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House of Lords
Tuesday, 16 June 2015.
2.30 pm
Prayers—read by the Lord Bishop of Birmingham.

Oaths and Affirmations
2.35 pm
Lord Krebs made the solemn affirmation and Lord
Kestenbaum took the oath, and signed an undertaking
to abide by the Code of Conduct.

Women: Domestic Violence
Question
2.36 pm
Asked by Baroness Gale
To ask Her Majesty’s Government what measures
they are undertaking to ensure that women who
have suffered domestic violence and abuse have
access to the legal and emotional support they may
require.
The Minister of State, Home Office (Lord Bates)
(Con): My Lords, tackling domestic violence and abuse
is a core priority for this Government. We have allocated
£7.5 million this year to fund local services, which
provide both legal and emotional support. Our ambition
is to achieve the best possible outcomes for victims.
We will continue to work with courts, police and crime
commissioners, local government and the health service
to make effective decisions to meet those needs.
Baroness Gale (Lab): I thank the Minister for his
response. However, does he agree with me that the
two-year rule on providing evidence for victims of
domestic violence is not working well enough? Does
he also agree that, in line with two recent reports from
the Joint Committee on Human Rights and the
Justice Select Committee, as well as the Law Society
and women’s groups, Regulation 33 of the LASPO
Act 2012 should be amended to ensure that once legal
aid has been granted on evidence of domestic violence,
the certification should remain in force until the
completion of the case, which does not always happen
now, and that there should be discretion regarding the
two-year rule? Bearing that in mind, will the Minister
look at Regulation 33 with a view to amending and
improving it?
Lord Bates: First, I pay tribute to the noble Baroness
for constantly focusing on this issue and holding the
Government to account on it. We can recognise that
some progress has been made on this with the introduction
of the law. Her point about the regulation is well
made, and we will look at it. That matter will be under
review—we are collecting the data from all the forces
at present—and a further report will be issued by the
national oversight group, which is chaired by the
Home Secretary. I will ensure that that point is looked
at and addressed.

Women: Domestic Violence
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Lord Laming (CB): Does the Minister agree, as I
am sure the whole House does, that no child should
experience or witness violence in their own home? Will
the noble Lord use his good offices to ensure that
when the police are called to a family home because of
domestic violence, if children are there that matter is
reported to the child protection agencies, if for no
other reason than to ensure that this is not a standard,
normal pattern of behaviour in that household?
Lord Bates: The noble Lord speaks from great
experience in this area. On the key point of disclosure,
the threshold for disclosure is of course raised significantly
when there are children in the home. I think we all
recognise that there is a greater job of work for the
police to do in making sure that they are trained in
their responses. Further work is going on at the College
of Policing on the specific area of how to handle such
situations. The pilot scheme operating in Hertfordshire
finished two weeks ago, and the reports are very
encouraging.
Baroness Hussein-Ece (LD): My Lords, could the
Minister give an assurance that any woman who needs
legal aid in order to escape an abusive and violent
relationship will be able to access it?
Lord Bates: I can absolutely give that assurance. It
is absolutely right that that should be a priority for
legal aid. In fact, we have gone even further and said
that where there are domestic violence injunction orders,
the £75 court fee is waived as well. It is vital that
people get the help that they need at a time of stress.
Baroness Corston (Lab): My Lords, given that, for a
reasonable proportion of the women in our prisons,
the route there started with domestic violence, does
the Minister agree that it would be cheaper for the
public purse, and much better for women and their
children, for them to receive emotional support during
the incidents of domestic violence rather than ending
up in prison? I remind him that in the previous
Government there was a very good focus on women
who were at risk of offending, and these are often
women who have been victims of domestic violence.
That agenda has been dropped by this Government.
Will he please ensure that such support is given to
these women?
Lord Bates: Actually, with respect to the noble
Baroness, I do not think that it has been dropped. We
have changed the programme, incorporating it into
the work of the troubled families programme, which
we have extended to some 400,000 families and which
has a strong domestic violence focus. On her central
point—that it is better to prevent; to stop people early
on in that journey, which might lead to prison—that is
better for the taxpayer and better for the family all
round.
Baroness Howarth of Breckland (CB): My Lords, I
am sure that the Minister is aware that one of the most
important parts of support for women experiencing
domestic violence is having a secure place to live and
to have their children. For the times when they are not
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[BARONESS HOWARTH OF BRECKLAND]
able to stay in their own homes, is the Minister giving
support to Women’s Aid and other organisations providing
accommodation and emotional support?

in one particular group; it needs to be tackled as a
whole. The HMIC report, which all this work is based
on, is entitled Everyone’s Business—and that is what
it is.

Lord Bates: Yes. We have ring-fenced £40 million
for that in the current spending round. We have announced
an additional £10 million specifically for the refuges—in
addition to the £7.5 million for emotional support that
was mentioned—so we hope that that support is there.
Additionally, wherever possible we want to try to keep
these people in their own home, because they are
victims of violence and should not have their situation
exacerbated by being required to move. That is why
domestic violence prevention orders, keeping the
perpetrator out of the home and the victim in the
home, are such an important part of this.

Housing: Under-occupancy Charge

Baroness Berridge (Con): My Lords, the Metropolitan
Police are currently involved in a wide roll-out of
body-worn video cameras. These should be a vital tool
in enabling prosecutions to be brought that potentially
do not involve the woman or members of the family
having to give evidence. Are Her Majesty’s Government
going to statistically track the prosecutions linked to
body-worn video cameras, so that we can know what
impact that may be having?
Lord Bates: The noble Baroness makes a good
point. This is part of an ongoing trial, as she alluded
to. Once the trial is completed later this year, there will
be an evaluation process, and factors such as how it
has been used in domestic violence situations, in particular,
will be taken into account in deciding how we move
forward.
Baroness Manzoor (LD): My Lords, the ONS figures
demonstrate that last year 1.3 million women and over
700,000 men suffered from domestic violence. There is
a strong link between poverty and domestic violence.
What are the Government doing to tackle that issue?
Lord Bates: That is absolutely right. The figures
that I have are roughly the same: 1.4 million women
and 700,000 men. Clearly, there is a link to people’s
economic situation, their educational achievement and
their overall environment. That is why we have extended
to a further 400,000 families the troubled families
programme, which is having a real impact in this area
in tackling that type of behaviour.
The Lord Bishop of Birmingham: My Lords, domestic
violence against women is one of the largest abuses of
women, not just in the UK but in the world. I would
be interested if the Minister commented on the
Government’s commitment to reaching such a diverse
range of women, in spite of their ethnic background,
religion or location, over the next few years.
Lord Bates: Particular groups, some of which are
on the national oversight board on domestic violence,
chaired by the Home Secretary, are doing a great job
in working in BME communities and tackling this
issue. One such example is Imkhan. However, this
issue is absolutely cross-cutting. It is not predominant

Question
2.44 pm
Asked by Baroness Hollis of Heigham
To ask Her Majesty’s Government what estimate
they have made of the number of those affected by
the social rented sector size criteria who have downsized
into smaller properties.
The Minister of State, Department for Work and
Pensions (Lord Freud) (Con): Across the seven months
betweenMayandDecember2013,around22,000households
affected by the removal of the spare room subsidy
either moved to the private sector or downsized within
the social rented sector. The final independent evaluation
report will be published later this year. This will provide
more up-to-date information on how people are responding
to the policy.
Baroness Hollis of Heigham (Lab): My Lords,
22,000 out of 600,000 people is very few. Most tenants
cannot move, as there are not the small properties; nor
can they afford to stay without going without meals or
going into debt. Some are desperately downsizing
from two-bed social houses at £82 a week to one-bed
private flats at £140 a week. These are of poorer
quality and half the size, but cost almost double the
rent and therefore almost double the benefit bill, which
we all pay for. We are smashing lives. Why are the
Government pursuing such ugly, faulty economics,
and why are they pursuing such pointless cruelty?
Lord Freud: My Lords, looking at the position in
the round, people move from low-cost social housing
to higher-cost private housing, but that allows another
family who may have come out of private housing to
go into social housing. You have to look at the bill as a
whole, and the saving on this particular part of the bill
is running at £0.5 billion a year.
Baroness Eaton (Con): Can the Minister explain
what the Government are doing with housing associations
concerning the removal of the spare room subsidy?
Lord Freud: Local authorities and housing associations
have responded with a range of programmes to manage
the various benefit changes, including this one. It is
instructive to look at the reports and accounts put out
by housing associations. Affinity Sutton says:
“Overall, the impact on us has been less than expected”.

Sovereign says that a team of 12 tenancy support
advisers has kept its arrears low; Midland Heart says
that the year has concluded with arrears continuing to
fall; A2Dominion says that,
“despite welfare reform changes, rent arrears have fallen”;

and Orbit housing group says:
“Our arrears have decreased … despite the impact of the spare
room subsidy”.
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Baroness Sherlock (Lab): My Lords, the Minister
does not have to take the word of my very well-qualified
noble friend Lady Hollis; perhaps he should talk to
the Tory MP Nigel Mills. He highlighted the plight of
tenants who wanted to downsize but could not, so
were hit with higher rents—the very point he is making.
He went on to say:
“It … wasn’t desperately fair on them or desperately good
politically”.

He also said that the bedroom tax caused,
“a lot of grief for what wasn’t the hugest amount of money”.

Or he could talk to Daniel Kawczynski MP, who
called for a “root and branch”review; or David Cameron’s
former speechwriter, Clare Foges, who said of the
bedroom tax:
“It is not working as has been hoped and will remain a fly in
the one-nation ointment”.

She urged the Prime Minister to move on from it. We
keep hearing evidence. Is it not time that the Government
admitted that we all make mistakes and that this one is
a very bad mistake, a very expensive mistake and a
very cruel mistake? Please will they put it right?
Lord Freud: There are signs of people both downsizing
and going into work on a policy that was designed to
save the state £0.5 billion a year and is doing so. One
of the side-effects that is not properly appreciated is
the extraordinary change in the numbers in social
housing who are out of work. They have now reached
the lowest levels that we have ever recorded.
Baroness Maddock (LD): My Lords, it is quite clear
from the Government’s own evidence in the last Parliament
that there are many instances where people in social
housing are unable to downsize—the accommodation
simply is not there. Could I ask the Minister to look
very carefully at the Private Member’s Bill introduced
by the then MP for St Ives, Andrew George, trying to
deal with some of the worst aspects of this now rather
discredited policy?
Lord Freud: There are a substantial number of
homes available each year. There are about 1.4 million
single-bedroom social housing homes and, on the
HomeSwapper site, there are now 55,000 one-bedroom
homes and 142,000 two-bedroom homes to swap into.
Lord Best (CB): My Lords, I congratulate those
housing associations on keeping down their arrears
through very heavy investment and a lot of hard work.
I congratulate the Minister on producing and continuing
to produce large sums of discretionary housing payments,
which have been very important in alleviating some of
the misery caused by the so-called bedroom tax. Will
the Minister confirm that, although they obviously
reduce the savings to the Treasury, the discretionary
housing payments, which have saved a lot of people,
will continue at their current levels or at higher levels
in future?
Lord Freud: The current year figure is running at
£125 million, which is very high and up substantially—by
more than £100 million—on the figures that we were
looking at in 2010. I obviously cannot make any
commitment at this stage on its future levels—that will
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go into a spending review—but clearly this has been
an important way of making sure that this policy goes
in without the kind of impacts that some people were
concerned about.
Baroness Lister of Burtersett (Lab): My Lords, research
published in the Journal of Public Health points to a
disquieting amount of financial hardship as a result of
the bedroom tax, as well as compromised diets, an
impact on physical and mental health, and the disruption
of important social networks. The Minister seems to
think that downsizing is something simple. We are
asking people to downsize from their homes, not just
from housing, and we are disrupting their lives and
networks. Will the Minister think again on this and
take into account that, as my noble friend and many
members of his own party have said, this is a cruel
mistake?
Lord Freud: I am not sure that noble Lords can
have it both ways. Either there is not very much
downsizing or there is too much disruption of networks.
I do not think that both can be argued at the same
time.

Armenia: 1915 Atrocities
Question
2.52 pm
Asked by Baroness Cox
To ask Her Majesty’s Government whether they
have any plans to recognise the killings of Armenians,
Greeks and Assyrians in 1915 as genocide.
The Earl of Courtown (Con): My Lords, Her Majesty’s
Government recognise the terrible suffering inflicted
on the Armenian people and other groups living in the
Ottoman Empire in the early 20th century. While
remembering and honouring the victims of the past,
we believe that the UK’s priority should be to help the
peoples and Governments of Turkey and Armenia to
face their joint history together.
Baroness Cox (CB): My Lords, in thanking the
Minister for his reply, may I ask whether he is aware
that over 20 states have recognised the genocide, including
France, Canada, Poland, Chile and Austria, as well as
the European Parliament and the Welsh Assembly, on
the basis of irrefutable evidence of the systematic
slaughter of 1.5 million Armenians, Greeks and Assyrians?
As His Holiness Pope Francis has emphasised the
necessity of genocide recognition for healing, reconciliation
and moving forward, will Her Majesty’s Government
seriously consider reviewing their position?
The Earl of Courtown: I thank the noble Baroness
for her question and pay tribute to the many visits that
she has made to that part of world. Her Majesty’s
Government are aware of His Holiness the Pope’s
comments during the papal mass to commemorate the
victims of 1915, which was held in Rome. We respect
his view and agree that it is important to face the
lessons of history with courage and do all that we can
to prevent similar atrocities. Her Majesty’s Government
reviewed their position of recognition in 2013 and, at
present, we have no plans to conduct another review.
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Lord Harrison (Lab): My Lords, it is true that it was
genocide that was practised on the Armenians and
other peoples in 1915. Will the Minister reply on the
necessity of bringing together the Armenians and our
colleagues in Turkey in order to find reconciliation?
Will he also report on the conversations that HMG
have had with our Armenian colleagues about the
renewal of their application for closer relations within
the European Union?
The Earl of Courtown: My Lords, I thank the noble
Lord for that question. Lastly he mentioned a report
on the negotiations and conversations with Armenia
and the European Union. I am not aware of those at
present but I shall write to the noble Lord if there is
any further information that I can give him. He also
mentioned how we can bring together the two different
parties, the Armenians and the Turks, and get some
kind of reconciliation going. We are trying to promote
links between Turkey and Armenia in a number of
ways. We have had a successful exchange of Turkish
and Armenian Chevening alumni, who have visited
each others’ countries for the first time. We have also
targeted funding on projects such as CivilNet TV,
which is a media source for Turkey-related news in
Armenia.
Baroness Ludford (LD): My Lords, given the recent
Turkish election results which gave encouraging signals
about openness and pluralism, including the election
of three MPs of Armenian-Turkish identity, will the
Government consider ways in which they can renew
the encouragement of allies, in both Turkey and Armenia,
to set up a joint historical commission? Can they offer
specific ways in which they can support such a commission
to look into the tragic events of 1915, which affected
not only Armenians but other minorities and Turks?
The Earl of Courtown: The noble Baroness is quite
right. As she mentioned, it is particularly pleasing to
see MPs of Armenian background in the Turkish
Parliament. As to getting the different groups together,
our priority should be to promote reconciliation between
the peoples and Governments of Armenia and Turkey
and to enable the two countries to face their joint
history together.
Lord Singh of Wimbledon (CB): My Lords, is the
Government’s response to genocide and human rights
abuse predicated by who does it and where it occurs? I
ask the question because when I raised the issue of the
mass killing of Sikhs in India about a year ago, I was
told that that is a matter for the Indian Government.
The Earl of Courtown: No, I cannot agree with the
noble Lord. I am not aware of the response that was
given concerning the Sikhs in India, and there is
nothing more I can add.
Lord Flight (Con): My Lords, while the treatment of
the Armenians in 1915 is to be condemned absolutely
as genocide, might we be able to persuade Armenia to
withdrawn from those parts of Azerbaijan which it
has been illegally occupying for some 20 years?
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The Earl of Courtown: Someone has whispered in
my ear that I should wish the noble Lord a happy
birthday, but they did not tell me where to look in the
folder. Twenty-one years—I hope this is the right
answer—have now passed since the ceasefire brought
the active phase of the conflict to an end. For over
20 years the parties have not been able to reach a peace
settlement. That has also meant over 20 years of
continued hostility, hatred and suffering. The status
quo is certainly not sustainable.
Lord Bach (Lab): My Lords, anniversaries are
important events. Certainly we in Britain think so, this
being the week of the 800th anniversary of Magna
Carta. However, important as they are and must remain,
surely it is to the present and the future that we must
look. What are Her Majesty’s Government doing to
improve relations between Turkey and Armenia today?
The Earl of Courtown: My Lords, I could not agree
more with the noble Lord—we must look to the
future. I reiterate how important it is that the two
peoples find some form of reconciliation for the future.
I mentioned the various discussions between Turkish
and Armenian Chevening alumni and CivilNet TV,
which is a media source. In addition we have supported
an initiative of our Armenian NGO to publish a book
of personal stories from survivors about Turks who
saved the lives of Armenians during the massacres and
deportations of 1915.

