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Executive Summary 
 

Purpose, Context and Approach 

This small-scale evaluation was commissioned by Bristol City Council following 

previous provider consultation relating to the Quality Supplement of the Free Early 

Education Entitlement (FEEE). Bristol City Council offer the FEEE via the Early 

Years National Funding Formula (EYNFF1) and have chosen to implement a ‘system 

leadership’ option as a means of delivering the Quality Supplement element of the 

formula. The main component of the current system leadership model involves the 

deployment of Lead Teachers to provide advice, support, and training to providers 

across the city. 

The purpose of this evaluation was to consider how the views and experiences of 

early years providers in Bristol relate to the local authority’s rationale and objectives 

for the current system leadership model, including its aspiration to secure ‘high 

quality provision across the whole sector’.  

The report is informed by; analysis of current documentation relating to the system 

leadership model in Bristol, interviews with a Local Authority Officer and Lead 

Teacher and semi-structured telephone interviews with representatives of 17 FEEE 

providers, selected to represent the different provider types in Bristol.  

Key Findings 

The evaluation identified that local authority representatives perceive the objectives 

of the current model as relating to two key areas: 

- To develop high quality early years provision through a citywide culture of 

challenge and reflection 

 

- To protect and support the quality of early years provision across the city, by 

providing a responsive and universal support system.    

It was noted that whilst these objectives were clearly explained during interviews, 

they are not currently reflected in documentation and/or citywide communication with 

providers. 

The evaluation identified that the FEEE providers perceived the value of the model 

as relating to three key aspects: 

- Strong relationships with ‘expert’ Lead Teachers 

- Signposting and support 

- Encouraging challenge and reflection 

Analysis of provider perspectives suggested strong alignment between the 

experiences and views of the majority of providers and the local authority’s intended 

focus on developing a culture of challenge and reflection. In addition, there was also 

                                                           
1 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/early-years-funding-2022-to-2023 
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some clear alignment between the idea of supporting and protecting quality and 

some providers’ understanding of the system as creating a ‘safety net’. In some 

cases, this led to providers suggesting direct links between the system and key local 

authority performance indicators such as provider Office for Standards in Education, 

Children’s Services and Skills (OFSTED) inspection judgements and childminder 

retention levels. However, not all providers viewed the approach in terms of this 

wider context and some local authority maintained providers outlined that they felt 

this part of the model was currently unclear and/or inequitable. In particular, two 

providers suggested that they felt the current model had limited value for providers 

who already employ well qualified teaching teams. 

The majority of providers also highlighted that network training/CPD and/or cluster 

meetings were valued and that these supported the development of practice, 

however some concerns were raised about these being increasingly difficult to 

access due to current capacity and staffing issues. 

Recommendations 

The report offers three recommendations. Firstly, that Bristol City Council should 

develop a clear policy document to capture and communicate the rationale, 

objectives and process for the current model. Secondly, that further exploration of 

the needs/views of local authority settings who have concerns about the current 

model and/or are not engaging with it may be of benefit, and finally that provider 

concerns about capacity and access to training/CPD should be monitored and 

considered in more detail. 
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1.0  Introduction and Context 
 

This report was commissioned by Bristol City Council’s Early Years and Childcare 

Service as part of the evaluation of the Quality Supplement of Bristol’s approach to 

the National Funding Formula. 

Building on previous online consultation surveys in 2021 and 2022 Bristol City 

Council requested a small-scale externally led evaluation, which would provide 

further consideration of the views of a range of providers who are currently in receipt 

of Free Early Education Entitlement. 

1.1 Context 
 

Bristol City Council offer the Free Early Education Entitlement (FEEE) via the 

Early Years National Funding Formula (EYNFF2). The EYNFF is comprised of 

a main ‘base’ rate, a mandatory deprivation supplement, a mandatory Early 

Years Special Educational Needs Inclusion Fund (SENIF) and four optional 

supplements (Rurality, Flexibility, Quality and English as an additional 

language).  

