 

Primary Schools 
   

 

Children Centres 

 
 

 

 

Maintained nursery 
schools 

 
 

 

 

Independent nursery 
schools 

 
 

 

 

Childminder 

   

 

Private/voluntary 
provider full day care X 

  

 

Childcare or early 
years organisation    

 

Local authorities 

 
 

 

 

Representative bodies 
 
 

 

 

Parent/carer 
 
 

 

 

Other 

 

 

Please Specify:  
 
A standard-setting organisation, PACEY promotes best practice and supports its 
childminder, nanny and nursery worker members to deliver the highest standards of 
care and learning to children.  

 

 

1 Do you agree that children from low income families; children in care; or children 
adopted from care should be eligible for the EYPP? 
 

X     

 

Strongly agree 
   

 

Agree 
   

 

Neither agree nor 
disagree 

 
 

 

 

Disagree 
 
 

 

 

Strongly disagree 
  

 

 

Comments: 
 
PACEY strongly agrees that the children who meet the criteria set out in the 
consultation should be eligible for the EYPP. However, we are concerned that by 
placing EYPP funding within the existing early years education (EYE) system, the 
Government is supporting only those providers who currently find EYE funding 
easy to access. This therefore may not address the existing issues which contribute 
to lower takeup of EYE places in the most disadvantaged areas1, and which could 
also limit the effectiveness of the EYPP as a measure to improve access to quality 
childcare in those areas. 
 
From a childcare provider’s perspective, a significant and longstanding issue is the 
shortfall associated with EYE funding. PACEY’s recent survey found that more than 
40% of Good and Outstanding childminders have never tried to claim EYE funding, 
and more than a third of those childminders cite concerns about the funding being 
insufficient to cover their costs. Of those childminders who do offer EYE places, 
almost half told us that it did not cover their costs, and for those the average annual 

                                            
1
 Department for Education (2014) Provision for children under 5 years of age: January 2014.  

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/324065/SFR20-2014_Text1.pdf


shortfall for a full-time EYE place was £461.12. As nurseries have recently reported 
an even larger shortfall2, it seems unlikely that the £300 EYPP will be sufficient to 
fill this gap for most providers.  
 
Financial difficulties are a particular threat for childcare providers in disadvantaged 
areas3, and it may be the case that the EYPP is simply not enough: fewer than 1 in 
5 childminders indicated that the EYPP would enable them to take on eligible 
children who they are currently unable to take on, suggesting that as an incentive 
the EYPP may fall short of making EYE places worthwhile for providers. It seems 
contradictory to PACEY that although the Government has a clearly stated 
commitment to early intervention, the schools pupil premium for 2014-15 will be 
£1,300 for every qualifying primary-school pupil, substantially more than the EYPP. 
 
Furthermore, this gap between costs and funding for providers is even more 
pronounced for those who offer EYE places to children with special educational 
needs and disabilities (SEND), so PACEY are disappointed that children with 
SEND will not qualify under these proposals to benefit from EYPP funding. This is 
inconsistent with the decision to extend 2 year old EYE eligibility to include children 
with SEND, will reduce the incentive for providers to take on and keep those 
children in their setting, and thus fail to tackle the issues many parents of children 
with SEND experience when trying to access childcare.  
 
PACEY believes that the EYPP has the potential to make a real difference for 
disadvantaged children and their families, but the amount of money it currently 
represents may not be enough to incentivise providers to offer more or any funded 
places to those children. Additionally, there is an opportunity for children with SEND 
to also benefit from the funding that PACEY and other organisations4 think should 
be taken. We therefore recommend that the Government commit to allocating more 
money to the EYPP, to fund providers at a higher rate and also enable children with 
SEND to qualify.  
 
  

 

 

 

 

                                            
2
 National Day Nurseries Association (2014) Parliamentary Inquiry into childcare for disabled children: 

National Day Nurseries Association response. 
3
 Dickens, S., Wollny, I. & Ireland, E. (2013) Childcare sufficiency and sustainability in disadvantaged 

areas. NatCen Social Research 
4
 Family and Childcare Trust (2014) Joint response to the Early Years Pupil Premium and funding for 

two-year-olds consultation.  
 

http://www.edcm.org.uk/media/157477/NDNA.pdf
http://www.edcm.org.uk/media/157477/NDNA.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/219620/DFE-RR246.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/219620/DFE-RR246.pdf


2 Do you agree that providers should ask parents for their National Insurance Number 
and date of birth, so that local authorities should check eligibility for the EYPP using the 
Eligibility Checking Service? 