Eritrea
Question
2.59 pm
Asked by Lord Alton of Liverpool
To ask Her Majesty’s Government what assessment
they have made of the UN Commission of Inquiry
Report that found that crimes against humanity
have been committed in Eritrea, and of the impact
of such crimes on the exodus of refugees from that
country.
The Earl of Courtown (Con): My Lords, we are
concerned by the commission’s findings that widespread
human rights violations are being committed in Eritrea
and that these may constitute crimes against humanity.
We have made clear to the Government of Eritrea that
they must honour their international obligations and
that improved respect for human rights is required to
stem the flow of irregular migration.
Lord Alton of Liverpool (CB): My Lords, does the
noble Earl see the connection between crimes against
humanity, which include rape, torture and extra-judicial
killings, and the 300,000 Eritreans who have fled that
country? We see pictures every day on our TV screens
of people taking to the high seas and even facing
execution by beheading by ISIS as they try to escape
via Libya. Given that connection, must we not tackle
this problem at the root and ensure that regimes like
that of Afwerki in Eritrea are hauled before the
International Criminal Court and held to account
for their actions? Will the noble Earl tell us, therefore,
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why we have agreed a package—via the EU—of
£300 million in aid to Eritrea which requires nothing
to be done about these human rights violations?
The Earl of Courtown: My Lords, I thank the noble
Lord for his question. We certainly agree that a
comprehensive plan is needed to tackle migration.
That means greater engagement with source countries
to address why migrants leave in the first place, through
development aid addressing human rights abuses and
tackling conflict. We have stepped up bilateral engagement
with Eritrea to that end. We have also made it clear to
the Government of Eritrea that they must honour
their international obligations and that improved respect
for human rights is needed to stem the flow of irregular
migration. We keep the human rights situation in
Eritrea under close scrutiny and will discuss the
commission’s conclusions at the UN Human Rights
Council on 23 June.
Baroness Kinnock of Holyhead (Lab): My Lords,
when I first visited Eritrea in 1988 during the 30-year
Ethiopian-Eritrean war, people suffered terribly, as
they do now. Twenty-four years after independence,
the dictator Isaias Afwerki rules, and at last the UN
has said, as I am sure the Minister knows, that he has a
regime that runs through terror, not through law.
Having presumably read the UN report, does the
Minister not agree that the Eritrean tyranny is on a
par with that of North Korea and should be treated
accordingly by the United Kingdom and by the
international community?
The Earl of Courtown: The noble Baroness, Lady
Kinnock, having visited that country, is certainly very
aware of the terrible things that have happened there.
We are deeply concerned by the commission’s report
published on 8 June. We are reviewing its findings
carefully and will discuss next steps with international
partners at the UN Human Rights Council on 23 June.
At this stage, the commission has not concluded that
crimes against humanity are taking place; it has called
for further investigation into whether this is the case.
One problem is that the commission was not allowed
into Eritrea in the first place.
Lord Wallace of Saltaire (LD): My Lords, there
have been consistent reports of gun-running from
Eritrea to Somalia, Sudan and other such places and
destabilisation of some of the surrounding countries.
What discussions have Her Majesty’s Government, or
their European colleagues, had with the African Union
about the extent to which Eritrea is actively destabilising
the region?
The Earl of Courtown: A number of meetings have
been arranged between the African Union and the EU
under the Khartoum process, which the noble Lord
will be aware of. There will be a further meeting later
in the autumn when more of these matters will be
discussed.
Lord Marlesford (Con): My Lords, now that the
Prime Minister has said on 3 June that,
“we need to break the link between getting on a boat and
achieving residence in Europe”,—[Official Report, Commons,
03/06/15; col. 583.]
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and has called for arrangements to be made for the
possibility of returning illegal immigrants to Africa,
will Her Majesty’s Government start negotiations in
the Security Council to get a United Nations mandate
to establish in Africa—preferably somewhere in Libya—a
holding area to which people can be returned and
where they can be decently treated and properly assessed
as to what should happen to them next?
The Earl of Courtown: My noble friend is quite
right that people should be decently treated. From
what has been happening, it is obvious that they are
not being decently treated. I will pass his question on
the UN Security Council to the department. As I have
said, we have to cut the link in Eritrea. The Eritreans
have said that they will keep their national service only
for 18 months. Also, all the young men—up to 200 a
day—are leaving Eritrea, so the workforce is disappearing.
Lord Collins of Highbury (Lab): My Lords, picking
up on that point, there is evidence that national service
conscripts are being deployed as labour in foreign-owned
mines. Will the Minister support an ILO investigation
and intervention on such claims of forced labour?
The Earl of Courtown: As the noble Lord is aware,
Eritrea is very much a closed country. I was not aware
of the forced labour incidents. I will of course pass
this on to the department and, if there is any more
information that I can give him, I will write to him.
Lord Elton (Con): My Lords, what has become of
the last lot of Christians unfortunately intercepted by
ISIL on their way to the Mediterranean?
The Earl of Courtown: My Lords, as I understand
it, ISIL has intercepted a group of Christian Eritreans.
Her Majesty’s Government are aware of reports of
these nationals, 86 in number, who were abducted in
Libya on 3 June by the Islamic State of Iraq and the
Levant. We have no further information at this time of
what is happening. We have seen appalling acts of
terror inside Libya, including the targeting of others
because of their faith. At the moment, there is no
further information, but we will be watching closely.

Regulation of Health and Social Care
Professions Etc. Bill [HL]
First Reading
3.07 pm
A Bill to require Her Majesty’s Government to introduce
a Bill to regulate health and social care professions.
The Bill was introduced by Lord Hunt of Kings Heath,
read a first time and ordered to be printed.

Cities and Local Government Devolution
Bill [HL]
Order of Consideration Motion
3.07 pm
Moved by Baroness Williams of Trafford
That it be an instruction to the Committee of the
Whole House to which the Cities and Local
Government Devolution Bill [HL] has been committed
that they consider the bill in the following order:

Cities and Local Government Devolution
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Clause 1, Schedule 1, Clauses 2 and 3, Schedule 2,
Clauses 4 to 7, Schedule 3, Clauses 8 to 11, Schedule 4,
Clauses 12 to 14, Title.

Motion agreed.

Psychoactive Substances [HL]
Order of Consideration Motion
3.07 pm
Moved by Lord Bates
That it be an instruction to the Committee of the
Whole House to which the Psychoactive Substances
Bill [HL] has been committed that they consider the
bill in the following order:
Clauses 1 to 3, Schedule 1, Clauses 4 to 36,
Schedule 2, Clauses 37 to 52, Schedule 3, Clauses 53
and 54, Schedule 4, Clauses 55 to 57, Title.
Motion agreed.

Childcare Bill [HL]
Second Reading
3.08 pm
Moved by Lord Nash
That the Bill be now read a second time.
TheParliamentaryUnder-Secretaryof State,Department
for Education (Lord Nash) (Con): My Lords, I am
delighted to be opening the Second Reading debate of
the Childcare Bill. I welcome the support for the aims
of this legislation and the level of interest and engagement
from noble Lords. There is tremendous expertise and
experience in this House on these matters. Last night,
my honourable friend the Minister for Childcare and I
were pleased to have the opportunity to discuss these
issues with members of the Select Committee on Affordable
Childcare, which has done such important work in this
area. I pay tribute to that work and the leadership of
the noble Lord, Lord Sutherland, in particular.
The Government’s long-term economic plan is focused
on ensuring that working people have a chance to get
on, offering them security and opportunity at every
stage of their lives. We know that, for many families
with young children, childcare is not an issue—it is the
issue. Many parents want to go back to work or work
more hours, but find the costs of childcare unaffordable.
The Government want to reward hard-working families
by reducing their childcare bill.
As the Family and Childcare Trust has said:
“The Childcare Bill is great news for working parents and the
doubling of the hours of free childcare will make a really big
difference to many families. We look forward to working with the
Government on the development of the detail around the Bill”.

It is also pleasing to see the support for the Bill from
parents. The National Day Nurseries Association’s
chief executive, Purnima Tanuku, said that a poll of
parents carried out by Netmums shows that the
Government’s offer of more childcare is,
“wanted and needed and already eagerly anticipated”.
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She said:
“The survey also suggests that reform will encourage more
parents to work more hours, bringing the economic boost the
Government wants. There could also be a knock-on effect that
grandparents, freed up from childcare, may also look for more
work”.

Access to childcare is not a luxury but is essential
for families in Britain and it is a crucial investment in
this country’s economic future. As Vicky Redwood, an
economist at Capital Economics, said recently, the
plan to double free childcare for three and four year-olds
of working parents should help boost employment
rates by enabling more parents, especially women, to
return to work. She said:
“Fifteen hours is probably not really enough for someone to
do even a decent part-time job, whereas 30 hours is, so it could
have a disproportionate effect in supporting women who want to
go back to work”.

Many in this House worked on the Childcare Act 2006.
I pay tribute to the noble Baroness, Lady Hughes, and
others in this place. It was game-changing in its time
and the world has continued to change for parents and
children. The employment rate has increased consistently
for women with children aged under five. The recent
Labour Force Survey shows that the long-term
employment rate for this group has risen over the last
two decades from 49% in 1996 to 61% in 2014.
Our business and our economy depend on working
parents and those parents depend on access to safe,
high-quality childcare. The Childcare and Early Years
Survey of Parents tells us that 22% of working couples
found it difficult or very difficult to pay for childcare;
for lone working parents that rises even higher to
38%. The Government have responded to these challenges.
We have made childcare more flexible and affordable
so that pressure is taken off household budgets, helping
families to be financially secure and able to plan for
the future.
In the previous Parliament we increased the free
entitlement for three and four year-olds from 12.5 hours
a week to 15 hours a week. Take-up of this offer is
consistently more than 95%. We introduced a new free
entitlement for the 40% most disadvantaged two year-olds
and we legislated for tax-free childcare, which will save
up to 1.8 million families up to £2,000 per child on
their annual childcare bill. We are also introducing
universal credit, which includes an element to support
parents with their childcare costs, even if they work
only a few hours a week. On top of this, we introduced
a new entitlement for mothers and fathers to share
parental leave.
The Government already invest around £5 billion
per annum to support parents with childcare. With
this new entitlement working families will receive more
childcare support than ever before, creating a saving
for families of more than £2,500 a year per child and
making more high-quality provision available for
parents. The Bill takes that support even further. The
Government are delivering their commitment to
supporting people at every stage of their lives and
reducing the cost of childcare by providing an
extra 15 hours of free childcare for hard-working
families. I wish to reassure noble Lords that the new
entitlement will not impact on parents’ ability to access
the current 570 hours of free early education per year
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for all three and four year-olds. The Bill will guarantee
working parents a total of 1,140 hours of free childcare
per year.
The Bill places a duty on the Secretary of State to
secure that childcare is available free of charge for
qualifying children of working parents for, or for a
period equivalent to, 30 hours in each of 38 weeks in
any year. Parents will have the chance, and most
importantly the choice, to work before they have to
pay for childcare. I am sure noble Lords will be
pleased to hear that I can confirm that the definition
of “working” has been determined to include: working
parents with children aged three and four; where parents
are working part time or full time, the only requirement
is that each parent is working the equivalent of eight
hours per week, which is the same threshold as the
tax-free childcare scheme; the entitlement can be accessed
by parents who are employed or self-employed; and
lone parents who are working to support their families.
The Government have also made clear their intention
to roll out the entitlement in certain areas from September
2016 in advance of full implementation from 2017.
The regulation-making powers in the Bill enable the
Secretary of State to have sufficient flexibility to do so.
Noble Lords have my reassurance that it is, of course,
of paramount importance to the Government, as it is
for parents, that the additional hours are delivered in
safe and secure settings. We have improved early years
qualifications and encouraged high-quality entrants
to the profession, and it is encouraging to see that in
the recent DfE Childcare and Early Years Providers
Survey, between 2008 and 2013 the proportion of full
daycare staff with at least a level 3 qualification grew
from 75% to 87%. By improving the quality of those
entering the workforce, parents can have confidence in
the people supporting the learning of our youngest
children.
The quality and affordability of childcare has been
of great interest to this House, notably the work of the
Select Committee on Affordable Childcare, and I was
delighted to discuss this with members of that committee
last night and the Minister for Childcare, Sam Gyimah.
In addition to increasing the available hours of free
childcare, we recognise that it is crucial that parents
are able to easily access information about childcare
and other services in their area. We want to ensure
that parents are able to access such information through
a range of sources and this is why, through the Bill, we
will require local authorities to publish information
which will support parents to make informed choices
about childcare. Let me reassure noble Lords that the
childcare sector is healthy, vibrant and growing. Eightythree per cent of providers are rated good or outstanding
by Ofsted, up from 69% in 2009. There are around
230,000 more childcare places than in 2009—a
12% increase—and there has been a significant increase
in the take-up of childcare provision in low and middleincome areas. The noble Baroness, Lady Jones, has
previously quoted a figure of 40,000 fewer childcare
places between 2009 and 2014. I would like to clarify
that this figure excludes the growth of childcare provision
in the maintained schools sector, which has contributed
greatly to ensuring that parents have access to flexible,
affordable and high-quality childcare.
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Over the last five years we have worked closely with
the profession to help raise its status, and as a result
the number of staff has increased, they are better
paid, and more providers are rated good or outstanding.
However, we are not complacent. That is why we are
committed to working to raise the status of the profession
further and increase the average funding rate that
providers receive—a move that has been welcomed by
the providers. Noble Lords will understand that it is
important that the hourly rate for the childcare entitlement
strikes the right balance between being fair for providers
as well as delivering value for money to the taxpayer.
We are addressing the concern that has been highlighted
by the sector and have already committed to increasing
the average funding rates. To get this right, my honourable
friend the Minister for Childcare is leading a review of
the cost of providing childcare. I am delighted to
confirm that, as he set out in the other place yesterday,
this is already under way. It is extremely important
that we get this review right and so we will appoint
external experts to contribute to and validate the
review. So that the views of providers and parents are
reflected, we have issued a call for evidence which can
be accessed via Directgov. The review will report in the
autumn.
The system needs to work for parents. It is of the
utmost importance that we take the time to listen to
the views of parents and providers, and we will be
consulting them about the features of a system which
best meets their needs. The additional entitlement will
be delivered in a way that is flexible, affordable and
high quality for parents, and the Bill enables the
Government to set out further details in secondary
legislation once we have listened to parents and providers.
I intend to share more details of that consultation
with your Lordships in Committee.
I hope that the principles behind the Bill are ones
that everyone in the House will support. The measures
in the Bill will have a direct and significant impact on
the lives of children and families across the country so
it is right that it is subjected to the most thorough
scrutiny and debate. I look forward to listening to the
debate and I look forward to working with your
Lordships on the Bill.
Lord Richard (Lab): My Lords, before the noble
Lord sits down, perhaps he can help me with a point
that is slightly worrying me. According to Clause 1(2):
“‘Qualifying child of working parents’ means a young child
who … is in England”.