At its inception in Sept 2018, Bristol City Council chose to implement a 

‘system leadership’ option as a means of delivering a Quality Supplement, 

rather than evaluating quality and making payments directly to providers. This 

option is defined by the national guidance as ‘supporting high quality 

providers leading other providers in the local area’.3  

The main component of the current systems leadership model involves the 

deployment of Lead Teachers (currently 6.6 FTE) to provide advice, support, 

and training to settings across the city. This includes access to support visits 

for group settings, facilitation of weekly groups for childminders, delivery of 

area and network training/continuing professional development (CPD), 

mentoring and evaluation for the Bristol Standard self-evaluation framework 

and facilitation of moderation and transition meetings.  

1.2 Purpose and Workflow 
 

The purpose of this report is to consider how the views and experiences of 

FEEE providers in Bristol relate to the local authority’s objectives for the 

systems leadership model, including the aspiration to secure ‘high quality 

provision across the whole sector’. The report will also consider provider 

recommendations and feedback regarding the current system and approach.  

                                                           
2 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/early-years-funding-2022-to-2023 
3 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/early-years-funding-2022-to-2023/early-years-entitlements-
local-authority-funding-of-providers-operational-guide-2022-to-2023 
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To inform this report Bristol City Council Early Years and Childcare Service 

provided access to the results of previous consultation (see 3.0) and related 

documentation which provides an overview of the current model and the lead 

teacher role.  

The following workflow stages were agreed for this work:  

1) Analyse local authority documentation and interview local authority 

representatives to identify rationale, objectives, and existing 

evaluation for the current funding/model. 

 

2) Consult with a small range of early years providers, representing 

different types of provision, and collate information relating to 

experiences and perspectives. 

 

3) Analyse responses to identify key themes relating to provider views 

and experiences and consider these in relation to the rationale and 

objectives for the current model.  

 

4) Produce a final report for Bristol City Council.  

 

1.3 Author 
 

A brief contextual note on my role and background as author of this report. I 

am a Researcher and Senior Lecturer in Education and Childhood at the 

University of the West of England. My qualifications include a Doctorate in 

Education, Early Years Teacher Status, and I am a Fellow of the Higher 

Education Academy.  Prior to my current post I worked in early education 

settings in Bristol for 19 years, including 12 years as a leader/manager for a 

voluntary sector provider in receipt of FEEE.  

2.0  Scope and Approach 
 

2.1 Scope and Limitations 
 

Operational guidance for the Free Early Education Entitlement states that local 

authorities are required to consult with providers annually. This report builds on 

previous consultation (see 3.0), which has been conducted via online surveys, 

these have previously been designed and managed internally.  

It is important to note that whilst this report is intended to develop existing 

understanding by considering key themes and perspectives in more depth, it is 

solely focused on provider perspectives. Any direct analysis of factors or metrics 

relating to value for money and/or quality is beyond the scope of this work. 
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2.2 Design and Approach 
 

A total of 17 FEEE providers shared their views as part of this evaluation.  

The number of providers representing each provider type was: 

 

Provider Type Total % of 
sample 

% of FEEE in 
Bristol 

Childminders 2 11 6 

Nursery Schools 2 12 13 

Nursery Classes 1 6 20 

Children’s Centres 1 6 1 

Private, Voluntary, and 
Independent (PVI) Settings 

10 59 60 

Other (Maintained) 1 6 1 

 

A proportional random sampling approach was used in an attempt to ensure 

these numbers were consistent with the proportion of free early education 

entitlement spaces offered in Bristol by each provider type. Varying response 

rates meant this was not possible in all cases, with the most significant 

variance being for nursery classes, where 14 primary schools were contacted, 

but only 1 interview was successfully completed.  

Providers nominated a range of representatives to take part in interviews with 

the sample including setting owners, managers, head teachers, teachers, and 

room/group leaders. Interviews were also conducted with a Lead Teacher and 

a Local Authority Officer.  