   

 

Yes 
   

 

No X   

 

Not Sure 

 

 

Comments: 
 
Though our members have not actively reported difficulties in using the Eligibility 
Check, we are concerned that the expectation for providers to inform parents of the 
EYPP will not apply where parents are not accessing childcare, and may not take 
into account any obstacles to parents sharing potentially sensitive information. As 
families in disadvantaged areas are less likely to access formal childcare5, any 
schemes to increase takeup of childcare in this group must include measures to 
inform and encourage these families.  
 
More generally, improved information sharing between local authorities, childcare 
providers and other agents who also engage with parents during their children’s 
early years such as health visitors would also encourage parent access to 
childcare, improve the likelihood that services including childcare could be allocated 
according to need, and prevent any unnecessary duplication of administrative cost 
and effort across the various agencies. The input of health visitors will be 
particularly valuable following the introduction of the integrated 2 year old review in 
2015, and if the Government decides to take on our recommendation to extend 
EYPP eligibility to children with SEND. 

  
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

                                            
5
 Huskinson, T., Kostadintcheva, K., Greevy, H., Salmon, C., Dobie, S., Medien, K., Gilby, N., 

Littlewood, M. & D’Souza, J. (2014) Childcare and early years survey of parents 2012-2013. 
Department for Education, HM Government 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/275992/SFR06-2014_Childcare_and_Early_Years_Survey_of_Parents_2012-13_final.pdf


 

3 Do you agree that if transitional arrangements are necessary for a short time then a 
paper-check system is the best way of determining eligibility? 

   

 

Strongly agree 
   

 

Agree 
   

 

Neither agree nor 
disagree 

X   

 

Disagree 
   

 

Strongly disagree 
  

 

 

Comments: 
 
PACEY welcomes the decision to situate the check for child EYPP suitability within 
the existing Eligibility Check, as it will be easy for childcare providers to access. 
However, the transitional arrangements proposed in section 4.18 of the 
consultation, of providers having to obtain parents’ evidence of benefits and 
passing on that evidence to their local authority, will be far more burdensome for 
those providers, and we are additionally concerned that parents may not be willing 
to share this evidence with providers.  
 
As well as the provider toolkit mentioned elsewhere in the consultation, we 
recommend that if transitional arrangements are necessary, the Government 
should consider other options, including local authorities directly accessing this 
information from parents. The Government should also work with representative 
organisations like PACEY to support providers with any transitional arrangements 
to maximise takeup of the EYPP. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

 

4 Do you support an October 2015 census count in order to make an in year adjustment 
to EYPP allocations? 

   

 

Yes X   

 

No 
   

 

Not Sure 

 

 

Comments: 
 
Participation-based funding works well to maintain the amount of funding local 
authorities receive and allocate for established funding streams like 3 and 4 year 
old EYE places, as well as those authorities’ activity to maintain sufficiency. 
However, PACEY is concerned that the move to participation-based funding for the 
EYPP before the scheme is established may restrict the ability of local authorities to 
overcome the sufficiency issues many authorities are currently experiencing with 2 
year old EYE places6 as well as the wider challenge of changing perceptions of 
childcare in disadvantaged areas7. 
  
Where obstacles to childcare takeup sit within a wider context of social issues, a 
premature move to participation-based funding may unfairly disadvantage 2 year 
olds and 3 and 4 year olds eligible for the EYPP in subsequent years. Moreover, 
budget reductions for many local authorities make it unlikely that those with low 
takeup will be able to fund a later expansion of 2 year old EYE places and the 
EYPP, without an element of support given to them for this purpose. 
 
Purely extending trajectory funding to support expansion could go some way to 
addressing low takeup, but PACEY has wider concerns that budget reductions 
have damaged many local authorities’ early years infrastructure, to the point where 
they may not be able to effectively tackle the wider context surrounding low 
childcare takeup even with additional funding. PACEY therefore recommends that 
the Government delay the introduction of participation-based funding by one year, 
and use that year to introduce measures to tackle the wider context of low childcare 
takeup in disadvantaged areas.   
 

  
 

 

 

                                            
6
 “Half of councils fail to secure sufficient free childcare places”. Children & Young People Now (accessed 

22 August 2014) 
7
 Op cit., Note 3. 

http://www.cypnow.co.uk/cyp/news/1146073/exclusive-half-councils-fail-secure-sufficient-free-childcare


 

5 Do you agree that providers should determine how to use the Early Years Pupil 
Premium to support their disadvantaged children? 