According to Clause 4:
“This Act extends to England and Wales only”.

Does it extend to Wales? Is it the Government’s intention
that the Act shall apply in Wales? I had thought it was
a devolved matter.
Lord Nash: The noble Lord raises a very good point
and I hope by the end of the debate to be able to give
the reason why it is so stated in the Bill. I beg to move.
3.21 pm
Baroness Jones of Whitchurch (Lab): My Lords, I
thank the Minister for the very clear way in which he
set out his aspirations for the Bill. They are aspirations
we share, and we hope to work collaboratively as far as
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possible to make the offer of 30 hours’ free childcare
for all working parents of three and four year-olds a
reality. However, as the Minister knows, the devil is in
the detail and, sadly, we are being massively constrained
in our scrutiny role because of the lack of fairly
crucial information today.
First, a great deal of excellent analysis has already
been prepared for us in the form of the Lords Select
Committee report, Affordable Childcare, which we
debated just before the election but has yet to have a
formal government response. That would have enabled
us to have a better quality discussion today. Secondly,
as the Minister said, the Government have launched a
rather crucial funding review to ensure that providers
can be properly recompensed for the free places they
supply, and they have separately launched a consultation
with parents and carers. The outcomes of both reviews
are fundamental to the success of the scheme and yet,
as far as we can see, they will not be available until the
Bill has long left this House. Thirdly, as the Bill is
constructed, it subsumes all the detail of the proposals
into secondary legislation, which we have not yet seen,
and it is not clear whether we are intended to see the
draft regulations before we start to scrutinise the Bill
in detail.
I am taking the Prime Minister and the Minister at
face value when they say that they want this to be a
flagship policy which transforms childcare provision
and helps hundreds of thousands of parents back to
work. Equally, I am sure they were committed to the
previous policy of providing 15 hours’ free childcare.
But as the Lords Select Committee report shows, there
has been very little evaluation of the impact of that
policy and whether it achieved its intended outcomes.
We do not have the previous evaluation, we do not
have the funding formula and we do not have the draft
regulations. This all begs the inevitable question of
why the Bill is being rushed through, when a little bit
more time and preparation might have delivered a
popular and workable scheme. Unless the noble Lord
is able to provide some reassurances on the availability
of that documentation today, we believe there is a
strong case for delaying the future stages of the Bill
until the information is available and we are able to
carry out our responsibilities effectively.
In the mean time, I would like to raise the following
issues. First, I would like to clarify how much this
policy is currently estimated to cost. I understand that
a review is taking place but it would be helpful to
know the baseline calculations. When the Children’s
Minister gave evidence to the Lords Select Committee,
he was asked about the prospect of increasing the free
offer, which was then 15 hours, to 25 hours a week. He
said:
“Going from something like 15 hours to 25 hours would cost
an extra £1.5 billion at least”.

Meanwhile, the Minister stated in response to an Oral
Question on 3 June that the new proposals for 30 hours
are currently estimated to cost £350 million. Clearly,
there is a huge disparity here, so can the noble Lord
tell us who is right? Can he explain the basis of the
calculation and the estimated take-up among working
parents?
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Secondly, there is concern about where the money
will come from. Again, the noble Lord was quoted as
saying that it would be paid for by,
“reducing the tax relief on pensions for those earning more than
£150,000 a year”.—[Official Report, 3/6/15; col. 412.]

Can he confirm whether this is still the case, and what
happens if the funding review makes it clear that
childcare providers need to be paid more to keep the
service afloat? Where will those additional funds come
from? Can he reassure us that other children’s services
budgets in the department will not be raided to fund
the extra costs? Can he also reassure us that local
authorities will not be expected to fund the increased
provision without a commensurate increase in their
dedicated school grant allocation?
Thirdly, even if an acceptable formula to fund the
additional free hours can be found, it is doubtful
whether the sector has the capacity or desire to expand
its provision, particularly at short notice. The Children’s
Minister admitted as much in his evidence. When
asked about the private voluntary and independent
sector, he said:
“I am not sure that providers necessarily want to deliver 25 hours
of state-subsidised childcare, because it limits their ability to offer
other childcare that may come to them at a higher rate, to be
brutally honest”.

I suspect that this might be right. It is a real
challenge for the success of the policy, so does the
noble Lord agree with his colleague, the Children’s
Minister, on this matter?
Meanwhile, we have to face the fact that capacity in
the maintained sector is in a minority, and is dwindling.
A recent report of the British Association for Early
Childhood Education claimed that there are now 49 local
authorities in England without a single maintained
nursery school, and a recent FOI survey found that
nearly half of councils said that they would not have
enough places to meet the last government offer of
places for disadvantaged two year-olds—let alone the
new provision now being planned. We are all well
aware that the most logical area for expansion, which
would be the growth of nurseries attached to schools,
will be considerably hampered by the pressure on
accommodation in primary schools caused by the
increase in school rolls. So can the Minister share his
thinking on how the capacity can be expanded, both
in the PVI and the public sectors?
Fourthly, we have debated many times in this Chamber
the importance of quality early years provision for
child development and children’s future achievement.
The evidence is compelling and the arguments
overwhelming; I do not need to repeat them today.
However, there is a concern that this policy has moved
too far away from a focus on child development and is
targeted instead solely at getting parents back to work.
Of course there is some crossover in these objectives
but if we are serious about tackling the attainment
gap, we should be concentrating on providing quality
childcare at a younger age. We should also ensure that
children in the most deprived communities receive the
best childcare when, sadly, the opposite is currently
the case. It would be helpful if the Minister indicated
whether he shares the objective of getting the best
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quality provision to those in deprived communities,
and what policies the Government are pursuing to
achieve this.
Meanwhile, the need to improve the training and
qualifications of nursery staff remains paramount. In
replying to the debate before the Recess on the affordable
childcare report the noble Baroness, Lady Garden,
said that parts of the Nutbrown report into training
were still “under review” by the Government. I would
be grateful if the noble Lord updated us on how that
implementation is going.
Finally, detailed questions remain on the definition
of working parents and who will qualify for the additional
hours. Does it have to be one working parent or two?
What about lone parents, people in training or people
actively seeking work who need time to job hunt?
What about grandparents and carers? Can those working
flexible or zero hours average out their employment
history to qualify? What about parents of disabled
children who need extra support? These are just some
of the issues we want to explore in more detail as the
Bill progresses through the Lords, and there is a strong
sense of frustration among all those interested in this
issue that we have so many unanswered questions at
this stage. It feels like we are starting with a blank
script when we want to debate a fully formed policy,
and while we understand the need for the parents’
consultation, the funding review and a pilot scheme,
we are not prepared to hand over the detail of the
policy to a series of negative and affirmative resolutions
which may or may not have the parliamentary scrutiny
they deserve. I hope the noble Lord can clarify when
the information we have requested will become available,
and that he will consider postponing debate on the Bill
if our legitimate request cannot be met. We want the
policy to succeed and to play our part in shaping the
details to make it a success. In this spirit, I look
forward to working with the noble Lord on a much
more detailed set of proposals in the weeks ahead.
3.31 pm
Baroness Pinnock (LD): My Lords, of course we
very much welcome the basis of this Bill, which is the
additional 15 hours a week of free childcare for three
and four year-olds whose families are in work. However,
as the noble Baroness has just said, the devil is very
much in the detail of this offer. I have four broad areas
of concern: funding—there must be sufficient funding
allocated to cover the cost of a high quality offer;
flexibility—to really help working families, there must
be flexibility built in to the offer; focus—childcare
provision must be primarily for the benefit of the
child; and fairness—this provision must be of equal
benefit to low-income and higher-income families.
Our concerns are the four Fs—funding, flexibility,
focus and fairness. I want to expand on each of these
issues.
On funding, one of the key concerns is that the
Government provide adequate levels of funding for
the scheme. On this, sadly, the Bill is completely silent.
However, we know that the manifesto commitment
was for an additional £350 million. I hope that this is
one manifesto pledge that will be broken. Even combined
with the estimated lower demand for the tax-free
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childcare and a transfer of any of those savings, the
scheme appears to be grossly underfunded. This potentially
underfunded proposal is then subject to the unfair
vagaries of the early years funding element of the
local government grant. Consequently, some council
areas will have the double hit of the combination of an
inadequate funding package that is then unfairly divided.
This leads to private providers making up for losses
incurred on the free offer by charging highly inflated
rates for hours outside of the scheme. One parent told
me that he pays £8.36 an hour for these extra hours for
a non-London nursery. The Government are undertaking
a funding review which may report before the end of
the year. However, that does not help us in our
consideration of the Bill or, more to the point, the
parents and children who will want to know what
quality of childcare will be provided.
The second concern I have is flexibility. The needs
of parents and carers who are working are many and
varied. Many women, particularly, often have two,
three or even four short-hour jobs in cleaning and
catering. Their needs are often for childcare to meet
early-morning shift working and for after-school cleaning
jobs. Often jobs in this area of the labour market are
unstable both in terms of hours worked and in length
of contract, so having a flexible offer is vital for both
the child and the parent. Then there is the constant
pressure on parents to find childcare in the school
holidays. This can be very expensive. One mother of
three children has told me that it costs her £2,000 in
childcare during the six-week holiday. Even with the
tax-free childcare, her costs will be £1,600. I have
asked parents to let me know their comments on the
flexibility provided—or not provided—in the Bill. They
have said that being able to spread the 30 hours per
week over 52 weeks rather than the 38-week school
year would be of enormous benefit. I urge the Minister
to consider that proposal.
I have considerable concerns about the Bill’s focus,
which seems to be on providing the means to
encourage more women into the workforce. That in
itself may be a laudable aim, but these are children’s
lives we are dealing with and the primary focus of
attention must be the impact on their lives, not just
an economic argument about the labour market. I
urge the Government to make adjustments to the
Bill so that it becomes child centred. Making that
change would change the thrust of the debate towards
focusing on the quality and type of provision. We
know that poor-quality childcare can actually damage
a child’s development. An underfunded scheme may
well result in lower quality, but the thrust of any
childcare provision, especially that funded by the
Government, must surely be to provide care of the
highest quality. Focusing on the needs of children
would force consideration of the effect of spending
30 hours in an institutional setting and thought about
the potential benefits of childcare being shared between
different providers. Wraparound care also needs to be
thought through. A parent who may well need care
from, say, 8 am until 6 pm will need more than
provision that is just school based. Private providers
are understandably reluctant to provide care just for
an hour or so each side of the school day. It does not
add up, for them, to a successful business model.
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I hope the Minister will be able to give us categoric
assurances that the Bill will put the needs of the child
first and foremost.
Finally, fairness needs to be at the heart of the Bill,
and I am not convinced that it is: fairness to parents
trying to juggle work and parental responsibilities,
when they are in jobs that may last only a few months;
fairness in defining the eligibility, so that parents in
education or training also qualify; fairness to the child
in ensuring that the free childcare is of a high quality;
and fairness for children with disabilities and from
dysfunctional families through actively encouraging
their take-up of any offer which is adjusted to meet
their specific needs. It is, therefore, only when we see
the detailed regulation and, importantly, the funding
package that we will be able to be certain that this
measure will be positive both for children and their
carers.

3.39 pm
Lord Sutherland of Houndwood (CB): My Lords,
many of us are very pleased to see the Minister back in
his place. Following a time of new Governments and
reshuffles, we are reassured, and the evidence of that
showed last evening when we had a very good discussion,
which the Minister chaired, on how we might take
things forward. I welcome the Bill, just as the Minister
generously welcomed the 2006 Bill from the previous
Government. It is a sign that Governments of all hues
want to see progress in this area, and that is a very
substantial move forward. It is a welcome development
and we look forward to taking this Bill further down
the line.
However, to mirror some of the remarks of the
noble Baroness, Lady Jones, when I saw the Bill I was
reminded of a comment by the great Danish philosopher,
Søren Kierkegaard. After noticing a review of one of
his books, he referred to it as, “somewhat of a review
and something of a breathless shriek”; and, although
it would not be a full and adequate description of the
Bill, I wondered whether there was just a hint of that
in the speed at which we are accelerating down the
road. However, I would like to say, “So far so good”,
as the direction in which we are travelling is a good
one. I welcome the Bill very warmly as a sign of the
Government’s commitment, manifested in their preelection statements.
The first clause, which I approve very much and
support, shows the Government’s commitment to move
and will secure something essentially worth while. The
rest of the Bill is a series of regulations and definitions.
Finally, in Clause 3, the requirement of a duty to
publish information about the service is very good,
and, again, I support that. I also support the activity
that has been outlined to us being now undertaken by
the Government: a review of funding and a consultation
with those who will be affected most by the Bill. That
is very welcome and very important. There is, however,
a question of timing and of the availability of the
outcome of both of those reviews, which I hope will
be public documents available to all Members of the
House. In the proposed timetable that was indicated to
us, I especially welcome the use of pilot projects. We
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have often let down good political intention without
piloting the practice and the practicality to ensure that
we do not have unintended consequences.
The Bill, as it stands, shows real and worthwhile
commitment, but there is a list of “to do” jobs. I have a
file at home labelled “Jobs to be done as soon as
possible”. Unfortunately, it grows faster than it diminishes.
There is a risk here that the jobs to be done will grow
faster before the Bill has finally passed through both
these Houses. I want to mention some of the issues
that we have rehearsed informally and that were laid
out in the report of the Select Committee.
The first issue relates to funding. The review is
welcome, but the outcome of that review will have to
answer some very specific and difficult questions. For
example, evidence was provided to the Select Committee
that the allowance paid for the current so-called “free”
childcare is not adequate to support the system. Those
who are in the private sector are finding it hard—and
we did not think, “Well, they would say that, wouldn’t
they?”—to ensure that they can continue the service.
They will be expected not only to continue the service
but to expand it. Of course, it means doubling the
number of hours available, and it is doubling it by
taking away one of the routes by which the current
service is funded.
The private providers tell us that how they square
the books is to offer additional hours at an increased
price. Of course, these hours will now be provided
free—a good thing in itself, but there may well be an
unintended consequence. We need to know how carefully
that is being scrutinised. Will the Minister undertake
further scrutiny of the possibility of an unintended
consequence? The current funding covers pay costs at
the current level. Will adequate pay be available to
attract the additional number of carers that will be
necessary to run the system and, indeed, to improve
the quality? We hope that these carers will have additional
background, training and qualifications. Ofsted and
others have argued that the danger is that the lowestquality provision is in the areas where care is most
needed, and it is important to pay attention to that
detail.
The Select Committee was concerned about the
Government’s awareness of the need to co-ordinate
strategy, and we asked a number of questions about
this. I remind noble Lords that at least three government
departments were involved: the Department for Education
and Skills, the department responsible for employment
and, of course, the Treasury. All three departments
have to co-ordinate responses to some of these questions,
not least the funding review. However, the issue is not
simply about money; it is about objectives. Again, I
think that this point has been raised.
There are two main objectives, as we saw it in this
Bill and in possible other legislation. First, there is the
development of the child, to make sure that all children
entering primary school have the capacity, the opportunity
and the background necessary to benefit from it.
Clearly, many children arrive at school from the early
years unprepared for what is involved in the process of
education and learning, as primary school teachers
will tell you. This provision in the Bill, enhancing
provision already there, should help with that; it is a
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major objective, and certainly one to which the Select
Committee paid a lot of time. The second main objective
for the Government is to maximise choice and opportunity
for many married couples who wish to increase, start
or extend their working lives. Sometimes it is not
simply a wish but a necessity.
Those two objectives are both marvellous, and I am
sure that all Members of the House will approve of
them, but reconciling them would be difficult, because,
as we stress in the committee’s report, there are some
hard choices in how you spend money. A limited sum
is available at the end of the day; which way is it going
to be weighted? For example, employers would like
10 hours a day, because that is how you ensure that
somebody has time to go to the nursery or playgroup,
do eight hours work, collect their children and go
home. However, although that may well suit employers,
on the evidence that we have it is not the best way in
which to provide for the enhancement of the children
in the groups in question. So there is a question of
reconciling different objectives.
The evidence that we have is that child development
is best enhanced by a more modest daily provision—rather
than 10 hours a day for three days, having six hours a
day over five days. From all the evidence, that seems to
be the best way in which to prepare children for future
schooling and to maximise the opportunities that they
otherwise would not have.
Equally, there is the question of how many weeks in
the year funding is available for. It is put at 38 weeks,
which is a generous extension—but many employers
will find 38 weeks in the year an inadequate basis for
planning employment and the development of the
company. Could this be looked at so that, in appropriate
cases, provision could be extended?
The question for the Government that the Select
Committee proposed is: what forum is available to
analyse and consider these competing elements in
government policy? We would like to hear from the
Minister the extent to which there is a cross-government
committee or interdepartmental work going on to
deal with these quite tricky detailed problems.
There are other specific issues, and I am sure they
will be raised by Members of the House as the debate
goes on. We asked the Government to look at prioritising
expenditure. This is based on the work of the IFS on
extending childcare provision to 15 hours. The IFS
estimated that,
“12,000 additional women moved into work as a result of the
policy, mostly working fewer than 30 hours a week … but, at over
£65,000 per extra person employed”.