Representatives from each provider were invited to participate in a short 

telephone interview. The interviews took a semi-structured format, which 

allowed some flexibility to explore any specific views or considerations arising 

from individual settings.  

Providers were asked about their experiences of the current model (including 

their level of engagement with services), their perceptions of its impact on 

their ability to deliver high quality provision and their suggestions for ways in 

which the offer could better meet their needs as a setting.  

Notes were collated from each meeting and analysed to identify key themes 

and to consider the alignment between local authority objectives for the model 

and provider experiences and perspectives. Key themes and perspectives 

were considered across the sample as a whole (5.0) and by provider type 

(6.0). 
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3.0  Previous Consultation 
 

An online survey was previously used to support citywide consultation relating to the 

Early Years National Funding Formula in 2020/21 and 2021/22. Quantitative results 

from these surveys indicate that in both cases the majority of providers in Bristol 

agreed with Bristol’s proposal to ‘use the same System Leadership approach as in 

previous year’ in relation to the optional quality supplement. However, it is worth 

noting that the percentage of providers who agreed with this statement reduced from 

86% (n=100) in 2021 to 75% (n=53) in 2020 and the total number of respondents 

decreased from 30% (n=116) of all providers in 2021 to 16% (n=60) in 2022. 

A more detailed Quality Supplement Provider Review survey was undertaken in 

December 2021, which included the option for short qualitative comments. A 

summary of the results of this survey has been shared with providers by Bristol City 

Council.  

Providers were asked 8 questions about the current system leadership model with 

between 3 and 15 comments received per question. The nature of the responses 

was relatively consistent with the split in providers who agreed with maintaining the 

current model, with around 25% of responses highlighting concerns or negative 

perceptions.  

Key themes evident in the positive qualitative responses were: 

- Strong relationships with knowledgeable and supportive lead teachers 

were seen by some providers as a key benefit of the system 

leadership model. 

 

- The current model was viewed by some settings as important in 

supporting reflection and resolving issues and as tailored to the needs 

of the setting.  

Key themes evident in the negative qualitative responses were: 

- Some providers questioned ‘value for money’ of the scheme, relative 

to their individual setting receiving some form of quality supplement 

payment directly. 

 

- Some providers indicated that they did not need, or use, the model 

due to high qualification levels in their current team.  

It is worth noting that this previous feedback was collected in the context of a revised 

offering due to Covid-19 restrictions. Therefore, some responses also reflected 

individual views regarding aspects such as the temporary replacement of in person 

visits and sessions with online alternatives. 
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4.0  Local Authority Rationale and Objectives  
 

In order to establish a more detailed understanding of Bristol City Council’s Early 

Years and Childcare Service’s objectives and rationale for the systems leadership 

approach, interviews were conducted with a Lead Teacher and a Local Authority 

Officer. In addition, access was provided to current documentation relating to the 

approach, this consisted of a Lead Teacher job description and a document titled 

‘Quality Supplement Supporting Information for Providers’. 

During interviews with local authority representatives, a clear and coherent 

understanding of the System Leadership model was provided. The rationale and 

objectives for the approach were understood as addressing two key areas: 1) To 

develop high quality early years provision through a citywide culture of challenge and 

reflection 2) To protect and support the quality of early years provision across the 

city, by providing a responsive and universal support system.    

4.1. A Citywide Culture of Challenge and Reflection 
 

Establishing a citywide culture of challenge and reflection was identified as 

the main objective of the current system leadership model. The current 

approach, and the role of the Lead Teacher, was framed as promoting a 

‘wider culture of reflection’ and mentoring language such as ‘the critical friend’ 

and the use of a ‘strength-based approach’ was used to highlight the intention 

to support and challenge providers to continually develop and improve 

practice. 