X    

 

Strongly agree 
   

 

Agree 
   

 

Neither agree nor 
disagree 

   

 

Disagree 
   

 

Strongly disagree 
  

 

 

Comments: 
 
PACEY welcomes the decision to allow providers to innovate around the use of 
their EYPP funding. We asked in our recent survey what providers would spend 
their EYPP funding on, and received suggestions ranging widely across the 
categories of staff training and support, activities, resources, equipment and 
adapting their settings.  
 
We share the Government's ambition to maximise the impact the EYPP has on 
increasing the availability of quality childcare, for those who need it most, and 
therefore recommend that the Government and Ofsted use the expertise of PVI 
childcare representative organisations like PACEY to broaden the scope of 
possible uses for the EYPP, and develop Ofsted's EYPP inspection guidelines and 
any further guidance with the full range of childcare providers in mind. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



6 Do you think that in the longer term there should be a more explicit expectation that 
providers receiving the EYPP should be a part of proven quality improvement 
arrangements? 

   

 

Strongly agree 
   

 

Agree X   

 

Neither agree nor 
disagree 

 
 

 

 

Disagree 
 

 

Strongly disagree 
  

 

 

Comments: 
 
Although PACEY agrees that quality improvement should be the principal aim of 
any funding targeted at disadvantaged children, we are unsure what “proven quality 
improvement arrangements” will look like in practice and so cannot agree with this 
proposal. We are concerned by the Government’s emphasis on schools as the 
source of quality improvement for early years providers, and believe that a more 
concerted and wide-ranging effort to improve childcare quality is necessary to fully 
realise the benefits of the EYPP and other funding.   
 
We would therefore be interested to explore with the Government how they 
propose to assess quality improvement resources and services purchased using 
the EYPP with respect to the full range of different childcare providers.    
 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

7 Do you agree that we should retain a mandatory deprivation supplement, in addition 
to the EYPP? 

X   

 

Yes 
   

 

No 
   

 

Not Sure 

 

 

Comments: 
 
PACEY agrees that the mandatory deprivation supplement should be retained, as it 
provides welcome additional funding for those providers caring for children from 
deprived areas. However, we are concerned more generally by the Government’s 
decision to allow local authorities to allocate EYPP funding to Requires 
improvement providers without the requirement to prioritise those graded Good and 
Outstanding that currently applies to 2 year old EYE funding. For childcare to 
improve outcomes for children from disadvantaged families, it must be of high 
quality8,9; the 3 and 4 year old funding criteria represent a less rigorous definition of 
provider quality and allocating the EYPP according to these criteria may therefore 
limit its positive impact. We therefore recommend that the Government require local 
authorities to offer the EYPP to childcare providers according to the 2 year old EYE 
funding criteria. 
 
Although we recognise that fewer providers are Good or Outstanding in 
disadvantaged areas10, we believe that taxpayer’s money could be better spent on 
dedicated quality improvement programmes for the full range of childcare providers 
in disadvantaged areas. Our recent survey findings demonstrate a link between 
childcare provider quality and the number of EYE places offered11, and we believe 
that disadvantaged areas in particular could benefit from targeted measures to 
improve the quality of childcare on a larger scale than the EYPP and current 
deprivation supplement.  

 

 

 

 

 

                                            
8
 Sylva, K., Stein, A., Leach, P., Barnes, J., Malmberg, L.E. (2011) Effects of early child-care on 

cognition, language, and task-related behaviours at 18 months: An English study. British Journal of 
Developmental Psychology 29:1:18-45 
9
 Allen, G. (2011) Early Intervention: The Next Steps. Cabinet Office, HM Government  

10
 Ofsted (2014)  Early Years Annual Report 2012/2013.  

11
 PACEY (2014) Written submission of evidence to the Lords Affordable Childcare Committee.  

http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1348/026151010X533229/abstract;jsessionid=53E229070F4B20B05B34128169120232.f04t01?deniedAccessCustomisedMessage=&userIsAuthenticated=false
http://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/doi/10.1348/026151010X533229/abstract;jsessionid=53E229070F4B20B05B34128169120232.f04t01?deniedAccessCustomisedMessage=&userIsAuthenticated=false
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/284086/early-intervention-next-steps2.pdf
http://www.ofsted.gov.uk/sites/default/files/documents/annual-reports/o/Ofsted%20Early%20Years%20Annual%20Report%20201213.pdf
http://www.pacey.org.uk/pdf/PACEY%20Evidence%20to%20Affordable%20Childcare%20Committee%20-%2015.08.2014.pdf