Looked at as a financial provision, that is perhaps not
the best way to spend government money creating
jobs. We desperately ask the Government to take a
detailed look at that sort of question.
That being said, I stress again that I welcome the
Bill and the initiative, but I hope we have time to go
into some of these questions in some detail before it
leaves this House.
3.51 pm
The Lord Bishop of Durham: My Lords, in welcoming
the general intent of this Bill, I wish to raise a number
of concerns. It seems to me that there are already
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several common threads in what is being said. It may
well be that they will be addressed—they will need to
be—in the secondary legislation, but to be able fully to
support the Bill I believe this House needs some
assurances regarding these concerns. In raising them, I
wish to point out that I have consulted some who are
engaged in this work already, and also those for whom
it is intended to be a benefit—parents and, indeed,
grandparents.
The first concern is the 38-week period. I recognise
this is the pattern already established and ties in neatly
with schools being among the key providers, either
directly or by others using their premises. However,
most working parents have only four to six weeks’
holiday per year, so they need childcare provision for
46 to 48 weeks a year. They end up having to pay for
eight to 10 weeks. Potentially, providers under the new
arrangements might insist that it is 30 hours for the
whole year. That would mean doubling the costs in
school holiday periods for those working parents.
That would certainly prove to be a financial difficulty.
It would certainly mean that the extra help of the
30 hours in the 38 weeks is reduced by eight to
10 weeks’ worth. So I have two questions for the
Minister. Will the regulations make it clear that providers
offering childcare outside the 38 weeks will not be able
to insist that parents take up 30 hours each week in
those other weeks? Alternatively, can the Minister
confirm that, as I think he indicated in his opening
speech, parents will be allowed to spread their entitlement
of 1,140 hours per year over either a 48 or even a
52-week period? If it is 48 weeks, it amounts to almost
exactly 24 hours per week.
The second concern is the capacity for providing all
these extra hours. Let me illustrate. A Baptist church
in the East Midlands noted:
“Many providers are not in purpose built facilities and will
have to consider that children may need a sleep due to being on
site for more hours. We would also need to provide meals–possibly
hot, and neither facility is necessarily available”.

It asked whether help would be given help to pay for
new equipment to supply that sleeping and catering
facility. On a different issue, a nursery in east London
wrote:
“Our nursery is almost 100% funded children only accessing
their 15 hours. There are 45 children in the morning and 45 in the
afternoon. We are at capacity so currently can offer 90 children a
place. If all the children qualified for 30 hours we could not
increase capacity further so we would only be able to take
45 children instead of 90 therefore effectively halving the amount
of places we have to offer to local children. Financially it would
make no difference to us but for parents their choice will be
reduced”.

The doubling of provision will create major issues
of capacity. There is some time for those to be addressed,
but this House needs assurance that serious thought
has been given to how this doubling of capacity will be
handled, remembering that many providers use church
and community halls and that the hours they already
have may be the maximum that the hall owners can
offer. Some will simply not be able to extend to 30 hours
in their current premises. Will they be helped to find
and establish new premises, or will they have to close?
If the latter, the diversity of types of provision available
to parents at present will be in serious jeopardy, which
will be a weakening of the policy, not a strengthening
of it.
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Thirdly, there is the financing of this increased
provision. Here is a comment from a provider in east
London boroughs:
“We have 5 nurseries generally in the PVI sector … the
funding for 3 & 4 year olds is already not covering the cost and we
rely on parents wanting/needing more than 15 hours who will pay
an hourly rate that makes up the difference. In 3 out of 5 of the
nurseries this doesn’t really happen and parents just take 15 hours
free care. 30 hours a week free will really put a strain on our finances”.

I already noted concerns about capital costs. There is
an added concern about proper salaries. The same east
London provider comments:
“Our Nurseries are all in London boroughs, we are trying so
hard to get to a point where we can pay London living wage
£9.15 ph to all our staff meaning an increase in all salaries to
differentiate qualification etc but hourly funding rate of as little
as £3.56 leaves little room for manoeuvre”.

While I recognise that this increased provision is already
a major call on the public purse, the opportunity
needs to be taken to ensure that staff are paid properly,
ideally at the living wage.
On finances, we must note that the increase in
provision may not be cost-free for the working parents.
As one parent of twins in County Durham noted to
me about the existing provision:
“Childcare costs are so expensive especially when having twins
to pay for. This provision would take a lot of pressure off my
in-laws who are currently doing the majority of the childcare, as
we currently only get 15 free hours each child per week however
we still have an invoice to pay at the end of the month to cover the
shortfall and meals and we can’t afford to pay for more childcare”.

That mother notes that her husband is self-employed,
so has intermittent income, and that they pay a shortfall
cost for meal and other provisions. They are concerned
that with 30 hours, that will increase.
Finally, I return to a concern I raised during our
recent debate on the gracious Speech, which is of the
impression increasingly often created that a parent
choosing not to work but to raise their child themselves
is somehow not doing the best for the nation or the
child. Here is what a couple of providers of childcare—I
stress that point—wrote to me for this debate:
“My concern about the new Child Care Bill is that we are
going further down the road of putting pressure on parents and
mothers in particular to be valued as economic units rather than
having the most important role of parenting their children valued.
I did take a break from employment when my children were
young and I am very pleased I was in a position to do so although
it was to mine and my family’s financial detriment; the value of it
to my children’s well being cannot be measured”.

I had this from another provider:
“I remember speaking to you”—

that is, me—
“about the domination of the ‘childcare’ agenda and how mentioning
‘stay at home parenting’ was met with a brick wall. I am increasingly
concerned about the promotion of childcare as it is giving the
implicit and not so implicit message that it is better to put your
child in childcare and go out to work than stay at home and look
after your own children. I would far rather be advocating looking at
why the cost of living is so high ie housing crisis etc. which forces
people out to work. I’ve had parents ‘apologising’ about their
desire to stay at home—as if it’s a sin. I really wonder what kind
of society we will have in the next 20 or 30 years if this push for
more childcare continues unabated. I feel like the 0-3 year olds in
this nation should not be ‘robbed’ of the opportunity to be cared
for by their own parents and more could be done to make this
possible. They are vulnerable members of our society who seem
to have no voice”.
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This is perhaps the greatest concern that I have. The
whole agenda seems to be about the adult first—their
right to work, their economic well-being, rather than
the child first. What is the best for the young child?
They cannot speak for themselves in this debate. In
conclusion, then, on behalf of the well-being of the children
themselves, if we are going to make this increase in
provision, which I am sure we will and indeed should,
let us try to ensure that all the regulations that follow
place the child at the centre, not the adults, whether
those adults be the parents, the providers or the politicians.
4.01 pm
Baroness Eaton (Con): My Lords, I declare my
interest as a former chairman and current vice-president
of the Local Government Association. The introduction
of the Childcare Bill is a welcome move by the
Government to make childcare more affordable for
parents and help them to work.
Alongside the Bill, I warmly welcome the
announcement by the Government of a review of the
funding rates paid to providers and the commitment
to increase the average rate paid. The sector has long
argued that the current 15 hours of free childcare is
underfunded, which has a consequent impact on both
the quality of the care that children are getting and the
fees for paying parents. It is enormously positive that
the Government have listened to the concerns of the
sector and are making progress on funding, and I am
sure that most of us here will agree.
At four pages long, this is a short Bill, leaving much
to regulations. I hope that we will have early sight of
these so that they can be thoroughly considered alongside
the Bill, as clearly they will set out much of the detail.
As such, I have a number of questions about the
mechanics of how the additional free childcare will be
provided. From the local government perspective, I
am keen to understand how the Government intend
the 30 hours of free childcare to be delivered. Under
existing legislation, councils are required to secure
15 hours of free childcare. The Bill, however, places a
duty on the Secretary of State to secure 30 hours,
including the existing 15 hours that councils are obliged
to secure. This would appear to create a dual system
where both local authorities and the department will
be involved in delivery.
The childcare system is already incredibly complex
for parents to navigate, and I would be concerned if
the Bill were to exacerbate this and unwittingly create
inefficiencies. Alternatively, is it the Government’s intention
that councils should no longer be involved in the delivery
of childcare? I would also be concerned if this were
the case. Local government plays a key role in helping
to achieve a childcare system that supports both parents
and children. I note further that the Bill includes
regulation-making powers to allow the Secretary of
State to establish and impose functions on a corporate
body to deliver the free childcare. While there is clearly
a need for the Government to have access to a range of
ways in which to deliver childcare, I would be grateful
for clarification from the Minister about his intentions
here.
As I have said, a review of funding rates for providers
is much needed and therefore warmly welcomed. The
hourly rate has been frozen in cash terms for the last
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three years, and, as the funding received is based on
historic spend and levels of disadvantage, not all councils
receive the same amount. Councils receiving a lower
level of funding have reported to the Local Government
Association that providers are telling them that it is
insufficient to cover their costs.
Councils do all they can to ensure that good-quality,
affordable childcare is available. However, the level of
funding is closely linked to quality and, therefore, to
children’s progress and outcomes. I have no doubt that
the review will examine the rate needed to ensure
high-quality provision. Nevertheless, I emphasise that
the funding rate should be set at a level needed to
ensure that standards are likely to improve children’s
outcomes. I am also keen to know whether the
Government have considered whether capital funding
might be needed by providers to expand provision to
meet the commitment to 30 hours of childcare.
The question of eligibility has been raised and
expanded on by many noble Lords today, but I, too,
would like to touch briefly on this. I would welcome
more detail from the Government on which parents
are eligible for free childcare and the criteria by which
eligibility will be determined. If councils are required
to assess eligibility with new eligibility criteria, any
additional costs incurred must surely be fully funded.
The policy aims behind childcare have changed
over time, moving from an emphasis in the 1990s on
increasing maternal employment in low-income families
to, more recently, its benefits for both parental employment
and child development. The coalition Government’s
report, More Great Childcare, cited findings that highquality preschool childcare is especially beneficial for
the most disadvantaged children, thus introducing a
third policy aim: closing the gap between disadvantaged
children and their peers.
There is a real emphasis in the Bill and the Explanatory
Notes on childcare being for working parents. While
this is commendable and much needed, childcare should
aim to meet both the needs of working parents and the
developmental needs of children, and be funded
commensurately with this.
I look forward to the Minister’s response to the
points raised in the House today. I will of course
continue to champion local government’s role, with its
statutory duty to secure, as far as is reasonably practical,
sufficient childcare. To this end, the Bill has real
potential to create a childcare system which is affordable
and of high quality, and which supports parents getting
back to work and, early on, sets children on the path
to achieve their full potential.
4.07 pm
Baroness Andrews (Lab): My Lords, I join other
noble Lords in welcoming the Bill and the promise of
extended childcare that it offers, as indeed I welcome
the extension of long-overdue childcare over the most
recent years.
The Bill has also been welcomed in principle by the
people in the field who know most—the expert
organisations and the providers. However, like them,
the House has already identified some of the key
issues that we have to address during the passage of
the legislation, and the crucial one is: how workable is
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the Bill? Can free, quality childcare be expanded from
15 to 30 hours without putting the existing system at
risk? To help solve the problem, it is welcome that the
Government have set up a funding review and a
consultation programme for parents, and we look
forward to the findings. Yesterday the Minister was
good enough to hold a briefing session to explain the
Bill to noble Lords, and we learned that the review and
the consultation will report in the autumn. However,
that presents this House—and I suggest that it presents
the Government—with a genuine problem. I am afraid
that I have many questions and I hope that the noble
Lord will be patient with me.
Can the Minister tell me whether he expects the Bill
and the regulations to reflect the findings of the funding
review and the consultation, and, if so, how does he
expect the present timetable for the Bill to work?
Would it not have been eminently sensible to hold
back on the Bill until the Government knew what the
recommendations of the funding review would bring
forward and design the regulations around those
recommendations so that we could indeed debate them,
as he says, as thoroughly as we should? Better still,
why not put some of the design and detail in the Bill so
that we would have a proper opportunity to challenge
and change what we thought could be improved? We
cannot amend regulations, as the Minister knows.
If the Government do not intend to reflect the
changes that must be under consideration in the funding
regime in the regulations, how does the Minister actually
intend to implement them? If he does not intend to
reflect these changes, what is the point of this Bill in
this form now? This matters profoundly to this House.
The Bill has been introduced here and it is our duty to
test and scrutinise policy against what the Government
claim are their policy objectives and in terms of its
sheer workability. That is what we are for.
The Prime Minister, as we know, is not a man for
detail, but even he has to concede that getting this
massive expansion of childcare provision right is going
to take time. As he said, for,
“the best way of making sure that”,