The citywide nature of the system was conceptualised as promoting a 

collective awareness and response to challenge, change and priorities, for 

example through recent responses to Early Years Foundation Stage reforms 

or the rapidly changing implications of Covid-19 requirements. In addition, 

facilitating networks through cluster meetings, training/CPD and childminder 

groups was seen as creating a wider community of providers who are able to 

share expertise and work together to support children and families. An 

example of this was a recent lead teacher facilitated network transition 

meeting, where an online network meeting was coordinated to ensure all 

providers in the network had an opportunity to meet one to one with reception 

teachers from all schools in the area where children from their setting would 

be attending.  

4.2 A Responsive and Universal Support System 
 

The system leadership model was also presented as a key part of the strategy 

to protect and maintain levels of quality across the city. By adopting a 

universal, system-based approach which aims to support providers, it is 

perceived that resource is being actively invested in responding to and/or 

preventing issues which may impact on the quality of provision. As well as 
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direct support through regular contact and relationship building, this may also 

include responding to concerns or issues which have been raised directly by 

providers or identifying areas where providers may benefit from signposting to 

other services. This responsive element is seen as tailored to individual 

settings, ranging from light touch support in relation to specific areas of 

practice, to responding to settings where there may have been significant 

staffing/management changes or unexpected issues.  

A perceived benefit of this part of the approach is its potential to also 

contribute to reducing risk relating to other key local authority responsibilities, 

including sufficiency and safeguarding. For example, childminding support is 

perceived to have a role in childminder retention levels and the capacity to 

respond to individual provider issues and challenges is perceived as important 

in reducing the number of inadequate OFSTED judgements (which in turn can 

result in caps/restrictions on FEEE places). These aspects are therefore 

understood to support sufficiency duties4 as well as sustaining and improving 

OFSTED outcomes, which are currently used as a key performance indicator 

for the Early Years and Childcare within Bristol City Council. An ‘improved 

trajectory’ of OFSTED providers rated ‘at least good’ is cited as evidence of 

the effectiveness of the current model. Alongside this, local authority 

representatives were able to provide clear examples where, through visits, 

enquiries and safeguarding audits, lead teachers had actively identified or 

responded to safeguarding concerns, signposting and supporting providers to 

address these. This part of the rationale was actively framed as preventative 

and having links to citywide risk management.  

It is significant that the clear overview of the rationale and objectives shared 

during these interviews and identified above is not clearly communicated in 

existing documentation, including the information sent to providers. This 

documentation instead frequently reduces the overall system into a list of 

individual services or entitlements, with no clear reference to the system as a 

whole or the citywide rationale for this offering. 

The understanding of the rationale and objectives of the approach obtained 

following these interviews provides a clearer basis for considering the 

perspectives of the FEEE providers below. However, as highlighted in 2.1, it is 

beyond the scope of this report to assess the perceived impact/success of the 

system on metrics such as OFSTED outcomes, childminder retention or 

citywide sufficiency.  

 

 

                                                           
4https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/718179/
Early_education_and_childcare-statutory_guidance.pdf 
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5.0  FEEE Provider Perspectives – Key Themes 
This section begins with an overview of aspects of the current systems leadership 

model which FEEE providers indicated they most valued, this is based on collated 

input from all provider types. Section 6 then sets out some key understandings, and 

any relevant concerns or recommendations, by provider type.  

Providers’ perceptions of key strengths of the current model were grouped under 

three themes: Relationships with Lead Teachers, Signposting and Support, and 

Challenge and Reflection.  

5.1 Relationships with Lead Teachers 
  

Twelve of the seventeen providers directly cited the nature and quality of the 

relationship with their lead teacher as being a key strength of the current 

model. Importantly, many of the terms used to describe relationships were 

consistent with the objectives outlined by the local authority representatives 

above. For example, providers used words such as: ‘critical friend’, 

‘constructive feedback’, ‘experts’, ‘invaluable resource’ and ‘responsive and 

knowledgeable’.  