8 Do you agree that DfE should ask Ofsted to consider these arrangements in its 
inspection framework? 

   

 

Strongly agree X   

 

Agree 
   

 

Neither agree nor 
disagree 

 
 

 

 

Disagree 
 
 

 

 

Strongly disagree 
  

 

 

Comments: 
 
PACEY believes that including the assessment of providers' EYPP spending within 
the existing Ofsted inspection framework is a cost-effective measure, but we are 
concerned that the relative infrequency of inspections may result in many settings 
using their EYPP funding without any accountability for a substantial period of time. 
To enable our members to plan appropriately, we request that the Government and 
Ofsted share their plans for communicating the details of EYPP accountability as 
soon as possible, and work with PACEY and other representative organisations to 
ensure the measures work with the full range of different childcare providers. 
 
We note that the inspection responsibilities of childminder agencies (CMAs) around 
EYPP spending were not mentioned in the consultation. This reflects the general 
lack of information surrounding CMAs, but PACEY would like to raise a particular 
issue CMAs represent. The role of CMAs to co-ordinate and direct their registered 
childminders' EYPP spending is championed in paragraph 5.17 of the consultation, 
but if their responsibilities for inspection also includes how their registered 
childminders use the EYPP, CMAs could have responsibility for inspecting their 
own interventions. This is a substantial conflict of interest, particularly when the lack 
of regulation of CMA control over their registered childminders' EYPP funding is 
taken into account.  
 
We are aware that Ofsted will be inspecting CMA practice, but the details of those 
inspections are yet to be made public. To manage this potential conflict of interest, 
PACEY recommends that Ofsted directly inspect CMAs' involvement in their 
registered childminders' EYPP spending, to ensure that the funding is only used to 
directly support the aims of the EYPP. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



9 What data and evidence do you think providers could use to demonstrate the impact 
of the EYPP? 

 

Comments: 
 
PACEY believes that providers should integrate their assessment of interventions 
obtained with EYPP funding within their ongoing assessment of children’s progress, 
by establishing the needs of those children eligible for the EYPP, selecting their 
EYPP intervention on the basis of those needs, and demonstrating how that 
intervention or interventions made a difference to the children concerned, as well 
as the other children in their setting. 
 
Beyond this process, the EYFS states all early years providers registered with 
Ofsted must carry out a progress check on children between the ages of 2 and 3 in 
their setting, and until 2016 the EYFS Profile must be completed for each child by 
schools (or relevant providers) as they reach the end of the EYFS, following their 
fifth birthday. PACEY believes that these stages of assessment are enough to 
measure children’s progress, but only if they reflect the full picture of a child’s 
development and are effectively joined up with the other assessments carried out 
by health professionals and at the end of Key Stage 1. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



10 Do you have any suggestions of other ways to judge whether the EYPP is having the 
desired impact? 

 

Comments: 
 
PACEY believes that measuring the impact of the EYPP on a large scale will be 
key to evaluating its success as an intervention. Expanding the existing statistics on 
early years provision for under 5s12 to include analysis of the relationship between 
EYPP access, childcare takeup and developmental outcomes for disadvantaged 
children would help the Government to understand the effects of the EYPP against 
its stated aims, as well as inform the development of further systems of funding and 
support. 

 

 

 

11 Do you have comments on the long-term aspiration of improving data collection so 
that we can track children through their educational career? 

 

Comments: 
 
Although PACEY is keen that the effect of interventions like the EYPP and EYE 
funding are tracked against changes to child outcomes, we are opposed to the 
Government's proposals for a new reception baseline from 2016, as we believe the 
criteria for the baseline depart from the wider developmental outcomes assessed in 
the EYFS Profile, in favour of prioritising academic attainment. Social and 
emotional development play an equally important role in children's success at 
school and in later life; PACEY recommends that the Government adopts a wider 
view of child development, within both the reception baseline and how the overall 
success of early years funding is measured. 
 

 

 

 

                                            
12

 Op cit., Note 1. 