childcare providers are being,
“properly paid for the level of childcare that they provide”,

the time must be provided to get it right. Given the
challenge of finding the right balance so that providers
and parents are not, as now, cross-subsidising the
system, and providing sustainable as well as better
quality childcare, I have to ask the Minister why we
are discussing this Bill before we have the answer to
some of these questions. I think that it is almost an
abuse of process, because we are not able to discuss
this Bill in the way that we need to in order to have an
impact on the process itself. I know that the Minister
will want to explain the logic of his position in his
summing up.
My second point is the nature and scope of the
regulations in the Bill. I do not think I have ever seen a
Bill that is, frankly, so vacuous but on which hang so
many regulations, some of them novel and contentious,
such as that to create a new criminal offence. The Bill
and the regulations raise the question, as has already
been alluded to by the noble Baroness, Lady Eaton, of
who will be held accountable for its delivery. The Bill
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creates a new duty on the Secretary of State to provide
for childcare. This is, in many ways, very welcome.
However, the question surely is, how does this new
duty sit alongside the existing duties on local authorities
to provide for childcare? Is it intended that the Secretary
of State will police the local authorities to establish
more consistency in terms of access and funding?
Whatever happened to localism? I would be very grateful
for a specific answer on that point.
On a related point, what will be the function of the
new and mysterious “body corporate” set out in the
regulations mentioned in Clause 1(5)(g)? Why is this
not in the Bill? This is nothing less than a new quango.
I wonder whether the Minister has brought this new
quango to the attention of the Cabinet Office on the
grounds that none of the existing agencies can actually
manage the complexity of the existing or new system.
This underlines the point that I want to make: these
regulations are not technical—some of them may be
technical—but they provide for substantial new delegated
powers. Which of them will carry the affirmative
orders? We await the report of the Delegated Powers
Committee with unusual interest.
My third set of questions is around how this will
actually work and what difference it is going to make. I
welcome the consultation in principle because it is
always good to see government wanting to take evidence.
However, there is no need to look very far for solutions
as to what needs to change. It is all set out in the report
of the Select Committee on Affordable Childcare and
in the response to the Bill by the childcare agencies
and providers.
There is consensus around the failings of the present
system. There is a lack of capacity, with 40% of
providers saying that they have no spare capacity.
There is a lack of flexibility in the hours provided,
which means, as we learned from the noble Baroness,
Lady Pinnock, that many parents who work irregular
hours have not been able to access the provision that is
already there. There is a lack of trained and qualified
teachers, particularly in the private and voluntary
sector, which means that the poorest children in particular
are not getting the enriched childcare to lift their
learning and life skills. In short, the Minister will hear
from all the organisations involved that the childcare
system is hugely stretched, unfair and locally erratic in
terms of funding and delivery, inchoate in relation to
the benefits system, and missing some of its key objectives.
The Minister and Ms Patel will hear, loudly and
clearly, that unless the extension to 30 hours funds
provides for the right degree of uplift for providers,
which means that they no longer have to subsidise the
system themselves, there will be a meltdown. These are
not my words but those of the Pre-school Learning
Alliance. Does not the Minister agree that this is an
obvious opportunity to put these failings right and to
create a more robust and fair system of provision?

Will the Minister do as the Select Committee asked—
the noble Lord, Lord Sutherland, alluded to this in his
speech—and clarify the objects of the policy in the
Bill? What is the prime aim of this policy? Is it about
boosting child development, through childcare, for the
poorest children, or is it about working parents? Of
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course they are both important and fit together but
the policy objectives need to be integrated and articulated
in such a way that we can see where the funding is
going and what impact it will have. Cheap low-quality
childcare gives to parents an opportunity to park their
children, but it does very little to lift child development.
In the letter the Minister sent to noble Lords he
referred to working families and reducing the cost of
childcare, but there is no mention of providing quality
childcare as an objective. I am sure that was an oversight
rather than a deliberate omission.
However, if the prime objective is to close the
attainment gap for children, which disables so many
from accessing the curriculum, will he provide in his
new plans for more early years specialist teachers in
the voluntary sector? Will he follow the leading example
of Wales and provide for cultural enrichment to aid
language, social and reading skills for the most
disadvantaged? Will he correct the situation whereby
the poorest children are in settings which are neither
good nor outstanding in many cases? Will he now
provide for additional provision for disabled children?
In short, will he commit to developing a proper strategy
for the early years workforce to improve training and
qualifications and to increase capacity?
If the prime aim of the policy is to get as many
parents back into work as possible, the Minister will
know that the evidence suggests, as already quoted,
that it is reaching far fewer working parents than
anticipated at a formidable cost. Does he accept the
findings of the IFS? Can he tell the House how the Bill
intends to enable providers to move to full daycare
and greater flexibility? How much will it cost to do
this? How much of that will be capital investment?
Finally and fundamentally there is the question of
funding. What does the Minister think the Prime
Minister meant when he spoke of the providers being
properly paid for the level of childcare they provide?
Does it mean, for example, that the Prime Minister
and the Minister agree with the Pre-school Learning
Alliance that the existing commitment to £350 million
is around a quarter of what is needed? That evidence
was provided to the Select Committee by the Minister
in the other place. We need an answer on that. Does he
agree that unless this is provided there are real fears of
more and more providers withdrawing from the system,
which will undermine and railroad the entire policy?
Again I quote the Pre-school Learning Alliance.
Yesterday we heard the Minister, Mr Gyimah, suggest
that the funding issue was less challenging than everyone
seems to think because a high proportion of the extra
15 hours to be provided will be accounted for by
parents who now pay for childcare but who will, under
the 30 hours extension, be able to access it free for the
first time. This raises some profound questions to
which we need answers. What proportion of parents
do the Government think will simply transfer from
paid care to free care? If this is intended to bring more
parents into work, what proportion will be likely and
able to access free childcare for the first time? In short,
if the test is to expand the provision for working
parents and economic benefit, who will the policy
provide for and what will be the outcomes for parents
and the system? At the moment, as we have heard,
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parents who pay are, in effect, subsidising the shortfall
in the cost of free places, which varies hugely from
place to place. What will be the impact on those
precariously funded providers, as we heard from the
right reverend Prelate?
Will the Minister guarantee that the uplift in funding
will cover the cost not only of extending hours but of
enhancing the skills and the capacity of the workforce
to provide the high-quality, rich learning experience
which will make a real difference to poorer children
when they start school?
The Select Committee produced a devastating forecast
of what will happen if underfunding in the system is
not addressed. We understand the call for additional
free hours of early education to help working parents.
However, in light of the evidence of underfunding of
free early education in the PVI sector, we believe that
an extension of the entitlement to free early education
would be unsustainable for the private sector at current
funding levels. It would not be possible for providers
to recoup the losses made on the delivery of free early
education places if this were extended to 25 hours a
week. We are talking here about 30 hours, not 25.
This report was the obvious place to start building
a new and improved model of childcare. Quite simply,
I fear that, by proceeding as they are, the Government
are at risk of not taking advantage of thinking this
through and creating a better start for the most
disadvantaged children and poorest parents, and that
this extended model could build on—and actually
compound—some of the failings of the existing system.
It is almost certain to do that unless the funding
review finds the money with which to build, rather
than undermine, capacity. I very much hope that the
Minister will think again about the scope, as well as
the process, of the Bill.
4.21 pm
Baroness Bakewell of Hardington Mandeville (LD):
I too welcome the Government’s proposal for extending
the availability of free childcare to 30 hours per week
for three and four year-olds. Affordable, good-quality
childcare is key to ensuring a good start for children
and to getting their families back into work with that
peace of mind that is so crucial to the parents of
young children. This extension of childcare is of great
benefit.
Like others, I am concerned that there is sufficient,
good-quality provision available to cope with the increased
demand this legislation will create. As other noble
Lords have said, children deserve the very best provision
in order to help them achieve their full potential and
take their place in life. Childcare provision can be
patchy and the price paid for it often determines the
quality received. However, this is not always the case.
We all want to be assured that the provision for those
who qualify is top notch and not—that appalling
Ofsted term—“adequate”.
The issue of the quality of childcare is extremely
important. The provision of the first 15 hours of
childcare free for three and four year-olds, and two
year-olds from disadvantaged backgrounds, was drawn
up with consideration to the impact on child development
and outcomes for the children. The offer for two
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year-olds was specifically designed to ensure these
children were school-ready. I am concerned that the
extension of the scheme may not have the same ethos
running through it. Can the Minister reassure me that
the quality of the childcare, coupled with availability,
will be paramount?
Despite it being desirable, there is not an endless
supply of good-quality childcare. Although those living
in urban areas may find it easier to travel to a childcare
provider, in rural areas this may be impossible. The
lack of buses between villages and towns means that
those on very low incomes and without access to a car
will have little or no choice over provision. In many
villages—even quite large ones—there are no pre-schools
and no nurseries attached to the primary schools. In
other villages, it is years since the primary school
closed down. Can the Minister give reassurance that
those on low incomes, living in villages, will indeed be
able to access the free childcare they are entitled to?
I am also extremely concerned about the availability
of childcare for the parents of children with disabilities.
Very specialist care is needed for these vulnerable
children and it is often non-existent or expensive.
What safeguards are in place to ensure an adequate
supply of free places of sufficient quality to meet the
needs of children with disabilities? Only if the provision
is suitable will the parents be able to leave their child
knowing that they will be safe and happy.
The Conservative manifesto committed to,
“increase the hourly … rates paid to providers in different parts of
the country, and will consult on the appropriate level and design
of the uplift”.

Concern has been flagged up by those in this House
and various children’s organisations that the money
provided by the Government is insufficient to cover
the real cost. The Family and Childcare Trust tells us
that the difference in childcare charges runs from
£9.17 per hour in Camden to £3.24 per hour in Solihull,
with the average for local authorities being £4.51 per
hour. Some providers find that the money allocated by
the Government for the current free 15 hours does not
cover the cost of the provision, and some cover their
costs by increasing the fees to those parents who pay.
That is likely to lead to an invidious position whereby
fee-paying parents feel that they are subsidising those
who receive free childcare. That is unlikely to lead to
community cohesion.
The requirement that the additional hours will be
available only if both parents of the family are in
work, work more than eight hours a week and receive
the minimum wage is also of concern. As we all know,
in many cases, a wage far below the minimum is paid.
Many low-paid employees are on zero-hours contracts
or very short-term contracts. It is likely that these
parents will not therefore be eligible for free childcare.
This makes them doubly disadvantaged. Will the Minister
say how the Government will ensure that those on the
lowest incomes will not be penalised if they are earning
below the minimum wage or are on zero-hours contracts?
It is a terrible wrench to leave a young child when
one returns to work, for however short a period each
day. Feelings of guilt can be overwhelming. Mothers
leaving their children often turn away choking back
the tears, although the child is perfectly happy and
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skips away unconcerned. This feeling of guilt is
exacerbated during school holidays. That was the time
when I wished with all my heart that I had trained as a
teacher, or had been a classroom assistant or even a
dinner lady. While the increase in hours to 30 during
term time is to be greatly welcomed, what of the
school holidays? Parents will be forced to pay for their
childcare during the 14 weeks that are not covered,
which will place an intolerable burden on the household
budget or may lead to some having to give up work in
order to care for their child. Where there is more than
one child under school age, the strain on the budget
will be immense. Like others who have spoken, I ask
the Government to look again at extending free childcare
beyond the current 38 weeks.
I welcome the Bill. It is a huge step in the right
direction but I remain concerned about some of the
finer detail and look forward to the Minister’s response.