Lead teachers were frequently referred to as being both knowledgeable and 

supportive, with many providers independently identifying that this was 

important in overcoming any risk of visits feeling like ‘inspections’. In addition, 

some providers also referred to these relationships as being an important 

reason for seeing their Lead Teacher as a key contact in the event of a crisis 

or issue.  

5.2 Signposting and Support 
 

Thirteen of the seventeen providers indicated that signposting and support in 

response to individual issues or queries was a key strength of the current 

model. A wide range of examples were shared by providers covering areas 

including safeguarding, meeting children’s individual needs, supporting 

relationships and behaviour, responding to staffing challenges and 

maintaining compliance with statutory requirements. It was suggested that 

Lead Teachers ‘help quickly’ when reacting to issues, but also that proactive 

signposting, such as notification of changes in requirements, was highly 

valued in ensuring providers felt they were ‘up to date’. 

Three providers made direct reference to the significance of this on a citywide 

level. For example, one provider suggested ‘some settings need this more 

than others, but in a time of such challenge it’s so important that the city has 

this’ (see 6.1). 
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5.3 Challenge and Reflection 
 

Twelve of the seventeen providers outlined the significance of the systems 

leadership model in challenging them, or others, to develop practice and in 

providing opportunities to reflect on practice. In many cases providers who 

were engaging fully with the lead teacher provision were able to cite specific 

examples where they saw it as the key influence in challenging them to 

develop practice. In most cases this arose from direct Lead Teacher input, for 

example one provider explained how they had re-organised their environment 

following visits based on the Lead Teacher Quality Improvement Framework 

(QIF) observations and another explained how they had changed the way 

they respond to ‘challenging behaviour’ following engagement with network 

training. However, in addition to this, some providers suggested that just 

being aware of citywide priorities for Lead Teacher visits had provoked 

reflection and attention to detail in certain areas of practice in the setting, for 

example one provider cited significant improvement in their approach to 

assessment as a result of citywide priorities prompting reflection on this area 

prior to a Lead Teacher visit.  

It is significant that a number of providers had views about the risks 

associated with not having access to opportunities to reflect with an outside 

‘expert’. Two separate providers used the word ‘stagnate’ to refer to the risk of 

losing such opportunities for supportive reflection, whilst others referred to the 

potential to feel ‘lost’ and ‘isolated’ in relation to both compliance and 

improvement.  

6.0  Perspectives by Provider Type 
This section considers specific feedback by provider type, providers are grouped as 

follows: Private, Voluntary, and Independent (PVI) settings, Childminders, and 

Schools and Local Authority Maintained settings.  

6.1 Private, Voluntary, and Independent (PVI) Settings 
 

Perspectives offered by representatives of PVI settings were generally 

positive, and reflected the key themes highlighted above. In addition to this, 

two more specific points relating to the value of the model arose from 

discussions with this group. Firstly, the perception that engagement with the 

Lead Teacher model had the potential to improve readiness for OFSTED 

inspections and secondly the view that the Lead Teacher model acted as a 

‘safety net’ for providers, offering access to expert consultants in the event of 

challenges and issues. 

Four of the PVI providers made direct links between access to the current 

model and their readiness for OFSTED inspections. For example, one 

provider suggested that Lead Teacher visits meant the setting was ‘better 
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prepared and likely to get a better OFSTED’. For some settings this was seen 

as a result of the model supporting a culture of reflection and continuous 

improvement, whilst for others it was about compliance and understanding 

expectations, for example via citywide priorities or updates. 

Five of the PVI providers used language which conceptualised the model as a 

‘safety net’, providing support and expertise in times of challenge or crisis. For 

some PVI providers there was an understanding that their own, and others, 

level of ‘need’ for support and guidance would vary depending on their current 

situation and that this was accepted, or even expected, within the current 

model.  