12 Do you agree with these proposals for supporting providers and disseminating good 
practice? 

   

 

Strongly agree 
   

 

Agree 
   

 

Neither agree nor 
disagree 

X 
 

Disagree 
 
 

 

 

Strongly disagree 
  

 

 

Comments: 
 
 
Though PACEY strongly believes that providers should be supported and good 
practice shared across the early years, we share the view with other childcare 
representative organisations that the Government's emphasis on expanding school-
based early years provision threatens the sustainability and diversity of the chiefly 
private, voluntary and independent (PVI) childcare sector. A diverse, flexible, and 
well-supported range of childcare settings is essential to support parental choice, 
and the evidence shows that different children have different needs: age and 
developmental stage both affect a child's experience with childcare13, and home- or 
centre-based settings can accordingly be more appropriate14. 
 
The focus in this consultation on school-based provision and expertise, and related 
proposals such as prioritising school admission for children who claim their EYPP 
in a school's own nursery15 are strong disincentives for true co-operation between 
schools and PVI settings, suggesting instead that the learning between schools and 
those settings can only go one way. Raising the levels of quality-linked funding for 
all childcare settings would allow PVI settings to catch up, particularly in 
disadvantaged areas, to the often better-funded school settings, and preserve the 
wide range of childcare options that works best for children and families. 
 
PACEY is also concerned by the Government’s prioritisation of EYPP guidance for 
CMAs and childminders who may choose to register with them, seemingly at the 
expense of those childminders who choose to remain independent. The proposed 
regulations governing CMAs do not require them to ensure that their registered 
childminders receive their full EYE or EYPP funding. CMAs’ registered childminders 
will receive EYE funding depending on the CMA’s grade only, and they can also 

                                            
13

 Geoffroy, MC., Côté, SM., Parent, S. & Séguin, JR. (2006) Daycare attendance, stress, and mental 
health. Can J Psychiatry 2006;51:607–615 
14

 van IJzendoorn, MH., Groeneveld, MG., Vermeer, HJ., & Linting, M. (2010) Children’s wellbeing and 
cortisol levels in home-based and centre-based childcare. Early childhood research quarterly 25:4:502-
514 
15

 Department for Education: Changes to the School Admissions Code consultation. 

http://ww1.cpa-apc.org:8080/publications/archives/cjp/2006/august/geoffroy-rp.asp
http://ww1.cpa-apc.org:8080/publications/archives/cjp/2006/august/geoffroy-rp.asp
https://openaccess.leidenuniv.nl/bitstream/handle/1887/16109/Groeneveld%20100924%20Proefschrift%20definitief.pdf?sequence=1&origin=publication_detail#page=15
https://openaccess.leidenuniv.nl/bitstream/handle/1887/16109/Groeneveld%20100924%20Proefschrift%20definitief.pdf?sequence=1&origin=publication_detail#page=15
https://www.gov.uk/government/consultations/changes-to-the-school-admissions-code


access the funding without either the childminders or the CMA having been 
inspected by Ofsted16. Consequently, there is a risk that CMAs will be able to divert 
EYE and EYPP funding for ends not directly linked to improving child outcomes, for 
example to meet administrative costs. PACEY will be scrutinising the forthcoming 
CMAs guidance document and inspection guidelines for reassurance that CMAs 
will not be able to use taxpayer’s money for ends not directly linked to improving 
child outcomes. 
 
PACEY recommends that the Government and Ofsted consider independent 
childminders fully and equally to other childcare providers in their EYPP toolkit and 
subsequent guidance.     
 

 

 

 

13 Are there particular examples of good practice in supporting disadvantaged children 
that early years providers should be aware of? 

 

Comments: 
 
PACEY offers a wide range of online and face-to-face quality improvement support 
to its members, including specific training on caring for vulnerable children and 
those experiencing poverty and disadvantage.  
 
For example, PACEY carried out a quality improvement pilot in 2013 for 
childminders in Ashford, Kent, which focused on developing peer networks 
between groups of childminders and also provided local authorities with clearer 
information about the sufficiency of childcare in more rural and harder to reach 
areas of the county. The pilot was successful in improving the childminders’ quality, 
their confidence with funding schemes, and parents’ perceptions of their suitability 
to deliver EYE places. PACEY also delivers community childminding schemes in 
Bedford and Southend which cater specifically to the needs of disadvantaged 
children. 
 