4.28 pm
The Earl of Listowel (CB): My Lords, I thank the
Minister for introducing the Bill and for his kind
words about those of us who worked on the Childcare
Bill in 2006. At that time, we reflected that we were
30 years behind Scandinavia. I think we can all agree
that huge progress has been made since then, which
the Minister pointed to in what he said.
I also had the pleasure of working with the Minister
on the Children and Families Bill. As noble Lords
who worked on that Bill know, the Minister is very
prepared to work with Members of your Lordships’
House. He was very open-minded and very helpful,
particularly with regard to noble Lords’ concerns about
children staying put in foster care. I encourage noble
Lords to take every opportunity to work with him on
specific items regarding this Bill. I think he would be
pleased to do that and that we will see a good outcome
if we do.
I also thank my noble friend Lord Sutherland and
his colleagues for their important report. I should like
to highlight what they said about the importance of
nursery schools.
I welcome the principle of the Bill, but I share the
deep concerns that many have expressed that whatever
is offered must be high quality. It is perverse to offer
more of what is not that good. That is not helpful. It
would be worse to encourage parents to place their
children in poor-quality care than to do nothing at all.
We have to get the quality right.
There has been some concern about the need to
deal with so much of this area in secondary legislation.
I would be grateful if the Minister could reassure the
House that he will be directly involved in a lot of that
secondary legislation as it comes through the House.
It would be helpful certainly for me to know that he
would be involved in that.
I welcome the principle behind this, which is, in
part, to help parents into work. We know that this will
be a helpful factor in helping children out of poverty.
It is also helpful for adults’ mental health to be in
work. Obviously, caring for a young child is a job in
itself; it can be quite isolating. It is good that we are
giving parents a choice between being full-time parents,
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which is a very important job, or going out into the
wider workforce and working. Probably the optimum
mix for children aged three years is a few hours of
group care and spending time with their principal carers.
The chief ask that I have for the Minister and for
your Lordships’ support is an opportunity to stand
back and look at childcare as a whole. We were grateful
to hear from the Childcare Minister last night, and I
thank the Minister for agreeing to that. The Childcare
Minister said that childcare provision as it has evolved
today has been a very British process, in that it has
evolved piecemeal—I do not think that he quite used
that word—over time. He also said that the childcare
we have in this country is significantly more expensive
and that we get less value for money for what is offered
than on the continent. I know that the Minister has
been concerned about this in the past.
I ask the Minister and colleagues to think about
some kind of opportunity to step back a bit further—even
behind the welcome consultations on funding and on
the workforce—to think about how this market works
and how it might be made to work better. It is very
depressing that we all agree that nursery schools provide
the best qualified and most stable workforce in this
area, yet, as we heard from the noble Baroness, Lady
Jones, this has been declining over the years. I have
met with nursery school teachers who have told me
that. Something seems not to be quite right in the
overall policy, and we need to address it.
I turn to quality, which has been talked about so
much today. Professor Jay Belsky and others pointed
out in the EPPE research—I am sorry to use that
acronym as I cannot remember the details of it; maybe
someone will help later on—that high-quality childcare
can be shown to have beneficial effects to the age of
16. Professor Melhuish pointed out that children who
had had high-quality early years care would still be
doing well through primary school to the age of 11,
even if they went to a poor primary school, because
the high-quality early years care provided a protective
factor against a poor primary school experience. So
we know that high-quality early years care makes a
difference in outcomes for children, which we very
much want.
Many of our concerns are about quality. The noble
Baroness, Lady Pinnock, put this very well, as did the
right reverend Prelate the Bishop of Durham. In all
this we must not forget the children; we must put them
first. I am afraid that the report from the Children’s
Society’s Good Childhood inquiry highlighted how
we have forgotten children as a society. The OECD
report of 2011 highlighted that about 22% of our
children were living without a father in the household,
compared with 25% or so in the United States and
15% in Germany, but we are set to overtake the United
States. The Good Childhood inquiry suggested that
this is because very often parents, understandably, put
their own concerns before those of their children.
There are cases, obviously, where children do better
without unhappy parents together, but we need to put
the interests of children first.
The Minister was reassuring to some extent about
the workforce and highlighted the fact that we had
moved from 75% to 87% of the workforce having at
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least one NVQ level 3. That is encouraging and there
has been much progress, but that is only one O-level.
What percentage of the workforce is now comprised
of graduates and what percentage of group settings
are managed by graduates? I do not expect him to
answer that now, but I would be grateful for a response.
In my experience, one often finds that very young
people move into this field who may have been subjected
to poor parenting experiences themselves. The youngest
and most inexperienced are often put in charge of the
baby rooms. This seems to me a recipe for a not very
good outcome for those children. I consider that the
concerns expressed by noble Lords around the House
in that regard are valid.
What is needed is a strategy for the workforce, as I
have hinted at already. In schools, there are “Baker
days”, which provide time for staff to be away from
their pupils to enable them to think about the work
they are doing. Coram schools are the best examples
of this provision and have for many years allowed
early years practitioners time away on a regular basis
to sit and talk about their relationships with their
children. For instance, one could think about having
one teaching qualification so that teachers going into
primary, secondary or early years teaching would all
have the same qualification. If one gets qualified as an
early years practitioner, one can move into primary
teaching. That would raise the status of early years
care tremendously. A lot of good things could be done
in terms of the workforce.
We need to build up nursery schools. It was good to
hear that the Chief Inspector of Schools has called for
statues to be put up of head teachers of schools. I am
told that a very good candidate would be a Ms Curtis,
who is the manager of Everton nursery school in
Liverpool. I hope that we might see a statue erected to
her some time soon.
I do not wish to detain your Lordships too much
longer. As I say, I am concerned that we should stand
back and look at the market to see whether it works
efficiently enough, given the money we invest in it.
In addition, I hope that the Minister and your
Lordships might be open to think about whether
homeless families who are not in work might be able
to benefit from this free early years childcare. Their
children are living in an uncertain environment and
being moved around so will face particular developmental
difficulties and would benefit from the high-quality
30 hours a week free childcare offered in the Bill. I
hope that some thought will be given to giving those
homeless children this opportunity. There are 90,000-plus
homeless children in England, Wales and Scotland
and there were more than 2,000 families in bed and
breakfast last year. It is a very serious problem and
hard to see how it will be dealt with. The least we can
do is try to mitigate the harm to the children in those
homeless families by giving them all the support that
we can.
I look forward to working with the Minister and
look forward to his response.
4.39 pm
Lord True (Con): My Lords, it is always a privilege
to follow the informed and compassionate interventions
of the noble Earl. I declare an interest as leader of a
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local authority whose duties and costs will be increased
by prescription under the Bill. I declare another interest
as my wife is principal of a nursery school, and a very
experienced and highly respected Montessori education
professional. So if I, like others, concentrate on the
concerns that I have about the many unknowns in the
Bill, I hope that it will be understood that I recognise
without demur, as others do, the value of high-quality
nursery education—and I do believe that the greater
availability of that is welcome. This is a manifesto
commitment and it must be implemented. I know that
the commitment to it of my noble friend Lord Nash,
for whom I have unqualified respect, will ensure that it
is implemented with care. I am grateful that I have
already had the chance to speak to him.
However, as others have said, a manifesto aspiration
does not leap fully formed like Athena from the head
of Zeus into thought-through law or practice in under
four weeks. Speaking as a superannuated policymaker,
I do not believe that a rushed skeleton Bill is a good
way to make policy or to draw on the wisdom of
Parliament. I guess that I am just an old-fashioned
Whitehall beached whale when I think that there
might first have been an appraisal of what we have
now—whether it is capable of providing 30 hours’ free
childcare—and a completed funding review rather
than the welcome news that one is beginning; and
maybe even a White Paper. In the absence of that, I
join those who have praised the work of your Lordships’
Select Committee on Affordable Childcare, which was
so ably chaired by the noble Lord, Lord Sutherland of
Houndwood. I agreed with almost every one of his
wise words today.
The challenge as laid down by that committee in
respect of evaluating the potential deadweight costs of
this policy, its effectiveness in practice, its impact on
the private and voluntary sectors, the adequacy of
funding and the role of local authorities—among
others—surely deserves an answer in detail before
Parliament completes the passage of legislation that
will award Ministers quite enormous regulating powers.
Can my noble friend confirm when the response to
that Select Committee will be published?
Many have questioned the adequacy of resources
for what we have now, let alone what is proposed, so I
will not go further on that. My noble friend had estimated
£350 million a year, and it would be interesting to
know if that is still stood by. But even if that is correct,
I feel that for this policy to be implemented best—and
it could then have very considerable merit indeed—it
might be targeted and phased, and I welcome the fact
that the piloting mentioned today already envisages
that. The policy could first address disadvantage, single
parenthood, special needs, inadequate parenting and
areas where provision is limited—and then move on, if
and when we know it is deliverable and can afford it.
Despite my noble friend’s words today, we still
know too little of the eligibility criteria. There is
reference to “working people” and homes where, we
are told in the notes, “all parents”—I suppose in the
modern world that means two or more—work, but for
how many hours and on what? How is that going to be
assessed and by whom? I am sorry that the right
reverend Prelate is not in his place, because I follow
the point that has been made by others that there is
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always a risk of institutional bias in policy-making
when those involved in making or commenting on
policy are by definition working people. But there is a
danger of forgetting the enormous contribution made
by many remarkable mothers who are now classed,
rather slightingly, as people who do not work. Has the
state really resolved to discriminate against families
where one partner does not work but instead devotes
their time to childcare?
If so, that leads to a second question, which others
have touched on: just who and what is the policy for? I
think that this is the nub of the question. As others
have said, surely the centre of any education policy,
particularly for the youngest children, must be the
child, not increasing household disposable income.
Great stress is laid on the economic value of getting
more people into the workplace, yet, as has been
pointed out, the research of the IFS, and indeed the
finding of the Select Committee, was that the proven
behavioural effects might be limited and that there was
a risk of a substantial deadweight cost. This needs to
be teased out because that would be just the kind of
policy a country in parlous and deepening debt can
least afford.
What we have is a proposal that parents of children
aged three and four will be rewarded for putting
them—looking at it from the child’s point of view—in
other hands for 1,140 hours a year. This compares
with rather less time spent in the classroom by many
older children. Are we certain that actively promoting
at every level of income this way of bringing up very
young children is for those children the most beneficial?
I wish that I could be so sure, so I agree with others
that there needs to be greater clarity about what we are
after here. Is it the maximum hours of free childcare—
although not enough to cover full-time work—or the
best possible education for balanced child development?
The two are not the same. Indeed, as others have
pointed out, one may work against the other.
One thing I know is that the needs of every child
vary and that there are many good ways to provide for
education, so I disagree profoundly with the contention
that all operators must meet the same criteria. Touching
on the private sector, despite the deeply unfair imbalance
in regulation between the PVI sector and the state
sector, we have enormous reliance on the private and
voluntary sector—for 60% of three year-olds nationally,
and for 76% in my own authority. Setting aside the
resource point, which others have made, many of
these are sessional settings with part-time workers.
Yes, nursery teachers, too, are working people with
their own needs. Many are in rented premises whose
times of rent cannot be increased. Nearly half of all
settings in London are operating at full capacity. The
sector is not capitalised to build new provision, except
in the large chains. They simply cannot adapt to meet
the demands of flexible working. Local authorities, I
assure your Lordships, certainly do not have the
resources—or in cities, the space—to provide replacements.
My noble friend knows from our work together,
which I so appreciate in my own authority of Richmond,
the immense difficulty of finding places in cities for
primary schools, let alone new-build nurseries. It is
already widely asserted that the 15 hours of free
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education is underfunded, but what is true is that in
many places, so-called free education is an open fiction
with, as others have said, settings that are theoretically
not permitted to charge top-up fees sometimes charging
loaded fees for time outside the so-called free hours to
survive. Without that possibility—and we must note
that 30 hours would be more than many sessional
carers or schools do or could provide—much private
and voluntary provision might become unviable, be
driven private or be ruinously expensive to the state to
finance in full. That is a troubling prospect and might
mean the loss of many often skilled part-time jobs for
women. I know that my noble friend, with his typical
wisdom, will find time to consider these issues and
meet providers—including, I hope, the Montessori
Schools Association—to discuss these concerns.
I am afraid that I agree with others that the regulationmaking powers in the Bill are disturbingly wide,
disturbingly ill-defined and draconian. Potentially, they
could lead to effective state control of the whole sector
by the back door, just at the time when my noble
friend is so rightly and so boldly liberating the maintained
schools sector to be diverse. As others have asked, will
we see the draft regulations, because that is important?
We have already had one long, costly and failed attempt
to find a single funding formula for the whole sector. I
hope that we do not now plan another. The Bill gives
power to the state to specify descriptions of childcare.
What does that mean, precisely? As to the nature of
nursery education, since 2006 we have already had the
2008 EYFS, the Tickell review, the 2012 revised EYFS
and the 2014 EYFS revisions. What now? Can we be
confident in all these regulations that my noble friend’s
department will this time get it right first time—and
how will we protect diversity?
Finally, I am troubled to see in the Bill proposed
criminal penalties. I would like this to be explained
either now or in Committee. Penalties on whom?
Would nursery teachers be sent to jail for up to two
years, as the Bill allows, if they fail to find out the
whole truth about the private affairs of every one of
their parents, or if they fail to disclose confidential
details of their businesses to a local authority? I think
we need to know.
On local authorities, I will not add to the questions
asked by my noble friend Lady Eaton, with which I
agree, but local authorities already publish details
about local provision under the 2006 Act. What more
is required? That more officers be appointed to probe
the affairs of local nursery schools? Surely that cannot
be the intention. We must avoid an intrusive bureaucracy,
there in part to police a boundary to exclude so-called
non-working mothers from help with childcare. Is
there a risk of a social and administrative cost in that
which is greater than the benefit?
This is a praiseworthy ideal. If properly planned
and implemented, it can be a great boon, giving room
to the rich diversity of provision and differing development
of every child. Yet there is so much more we need to
know. It is a fine idea in urgent need of better definition.
That lack of definition, combined with a major increase
in state power made possible by the Bill, might be a
benefit—but it may be a danger. I look to my noble
friend, in the extensive consultation he has promised
and I know will deliver, to ensure that it is the former.
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4.51 pm
Lord Sawyer (Lab): My Lords, I agree with the
noble Lord, Lord True, that this is a political Bill. It
was in the election manifesto of the Conservative
Party and therefore it is right and proper that it be
acted on. I also agree with much of what was said by
the noble Lord, Lord Sutherland, with whom I had
the pleasure to serve on the Select Committee.
When I wanted to know a little more about the
Government’s intentions in relation to the Bill, which
are not clear from the Bill itself, I looked at the letter
that the noble Lord, Lord Nash, sent to all noble
Lords a week or so ago. It said the Government were a
one-nation government acting in the interests of all.
Therefore, I take this to be a one-nation Bill for
childcare and I welcome that. He also said it was
essential for families, and for the economic development
of the country, to improve children’s educational outcomes
and to help narrow the gap between disadvantaged
children and their peers and, of course, to help families
and parents to work. All those aims are good and are
what I will measure the Bill on as it works its way
through the House.
I think they are the right aims. The Government
now have to start fulfilling them and have first to be
honest about the shortcomings of the previous
Government’s policies and how they intend to deal
with them and meet future commitments. We have to
be honest with parents and say many of the things that
have been said today, particularly that the present
offer is far from perfect and where through underfunding
the PVI sector cannot meet it, it is often subsidised by
parents, both those who accept and enjoy the offer
and others. We have to tell parents that the current
offer is often low quality because it does not allow for
qualified staff to be paid in some PVI settings. We
need to deal with some of the shortcomings to give
parents the belief that they will be addressed and,
more importantly, to say what the current offer will
mean for them.
I hope the new offer will do something about the
scandal of low pay for nursery nurses in the PVI
sector. It is a big issue but I do not think we can keep
sweeping it under the carpet. In this week’s Nursery
World there were nursery nurse jobs advertised at
30 hours a week for £9,000 a year, and 37 hours a week
at £8 an hour or £15,000 a year—£8 an hour, of
course, is £1 an hour under the national living wage.
Try getting a plumber, roofer, gardener or anybody to
come to your home for £8 an hour and you know what
the answer will be. Yet this is what we are offering to
pay nursery nurses in a brave new world. This morning
I could engage a dog walker in Barnes for £15 an hour,
which says it all. Will the Minister explain to the
House how these rates of pay fit with the one-nation
policies that he believes underpin the Bill?
The National Day Nurseries Association has just
reported that 43% of nurseries are unable to find staff
with the right levels of qualifications. The chief executive
officer of the association said that,
“staff who picked childcare as their career choice are leaving
because they can earn more”,

and work fewer hours in a supermarket. Again, I
would like the Minister’s observations on that.
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I hope the Minister will tell parents that the
Government will not damage the maintained sector
through their policy developments and that they will
not try and move salaries down in it, thus endangering
the long-term sustainability of the sector, which provides
some of our best nurseries in some of the most deprived
areas.
We are going forward to parents with an offer
whose details we do not yet know. I accept that—I
have to. We do not really know about the funding
either, which I also accept. It could be £350 million or
it could be £1.5 billion. I am not really bothered about
that in a sense; what I would like is to see the offer
being worked out comprehensively and the funding
for the offer, which is the common-sense way of dealing
with it.
I welcome the consultation, which is absolutely
right. The consultation mentions providers, but little
has been said about staff. The professional organisations,
such as the trade unions, will need to be included in
the consultation. I hope we will be able to do that,
because it is the people on the ground who always have
so much to offer and who know how it is. I hope the
Minister will talk to the TUC and the CBI. They can
help and have much to offer, and the Government
need their experience in this consultation. They know,
through their wide experience in all industries and
sectors, how to get long-term sustainability. They could
help with this sector, as well as with fair wages, with
how to attract staff and with how to build sustainabilities.
We should engage the TUC and the CBI in the discussions.
I am confident they will want to help.
The Government should also engage the CBI and
employers, probably even more than the TUC, as they
are providers, which we tend to forget. A big change is
taking place with employers and employees as to what
parenting is about and how child development can fit
in with being an employee and a parent. We are
missing that, which maybe goes back to some of the
contributions this afternoon asking whether it was all
going to be about massive, monolithic state provision.
I do not think it can be, and employers have a very
important role to play and something to say. More
and more employees and employers want to work this
out together, and employers recognise the importance
of highly skilled, highly trained and highly intelligent
staff who say, “Actually, I want to spend some time
looking after my children”. When I was young, I
would have been told to go and jump in a lake if I had
said that, but that is not so any more: employers are
now much more receptive to this and much more
prepared to work with employees on how to develop
children. The Government should talk to the CBI and
employers about this issue.
The Government have made this offer. It is the right
offer and they need to fulfil it through this comprehensive
debate that we are going to have. I welcome that and
will be looking for the outcomes that will take everybody
forward, particularly nursery nurses, who often get
forgotten or not talked about properly, work for appalling
wages and need some help. I am not saying the help
will come overnight or that overnight they will go
from £8 to £16 an hour, but we should have a long-term
sustainable plan for raising the kind of salaries we can
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pay these people so that at least we can hold our heads
high in some kind of respectable way, given that we
have taken their contribution to our economy. I will be
looking for outcomes that take staff forward, for
sustainability and of course, most of all, for adequate
funding.