PVI providers offered the most feedback regarding training and CPD, as well 

as providing some perspectives on cluster meetings. These aspects were 

generally valued and six providers directly expressed that without them their 

setting would likely choose to reduce engagement with CPD and networking 

opportunities due to costs. However, six of the PVI providers also had 

concerns about their increasing inability to release staff members to access 

these. In relation to this, whilst some providers felt in person training was 

more impactful, it was frequently acknowledged that online sessions were 

more accessible. There were some competing views about the focus and 

content of sessions. Whilst some providers spoke highly of sessions, others 

indicated that cluster meetings would benefit from ‘more of a structure’ and 

that more effort could be made to listen to the needs of providers when 

devising training and CPD programmes. 

It is worth noting that two PVI providers mentioned a lack of information or 

contact, including not receiving recent contact from their Lead Teacher and 

not receiving information about CPD. It is possible that this may be a result of 

administrative issues, particularly given that in the process of conducting this 

work 15% of the email contacts which were obtained via the local authority 

FEEE database returned an error/undeliverable message.  

6.2 Childminders 
 

Whilst the two childminders who were interviewed had very different levels of 

engagement with the model, both strongly believed the current model was 

vital to childminders in Bristol. In keeping with the local authority perspective 

on risk, both suggested that without the current provision there would be a 

direct impact on quality and retention. In both cases the model was seen as 

preventing childminders from feeling isolated, overwhelmed and unable to 

understand and meet requirements. As with PVI settings, the Lead Teacher 

model was also conceptualised in terms of a form of ‘safety net' by 

childminders.  

Although one childminder referred to the potential for general communications 

to be clearer and more targeted, overall feedback was very positive and some 

clear examples of impact on practice were provided. For example, one 
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childminder explained how a Lead Teacher led forest school session at a 

childminder group had led to childminders from the network then 

independently linking up to organise their own outdoor sessions as a group, 

broadening the experiences of children in their care.  

6.3 Schools and Local Authority Maintained Settings  
 

Feedback from schools and local authority maintained settings was less 

consistent than the other provider types cited above. Whilst representatives 

from one nursery school, nursery class and children centre were supportive of 

the current model, the remaining two providers offered the most direct 

challenge to the current model. 

For the Nursery Class, which was part of a Multi-Academy Trust (MAT) the 

current model was presented as important in promoting an ‘early years voice’ 

which they suggested can become lost in whole school decisions. Consistent 

with PVI settings, this was linked to reflection, Early Years Foundation Stage 

specific guidance/signposting and being part of a network. For the other two 

providers who were supportive of the model, reference was made to some 

direct impact within their own settings, but also a view that it was significant 

‘citywide’. For example, one Head Teacher suggested they saw it as ‘a 

strength of Bristol’s early years community’.  

Conversely, the remaining two maintained settings suggested that they felt 

the model offered them limited value for money and had ‘minimal impact’ 

within their setting, on the basis that they already benefitted from well qualitied 

teaching teams. In both cases these providers questioned the equity of the 

funding model, with one conceptualising this as higher quality providers who 

employ teachers and graduates ‘subsiding’ other providers. Both of these 

settings indicated that they felt a model which incentivises quality and 

supports them to pay graduate practitioners and teachers would have more 

impact on quality within their settings. One of the settings indicated that they 

had not engaged with Lead Teacher support for several years, whilst the other 

suggested they saw it as predominantly an ‘audit’ process.  

It is important to note that in both cases some key questions were raised 

about provider understanding of the rationale and objectives for the model. 

For example, one suggested more ‘transparency’ was needed in relation to 

the rationale and costs for the approach when consulting with providers and 

the other suggested that they had limited understanding of how the local 

authority might determine ‘value for money’ of the model.  
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7.0  Conclusions and Recommendations 
 

7.1 Discussion & Conclusions 
 

This report aims to identify local authority representatives’ understanding of the 

rationale and objectives for the current model and to use this to explore the 

perceptions of FEEE providers relating to its value and impact.  