Building on this experience, we would be keen to explore with the Government how 
we could advise on and support the forthcoming toolkit and examples of best 
practice for the full range of providers caring for disadvantaged children.  
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 PACEY (2014) Response to consultation on childminder agencies and changes to the local authority 
role.  

http://www.pacey.org.uk/pdf/Childminder%20agencies%20and%20changes%20to%20the%20local%20authority%20role%20consultation%20-%20PACEY%20response%20-%2022.05.2014.pdf
http://www.pacey.org.uk/pdf/Childminder%20agencies%20and%20changes%20to%20the%20local%20authority%20role%20consultation%20-%20PACEY%20response%20-%2022.05.2014.pdf


14 How can we best disseminate good practice to all early years providers working with 
disadvantaged children? 

 

Comments: 
 
As the majority of childcare providers in this country are private, voluntary or 
independent, the Government must work with representative organisations 
including PACEY to ensure that details of the EYPP and examples of good practice 
are disseminated fully. PACEY regularly communicates to its members through a 
number of channels including a quarterly magazine, online forums and email 
campaigns, and social media. 
 
Our members, who include nannies, nursery workers and more than two-thirds of 
childminders in England and Wales, would also benefit greatly from a continued 
dialogue with the Government about the various and emerging childcare funding 
schemes, to ensure that those schemes are designed and delivered with childcare 
providers in mind.  

 

 

15 Do you support the proposal to have two data collections to allocate funding for early 
learning for two-year-olds in 2015 to 2016? 

   

 

Yes X   

 

No 
   

 

Not Sure 

 

 

Comments: 
 
While PACEY does agree that two data collections will enable the Government to 
make a more accurate judgement on the allocation of early learning funding, we 
believe that participation-based funding should be introduced at least one year later 
than the current proposals, to allow the EYPP to be embedded in local authorities 
and any contextual issues with takeup to be addressed.  
 
As discussed in our answer to question 4, PACEY believes that a premature move 
to participation funding of the EYPP may restrict subsequent expansion of the 
scheme where local authorities are unable to secure sufficient takeup. As 
disadvantaged areas report lower overall takeup of childcare17, we are concerned 
that those areas which need the EYPP the most will be those that are restricted 
under these proposals.  
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 Op cit., Note 1. 



16 Do you support using the October count as the second participation funding count for 
2015 to 2016? 

   

 

Yes X   

 

No 
   

 

Not Sure 

 

 

Comments: 
 
As stated above, although PACEY agrees with using a second count, we would like 
to see participation-based funding for the EYPP introduced at least one year later 
than the Government has proposed.  

 

 
Thank you for taking the time to let us have your views. We do not intend to 
acknowledge individual responses unless you place an 'X' in the box below. 
 

 

Please acknowledge this reply. 
 

X 

 

Email address for acknowledgement: aaron.hunter@pacey.org.uk 
 

Here at the Department for Education we carry out our research on many different 
topics and consultations. As your views are valuable to us, please confirm below if you 
would be willing to be contacted again from time to time either for research or to send 
through consultation documents? 

X   

 

Yes 
   

 

No  

 

 

 

 

 



All DfE public consultations are required to meet the Cabinet Office Principles on 
Consultation 

The main consultation principles are: 

 departments will follow a range of timescales rather than defaulting to a 12-week 
period, particularly where extensive engagement has occurred before 

 departments will need to give more thought to how they engage with and use real 
discussion with affected parties and experts as well as the expertise of civil 
service learning to make well informed decisions  

 departments should explain what responses they have received and how these 
have been used in formulating policy 

 consultation should be ‘digital by default’, but other forms should be used where 
these are needed to reach the groups affected by a policy 

 the principles of the Compact between government and the voluntary and 
community sector will continue to be respected 

Completed responses should be sent to the address shown below by 22 August 2014. 

Send by post to:  
Early years pupil premium team,  
Sanctuary Buildings,  
Great Smith Street,  
London  
SW1P 3BT 

Send by email to: EYPP.consultation@education.gsi.gov.uk 

If you have any comments on how DfE consultations are conducted, please contact 
Aileen Shaw, DfE Consultation co-ordinator,  
tel: 0370 000 2288 
email: aileen.shaw@education.gsi.gov.uk 

 

Thank you for taking time to respond to this consultation. 

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/255180/Consultation-Principles-Oct-2013.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/255180/Consultation-Principles-Oct-2013.pdf
mailto:EYPP.consultation@education.gsi.gov.uk
mailto:aileen.shaw@education.gsi.gov.uk