4.59 pm
Baroness Janke (LD): My Lords, I welcome the Bill
and the extension of free childcare. The issue of childcare
is of great importance to families, particularly those
on low incomes. Cost, availability and accessibility are
all factors that can put huge pressures on family
incomes, limit the opportunities available to parents
and result in problems and anxieties for all members
of the family. In this context, the provision of an
additional 15 hours of childcare for three and four
year-olds is a very positive move.
Nevertheless, as others in the Chamber have said
today, there are some concerns about the Bill before
us. There are a number of areas where more information
and clarity is needed, particularly as much is to be
delegated to secondary legislation. I am sure we all
hope that the Bill will be a Bill of opportunity. Many
noble Lords have mentioned the importance of supporting
child development; of closing the attainment gap; of
giving disadvantaged children a fair chance in life; and
of providing opportunities to enable parents to work,
many of whom are prevented from doing so for all
sorts of reasons. It is therefore essential, as we have all
said, that high-quality provision for every child who
needs it is top of our list of priorities.
Others have said today that the present system is
underfunded and the hourly cash rate has been frozen
for the past three years. We know also that there are
significant shortfalls to the private and voluntary sector
providers. I would like to put in a word for those
providers today because, as others would say, every
child is different and has different needs. Children
have a whole range of needs, and diversity of provision
is a real strength and something we must seek to
protect through the Bill. Capital funding really needs
to be considered in an overall analysis. We have heard
from the LGA that there is a lack of clarity between
councils and the Government. I hope that this issue
can be sorted out because I want us all to be united
behind such a positive step; I do not want it to be
criticised by those who want to criticise public sector
provision or spending on what they believe are unnecessary
social objectives—there are people who do that.
There needs to be more clarity as to what the
eligibility criteria are. I very much welcome the definition
of working parents that the Minister has given today
and I hope that we can go into that in a little more
detail. Lower-paid jobs are often less secure, and flexible
and short-term contracts are less stable. If lower-paid
parents are able to access the free entitlement, they
may easily lose it, with all the resulting pressure on the
child, the family and the care provider. So I hope that
the assessment of eligibility is sufficiently flexible to
take account of those circumstances and the uncertainties
of the job market for lower-paid parents. Equally,
barriers to gaining employment are often related to
skills shortages. Training and back-to-work support
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are the means of getting better-paid employment and
moving out of poverty and disadvantage. I hope that
this will be taken into account as the Bill progresses,
and that the eligibility criteria will include parents
who are seeking to improve their employment prospects
in this way.
I very much welcome the principles underpinning
the Bill of supporting child development and enabling
parents who want to work to do so. It can be very
frustrating for parents who are ambitious and keen to
do their best for their families to find that they are
quite unable to afford childcare, and I hope the Bill
will take account of that. The introduction of free
childcare is extremely positive, as long as it is backed
by realistic levels of funding. Local authorities are key
partners, and I very much hope that government and
local authorities will work together on this. Local
government should be fully included in funding
considerations.
People in lower-paid employment must be helped
to benefit from additional free childcare and not
disadvantaged as a result of their working conditions.
For this to be the case, we must be flexible in taking
account of the uncertainties and precarious nature of
lower-paid work.
In welcoming the Bill, I look forward to further
consideration of the detail and hope that the issues
raised today will be resolved during its passage.
5.05 pm
Baroness Howarth of Breckland (CB): My Lords,
over the years my experience in this place has been
working to add principles to the face of complex Bills.
This is my first experience of a Bill that is a principle
with little other substance, and the contents do not
even address the issues and concerns outlined in the
report of the Select Committee on Affordable Childcare.
The Bill does not meet the government objectives of
coherence of the various policies nor explain how the
tension between the two central policy planks—improving
child outcomes by narrowing the attainment gap and
facilitating parental employment—will be addressed.
Nevertheless, together with many of my colleagues, I
welcome the central objective and principle of the
legislation to secure 30 hours of free childcare for
working parents. I hope that, in specifying the descriptions
of such childcare, the Government will ensure not
only that there are enough places but that they are in
flexible packages and it is good childcare—points
made by noble Lords time and again during this
debate. No parent wants to leave their child in a
placement that is less than satisfactory, but some
parents are desperate enough to do so.
Again, we have heard time and again that to provide
a level of excellence is not cheap—unless, of course,
you are paying below the minimum wage to some of
your staff. That is an issue that needs to be seriously
addressed. The Select Committee report quotes evidence
to suggest that money allocated for free care policy
and distributed by local authorities does not even
cover the cost of delivering the free hours. Indeed, the
Local Government Association, of which I am a vicepresident, points out that the present system is seriously
underfunded. I welcome the Government’s promise to
review, and the pilots, which I hope will bring some
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answers to all this. However, I understand why the
Government want to get on with it and perhaps do
these two things in tandem.
Instead of going through what everyone else has
said, I shall mention a couple of other areas that need
to be teased out. Clause 1(2) states:
“‘Qualifying child of working parents’ means a young child
who … is under compulsory school age … and … is of a
description specified in regulations”,

whatever that means. The Government have said separately
that, to be eligible for the additional hours, both
parents should be in work or be a lone parent in work.
Where does this place the families of disabled children
in terms of eligibility for the extra hours? In addition,
could the Government clarify the continuing role of
local authorities in delivering this cost? How will that
work together with education—otherwise there will be
a further level of confusion? Sometimes those who
work for local authorities feel that the whole package
is being squeezed into something that looks like a
school curriculum rather than a package of childcare
for children.
As my central plank, I raise a specific problem in
the voluntary sector, where to ensure the development
of children in specialist settings, particularly those
with disability, even greater flexibility, imagination
and funding are required. Under statutory guidance,
providers are not allowed to charge top-up fees for
extra time. When this is for extra help for a child with
special educational needs, it seems that local authorities
vary in how they respond to this guidance. I have
direct experience of this problem as a patron of a
charity called TRACKS autism, and I declare an
interest. It provides specialist early intervention for
children aged two to five with an autistic spectrum
condition. These children are challenging in the extreme,
but there is clear evidence that early intervention
yields significant long-term benefits which enable many
of them to integrate into mainstream education with
obvious benefits to the state which does not have to
provide places in special education settings.
In the case of TRACKS autism, more than 58% of
the children attending have been able to receive ongoing
education in a mainstream setting, which is a pretty
good track record. Autistic nursery-age children need
extra staff with extra training, ideally one to one, to
provide the necessary level of care, education and
safety. This works with demonstrable long-term benefits,
but it needs to be paid for. The same principle applies
to most children with special needs.
Many parents and carers of these children are
invariably hard pressed, and although in many instances
they receive extra state funding because of their child’s
special needs, they are prevented from spending it on
the extra level of care their child needs in a nursery
setting. This is unjust and illogical, just as it is to
expect nursery providers to have the extra levels of
staff and care required for special-needs children without
access to extra funding. The original legislation, which
I was involved with in 2006, was intended to prevent
private providers adding costs to increase profit, and it
has had unintended consequences. We need to take
this opportunity to correct the wording of the legislation
or the regulations to ensure that parents are able to
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choose to pay for extra levels of nursery care where the
top-up charges clearly and solely relate to a child’s
special needs and to providing the appropriate level of
staffing such children require where it is not paid for in
a local authority grant. What would be best would be
for the local authority to pay the proper charges for
these children and meet the total cost.
TRACKS autism has an outstanding Ofsted rating,
but more than one in four two year-olds—28%—is
attending settings delivering free entitlement to early
education that have not been judged good or outstanding.
We do not know how much this is due to continual
funding problems, but early education and childcare
provision should be of a quality to narrow the gap for
the most disadvantaged. According to the briefing
from the National Children’s Bureau, 60% of parents
of disabled children do not believe that childcare
providers can cater for their child’s disability. How will
the Government ensure that providers can provide not
only the hours but the quality to enable a parent to go
to work without anxiety about what is happening in
the placement? Will the Government be developing a
strategy for expanding and improving the quality of
provision as well as its numbers?
I hope there will be enough time in Committee to
look at how the 30 hours will be packaged. The noble
Baroness, Lady Pinnock, and the right reverend Prelate
the Bishop of Durham mentioned that there is a
variety of need. We need childminding, wrap-around
hours and out-of-mainstream hours and to see how
the needs of each child will be met. A mum goes to
work at eight and gets home at six at night and
therefore will need more than one provision during the
day. Babies and two year-olds will need to be placed
where they can get sleep and rest, so we will need
different kinds of training.
Giving parents the right to work at any cost to a
child’s development is simply unacceptable, but to
take away financial burdens and give parents childcare
choice and quality would make a real difference to the
lives of working families, which is why I support the
Government’s intention and will work as best I can
with the Minister to ensure that this legislation goes
forward.
5.14 pm
Baroness Stedman-Scott (Con): My Lords, I am
pleased to speak on the Bill. I applaud the Government
for bringing it to the House, as it is so important for
working families, but also, most importantly, for children.
The Bill honours the Government’s manifesto pledge
to provide 30 hours of free childcare for working
parents of three and four year-olds. We all know the
value of work and its importance for the financial
stability of households, as a result providing a more
secure environment for families and children. I thank
the organisations that have provided briefings on the
Bill. From what I can see the issues raised are broadly
consistent, and I am sure that by now the Minister will
understand where his homework on the Bill needs to
be done.
Rather than me setting that exercise, I will give my
view of what the Bill needs to do. While increasing the
capacity of childcare provision, we need to ensure that
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quality is delivered consistently across the country; the
increased capacity can only be achieved by investing in
a highly skilled and motivated workforce; and we need
to make sure that the review of cost and funding
required to do the job properly will be undertaken and
measured in the way we contribute to that in every
sense. The Government are making a huge commitment
to double free childcare from 15 hours to 30 hours,
which will be a real help to working families. That will
generate some long and intense debates in the consultation
period and will help the Bill in its passage through the
House.
When introducing Bills such as this, I expect that
there is an element of “not being able to do right for
doing wrong”. I have been involved in a number of
things where people have almost set the answer before
the questions have been debated. Therefore, as questions
have already been asked about the lack of detail, I
congratulate the Minister on setting out the Government’s
intention to consult with parents and the childcare
sector on how the extra hours will be delivered and
funded. With added input from this House, I am sure
that the detail will become clearer.
I was disturbed to read in the briefings I received
from Save the Children that one in four children
arrive at primary school with poor language and
communications skills, which rises to one in three
children in the poorest communities. As we all know,
that has a knock-on effect, because it leaves children in
a position where they struggle to progress at school,
and if it is not dealt with it has a further negative
impact on their continuing educational attainment
and working lives. I understand that almost half of
independent nurseries do not employ a single early
years teacher. Such a role would go a long way to help
with the development of language and communication
skills. Therefore, can the Minister say whether that
issue will be given due consideration in the review of
quality and funding? We all know and sign up to the
value of early intervention, and such an investment at
this stage in a child’s life would generate significant
returns and save costs further down the line.
Another point, which was already raised by the
noble Baroness, Lady Howarth, is that we must ensure
that childcare services for children with special educational
needs and disabilities are given due consideration in
the Bill. I understand that many childcare providers
give excellent services to children with special educational
needs and disabilities, and I know that all of us want
to see those standards of excellence consistently provided
across all provision. I hope that we can work to get the
Bill to do that. Can the Minister ensure that that will
be an important part of the review?
I support the aim and principles of the Bill and
look forward to the dialogue that we will have as it
progresses. I hope that we will all be mindful of the
opportunity we have to increase and improve the childcare
that children will receive as a result of the Bill.

5.18 pm
Baroness Massey of Darwen (Lab): My Lords, I
thank the Minster for setting out the Bill and for
meeting with Peers yesterday. I have the greatest respect
for the Minister, and hope that he will be able to
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convince the Government that there are a number of
issues, already eloquently stated by other Members of
this House, which need to be resolved before the
intentions of the Bill can be achieved—intentions
which I support. However, any Bill, especially a Bill
with “child” in the title, must reflect, as set out by the
UN Convention on the Rights of the Child, that the
welfare of the child is paramount. Frankly, I see little
mention—in fact, no mention—of the child in this Bill
at all; I see it only in the Minister’s letter.
I return to the Bill as it stands. I want to reinforce
two initial general points. First, if the Government
want to improve the system of childcare, they need to
look at the whole system of childcare, not just the
employment of parents. Much work is needed to be
done on the Bill, and soon. My second general point is
about the publishing of information by local authorities.
Before information can be published, it must be reliable,
clear and accurate. At the moment, childcare systems
are not clear and parents can be confused. I shall say
more about this shortly.
A great deal of work has been done on analysing
childcare needs, by government departments, the voluntary
sector, Ofsted and recently by a much quoted Select
Committee on Affordable Childcare—ably and, if I
may say so, superbly chaired by the noble Lord, Lord
Sutherland—of which I was a member. The committee
reported to your Lordships’ House in February but,
somewhat surprisingly, we have not yet had a government
response. When can we expect one? The Ofsted early
years annual report will be published in July, and we
need to look at that carefully as well. There is evidence
both of good practice and of concerns. How will the
Government take these concerns and good practice
into account?
I want to reflect on some of the issues mentioned
by those who were witnesses during the Select Committee
sessions—there were 80 witnesses. All those concerned
about childcare agree that childcare has two functions:
one is to improve the life chances of children, particularly
those in deprived areas, and the other is to help
parents into employment. We cannot simply get more
parents into work, and children into an extension of
hours, without looking into the quality of childcare.
The Select Committee learnt from more than one
witness that deprived areas have the most substandard
childcare, and that schools in general provided better
early years education than other settings.
The committee states in its first recommendation:
“We share the concern expressed by our witnesses about the
lack of coherence in the Government’s … objectives for childcare”,

and that there was no evidence that the Government
acknowledged,
“the trade-offs necessary to achieve the separate strands of policy—
improving child outcomes, narrowing the attainment gap, and
facilitating parental employment”.

The system is bureaucratic and difficult for parents to
negotiate. Funding is complex and the quality of care
is uneven. Some 28% of two year-olds in free childcare,
for example, are in settings that have not been rated
good or outstanding by Ofsted. Most of those settings
are in areas of deprivation. I think that 28% of children
in inadequate childcare is rather a lot of children. The
funding system should certainly be simplified. The
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committee saw the potential for using the new tax-free
childcare scheme as an opportunity for a single mechanism
for childcare subsidy. What options have the Government
considered?
On reducing the cost to parents, the committee
concluded that,
“in light of the evidence … an extension of the free early education
entitlement would be unsustainable for the PVI sector”,

as others have already mentioned. Providers would
not be able to,
“recoup the losses made on the delivery of free early education
places if these were extended to 25 hours per week”,

as my noble friend Lady Andrews also said. The
Government need to spell out as a fundamental issue
the costed element of the Bill, as well as how the
quality of child welfare and education will be guaranteed
within those costings.
The Select Committee, in fact, recommended that,
“the Government should reconsider the current allocation of
resources”,

and,
“consider whether the evidence supports targeting more resources
at those children most likely to benefit”.

Has this been, and will it be, considered? A lack of
coherence, a lack of detail about funding and a lack of
priorities already make me think that the Bill needs a
great deal of work—as the noble Baroness, Lady
Stedman-Scott, said, a lot of homework.
I have talked about quality and systems and I now
want to turn to some confusions, which I share with
others, including the noble Baroness, Lady Howarth.
Who is the Bill for? Is it, as stated, for working
parents, where all parents in a household must be
earning the equivalent of eight hours a week at the
national minimum wage? How does this square with
Clause 1(12) of the Bill, which states that the term
includes,
“any individual who … has parental responsibility … or … care
of the child”?