Following dialogue with local authority representatives it is evident that there is a 

clear and logical rationale for the current model and its design, yet noteworthy 

that there is limited citywide provider communication and/or documentation 

which reflects this. Dialogue with the seventeen providers involved in this work, 

indicated that: 

1) There appears to be strong alignment between the local authority aspiration 

for lead teachers to promote a culture of reflection and act as mentors for 

settings, and the experiences of the majority of providers. Most providers 

strongly value their relationships with Lead Teachers and see them as 

‘experts’ who support the development of practice. 

 

2) There appears to be alignment between the local authority’s understanding of 

the current model as protecting quality of provision and the experiences of 

most providers. Providers see the model as providing a ‘safety net’ and value 

the responsive nature of the support, including signposting and advice. In 

addition, some providers make direct links to impacts on key performance 

indicators such as OFSTED judgements and childminder retention. 

 

3) There appears to be more limited alignment between the local authority’s 

understanding of the current model as protecting quality of provision and the 

understanding of some providers. Whilst the varying nature of ‘need’ was 

accepted by some providers, many providers did not consider the approach in 

terms of wider context and for some local authority settings this aspect of the 

system was perceived as inequitable and unclear. 

 

4) There is consistency between the results of previous local authority led 

consultation (3.0) and the more detailed perspectives offered by providers 

here.  

 

5) Based on dialogue with this group of providers, the most noteworthy risks in 

terms of efficiency, and the aspiration for the model to support all providers, 

are: a) that some local authority providers do not perceive the model to offer 

value to their specific setting and b) that many providers are increasingly 

concerned about their capacity to access CPD and cluster meetings.  

Given the scale and scope of this report, it cannot determine the specific impact 

or value for money in relation to these aspects, however the above points 
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indicate that the majority of providers who were interviewed value the current 

model, and significantly, that the reasons for this were often consistent with the 

rationale the local authority outlined for the approach.  

However, it also evident that the ‘citywide’ understanding of the current model, 

held by members of the Bristol City Council Early Years and Childcare Service 

team, does not always directly align with the understanding held by all providers. 

This appears to reflect limitations in previous communication/documentation of 

the rationale and objectives outlined by the local authority. This in turn risks 

limiting the focus of consultation and evaluation of the scheme to provider views 

of direct experience of a specific list of services, in isolation from an 

understanding and conceptualisation of it as citywide system leadership model. 

The decision to apply the Quality Supplement to either workforce qualifications or 

system leadership will inevitably impact different providers in different ways and 

is therefore likely to continue to create debate and questions in future 

consultation. However, future consultation should be informed by a clearer 

shared understanding of the rationale, priorities, and duties of the local authority, 

to support understanding and to meet the national requirement for an ‘open and 

transparent’5 approach.  

 

7.2 Recommendations 
 

This section offers three recommendations relating to the understanding of the 

current model which is outlined in this report: 

Recommendation 1:  A more detailed policy document relating to the current 

System Leadership model should be developed. This document should clearly 

outline the rationale, objectives and process for the current model and the 

measures in place for its continued evaluation. It should be issued to all providers 

in advance of future consultation, to ensure a continued ‘open and transparent’ 

approach.  

Recommendation 2: Consultants involved in coordinating the current model 

should create opportunities for continued dialogue with local authority settings 

who have concerns about the current model and/or are not engaging with it. This 

may be best focused on considering how the current system may better support 

quality in these settings. Whilst there may be perceptions that some of these 

providers do not need Lead Teacher support, the current disconnect here has the 

potential to undermine the stated objective for the model to engage with all 

providers and create a citywide culture and community.  

Recommendation 3: To maximise the potential value of the training/CPD offer 

and the PVI cluster meetings, it may be productive to monitor/review engagement 

                                                           
5 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/early-years-funding-2022-to-2023/early-years-entitlements-
local-authority-funding-of-providers-operational-guide-2022-to-2023 
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and communication and to engage in further dialogue with providers regarding 

access and need/priorities. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