For example, would it apply to a 65 year-old non-working
grandparent who has charge of children due to the
incapacity or death of their own child and needs
childcare for their own welfare—I almost said “sanity”—
and that of the child or children? Who will be responsible
for delivering the content of the Bill? What will be the
future role of local authorities, as mentioned before,
and the Secretary of State? The Bill includes powers to
allow the Secretary of State to establish a body corporate
to fulfil the duties under the Bill. What exactly does
that mean? How will it be used? Are there terms of
reference for reviews or task forces? If so, what are
they?
As I said earlier, the information needs to be clarified
before it can be provided. Parents and others must be
made aware of entitlements. Under the Childcare
Act 2006, local authorities must establish and maintain
a service offering advice and assistance. I understand
that not all family information services are providing
information about childcare. Children’s centres could
be a good source for supplying information and advice,
but they have been closing at a fearful rate—800 in the
last few years, a drop of 35%. Where is the information
and advice to come from?
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There is no mention in the Bill of parents who have
disabled children or children with special educational
needs, as was discussed earlier. The parliamentary
inquiry into childcare for disabled children in 2014
found evidence that the system is not working well.
There is a huge lack of provision and parents are
struggling to access entitlement to free early education.
This is of course a barrier for those wanting to go to
work. The Government must recognise and take account
of additional costs to support the needs of disabled
children, as well as the fact that the workforce and
facilities are often not equipped to deal with disabled
children or children with special needs.
Will the Government examine the system of delivery
of childcare? Liz Truss, when a Minister, posed the
question of why schools could not be open for longer
hours, providing after-school and nursery childcare.
The Select Committee heard of local “hubs”, as they
were called, where childcare might be partly in schools
and partly in the private, voluntary and independent
sector. What would the financial implications of such
a service be? Have the Government looked at various
models of delivery and costed them?
I have, like others, posed many questions. We may
all be in favour of increasing free childcare, but costs
and an analysis of the options are important. Will the
Minister, with his care about child development, urge
the Government to provide a comprehensive review of
childcare and to resist piecemeal approaches? Children
deserve the best-quality system, but we do not have
the best possible system by any means. The Bill pays
little heed of that fact. Work needs to be done before
the childcare system can best serve parents and children.
I look forward to working with others to help produce
that better provision.
5.29 pm
Lord Browne of Belmont (DUP): My Lords, I broadly
welcome this Bill and the commitment that the
Government have made to provide free childcare for
children under compulsory school age. This commitment
should go some way to help families.
In expressing general support for the Bill, I want to
ask the Minister what parallel provisions will be made
for one-earner couple families with pre-school age
children. One-earner families face a number of challenges
when compared with other families. In the first instance,
they bear a higher proportion of the tax burden in the
United Kingdom than is the case across the OECD
countries on average. International comparisons based
on 2012 figures reveal that, on the OECD average
wage of £35,883, the tax burden for a single parent
with two children is 34% higher than the OECD
average; similarly, the tax burden for one-earner married
couples with two children is more likely to be 45% higher.
How is this fair?
In the second instance, the way in which the
Government have sought to help families, through
raising the personal allowance, is not in the best interests
of one-earner families. Although policies that raise the
personal allowance are good for both single people
and two-earner families, personal allowance increases
only perpetuate the difficulties that one-earner families
with children face. This is primarily because one-earner
families are unable to take advantage of two personal
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allowances. For instance, how is it fair that a couple
family with two children and a household income of
£40,000 that comes from one income pays far more tax
than the couple family next door with two children
and an identical household income of £40,000 through
two incomes of £20,000 each?
In the third instance, life has also become more
difficult for one-earner couple families through the
introduction of the higher income child benefit charge.
This charge means that, once the main breadwinner’s
income is above £50,000, the family’s child benefit
entitlement will be eroded, and then removed entirely
once that income reaches £60,000. This is despite the
fact that some families in the poorer 50% of the
population will be caught by this charge. For example,
the one-earner couple family with four children on a
household income of £50,000 will be in only the
fourth decile of income distribution. By contrast, the
household income next door can rise to nearly £100,000,
if both parents work and earn just under £50,000
each, and they will keep all their child benefit. The
family that gets to keep all its child benefit will be very
much in the top half of income distribution. Again,
how is this fair?
In this context, I have to say that the provision of
yet another innovation that will further assist two-earner
families, and by definition thereby leave one-earner
families in a poorer position, is seen by many as
compounding an existing injustice. Indeed, it has been
suggested by some that there is a concerted effort to
try to convert all one-earner couple families into twoearner families without regard for those who want the
freedom to be one-earner couple families, certainly
before their children are in school.
The charity Mothers at Home Matter has said that,
“many parents would prefer to care for their children themselves
if they could afford it and this vital element appears absent in all
the debates on ‘affordable childcare’… the government, in supporting
double earning families with tax allowances and subsidised childcare
while at the same time disadvantaging single earner families is
urging women to choose their career above their family”.

The early years report from the Centre for Social
Justice notes that the Government’s narrow focus on
subsidising formal childcare, without parallel policies
that increase choice for those parents who want to
spend more time with their children or use other forms
of care, means that choice is increased only for some
and many parents feel even more pressurised to return
to work.
The social policy charity CARE, meanwhile, has
said:
“The message communicated by this lopsided policy is that a
child’s time with their parents is irrelevant to their well-being and
healthy development. Our relational experiences in childhood
dramatically impact on how we behave towards one another in all
aspects of life. It is the quality of relationships that ultimately
define our society. Thus young infants require secure attachment,
physical contact and physical affection”.

It is important for taxation policy to recognise that
not all stay-at-home parents remain at home because
circumstances mean that they cannot access the
employment market when they would otherwise like
to. While it is true that this may be the case for some, it
is not so for all families. Some families choose to have
one parent staying at home looking after the children
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because this arrangement works for them. This choice
must not be taken away from them. Many families
suggest that they would like to retain this option or, in
other cases, access it for the first time. In a 2010 survey
conducted by the parent organisation Netmums, it
was revealed that they would like better support to
stay at home with their children when they are small.
Of the 5,900 members who completed the poll, 57% of
mums would like to see this.
Families also choose to have one parent staying at
home with the children because they feel that it is
better for the children. Research by Sigman examined
the mental health of teenagers who attended day-care
centres when they were children, and of those who
received care at home. The research showed that at the
age of 15, centre-based day-care children were more
prone to stress. Similarly, research carried out by Stein
and others associated poor child behaviour with low
maternal care giving, more time spent in day-care
centres and more time with child minders.
Mindful of this and the need to keep the rights of
the child pre-eminent, I was particularly disturbed to
note that on page 6 of the report of the House of
Lords Committee on Affordable Childcare it states:
“Many of our witnesses acknowledged the trade-offs inherent
in a policy which seeks on the one hand to promote child
development, and on the other hand to facilitate parental employment.
For example, cheap, low-quality childcare might help parents to
work, but it would not meet the Government’s child development
objectives. There is therefore an inherent tension which must be
managed; hard choices have to be made. No evidence was presented
to us to suggest that the Government formally recognised the
need for such trade-offs”.

Whatever one makes of the childcare argument—I
recognise that there is also research which shows that
children do just as well in professional, centre-based
care, although this tends to be intensive and expensive—we
should not try to press one-income families into becoming
two-income families if that is not their choice.
It is important at this stage to recognise that the
way in which we now recognise marriage in our income
tax system—a hugely important provision on which I
warmly congratulate the Government—has helped many
one-earner families. While this provision is welcome, it
is limited, in that at its current level it does very little to
address the substantive disproportionate tax burden
on such families. I ask the Minister to assure the
House that it is not the Government’s intention to
compound the way that one-earner families are currently
disadvantaged by introducing a Bill with no parallel
provisions to help them.
I was extremely encouraged to see that the Prime
Minister committed to increasing the transferable
allowance in an interview with the Telegraph on 28 March.
I hope that this proposed increase will constitute an
important component of the Government’s efforts to
support one-earner families going forward. I look
forward to the Minister’s response.
5.39 pm
Lord Suri (Con): My Lords, it is a noteworthy effort
of the Government that, within a few weeks of being
in office, they have embarked on discharging their
duties and, in that context, I welcome this Bill. The
Childcare Bill is important because we promised it to
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the people of the country; hence it is an issue that
must be dealt with. Although it means spending more
right now, investing further money into this policy has
many long-term socioeconomic benefits. Childcare is,
primarily, a parental responsibility and in difficult
circumstances the Government provide the necessary
assistance. A child is the foundation and future of our
human race and its survival is of the utmost necessity.
It is, indeed, the great determination of working parents
to have jobs and maintain childcare alongside.
The current help of 15 hours of childcare for working
parents is not enough and providing more is merited.
The contribution of working parents plays a multi-faceted
role towards the development of our country.
Implementing the Bill will improve our financial security;
more people working for longer hours means more
money is coming into the country. Looking at the
bigger picture, it will allow hard-working parents to
support their families without the worry of paying
large amounts of money for childcare, which they may
not be able to afford without this Bill.
Providing parents with accessible childcare gives
them the option to work more and, perhaps, receive
better jobs and a better income for their home. This
increases the number of people who are able to have a
more stable and comfortable life due to financial security:
free childcare aiding the reduction of families’ overall
expenses. Having both parents working is beneficial to
the child’s upbringing and to see both mother and
father working allows present and future generations
to know that both women and men can have successful
careers while raising a family. Clearly, the more people
that Britain has working, the better. The Bill will help
more families to work and improve the economy, and
will be especially beneficial to children of households
where a single parent is the sole provider for their family.
Entitlement to education is also a key aspect of the
Bill. Providing children with early education, right
from the age of two, allows for the gap to be narrowed
between those who are disadvantaged and those who
are not. This narrowing of the development gap will
allow the younger generation to be more educated and
hence, in the future, more people will be able to work
with better-paid jobs.
Implementation of the childcare policy will help to
deal with the increasingly ageing population in Britain,
which is causing a 4:2:1 ratio within families—everyone
in the new generation will have to look after their
elders in the previous generations. This dependency
ratio is unbalanced and each person will have to work
to provide an income to cover six others. The childcare
policy is likely to encourage couples to start a family
and hence aid the creation of a more youthful and
educated population. It was this Government’s
constructive planning and foresight to include childcare
in their electoral commitment. We must support this
Bill to ensure that it is put into practice and I hope to
see it go through very soon.
5.46 pm
Baroness Tyler of Enfield (LD): My Lords, like
many noble Lords today, I welcome the intent of this
Bill to extend free childcare from 15 to 30 hours a
week for the three and four year-olds of working
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parents. I am hopeful that this policy will help to
achieve the important aim of supporting more parents
in returning to work. In particular, it may help single
parents return to work or add more hours without
being out of pocket by having to pay for additional
hours of childcare. I am also pleased to see that the
Bill will improve parents’ access to information about
available provision in their area as this will allow them
to make more informed decisions about childcare. I
add my thanks to the Minister for making his time
available for a valuable briefing session yesterday.
I had the privilege of sitting on the Lords Select
Committee on Affordable Childcare, about which we
have heard much this afternoon. Noble Lords will
hear a little more from me. It was very ably chaired by
the noble Lord, Lord Sutherland, who has already
spoken compellingly today. He made it clear that one
of the committee’s primary finding was that, for some
years, childcare policy in England has sought to achieve
and reconcile multiple and sometimes conflicting aims,
with the result that policy has sometimes felt quite
muddled and confusing. The goals to which the noble
Lord, Lord Sutherland, and others alluded essentially
are threefold: namely, to promote child development
for all children; to help narrow the attainment gap
between advantaged and disadvantaged children; and
to enable more parents to work. Those are all laudable
aims but can often pull in different directions. As so
many noble Lords have said today, the Bill appears to
address only the last aim.
I was proud that the Select Committee, which
comprised Peers from all Benches, as Select Committees
do, agreed that the overriding priority should be given
to providing high-quality early education to disadvantaged
children as they are the most likely to receive the
greatest benefit, and that this priority should be reflected
in the way in which resources are allocated. That is
where I shall focus my remarks today. There is tremendous
potential for high-quality childcare to help disadvantaged
children achieve better educational attainment and
greater lifetime earnings, and to help break the cycle
of intergenerational poverty.
The Select Committee’s report states:
“High quality early education has a crucial role to play in
helping disadvantaged children to reach their full potential …
Greater value for money in terms of child outcomes is obtained
by investing in early education for this group, than for all children”.

Given this, I am concerned that, in focusing on the
aim of supporting working parents, the Bill fails to
address these critical issues. Its silence on these matters
raises many questions, which have already been covered.
However, I will briefly give my thoughts on them.
What will be the impact of the extension of hours on
the quality of early education provision and child
development? What are the implications for the early
years workforce? How much money will be needed to
ensure that all hours, including the existing 15 hours,
are properly funded and where will that money come
from? Will additional resources be offered to the
disadvantaged, as recommended by the Select Committee,
or will this be a flat-rate scheme that, in effect, favours
the better off ?
If the Government really want to support child
development and improve outcomes for disadvantaged
children—I am certainly not suggesting that they do
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not—surely they must ensure that the Bill not only
leads to more childcare, but provides early education
provision of a higher quality than is currently provided.
As things stand, disadvantaged children are particularly
likely to receive childcare of an insufficiently high
quality. For example, 28% of disadvantaged two year-olds
taking up their free entitlement attend settings that
have not been judged “good” or “outstanding” by
Ofsted. As we have heard, this is largely because
private, voluntary and independent childcare providers
in deprived areas are less likely to be rated “good” or
“outstanding” by Ofsted than equivalent settings in
more affluent areas. We know that disadvantaged
children are very likely to receive their entitlement
from these very providers. Indeed, 60% of three year-olds
and 96% of disadvantaged two year-olds access their
entitlement through a PVI setting.
As the Select Committee report said very clearly, it
really is a false economy to provide these children with
early education but fail to ensure that the care that
they receive is of sufficiently high quality to achieve
those better outcomes. Hence my concern, which is
shared by so many other noble Lords, that the Bill is
silent on what will be done to ensure that early education
entitlement will be of sufficiently high quality. I say
“sufficiently” because I recognise the trade-offs that
need to be made between affordability, availability and
quality—again, other noble Lords have referred to that.
It is important to make it clear that PVI settings
often struggle to provide high-quality childcare largely
because they are currently underfunded. As we have
already heard, the Pre-School Learning Alliance has
estimated that private, voluntary and independent
providers currently face a total funding deficit of
£177 million. Given the underfunding of the existing
15 hours, some organisations, such as the National
Day Nurseries Association, have expressed concerns
about how the Government propose to fund the additional
hours. According to the National Children’s Bureau—I
declare an interest as its president—the figure widely
reported in the press of £350 million of additional
funding, while welcome, will not be enough.
In view of those substantial concerns about funding,
echoed by so many noble Lords, I genuinely welcome
the Government’s plan to review funding arrangements
with a view, as I understand it, to increasing the hourly
rate to providers. That will be very welcome. I sincerely
hope that that will allow us to make progress towards
ensuring that all settings are properly funded. In particular,
it will be critical that the current underfunding of the
PVI sector is not in any way exacerbated by the
increase in hours. I hope that that gap is reduced.
The Bill is curiously silent on how the Government
will ensure that the early years workforce has the
qualifications necessary to deliver high-quality provision.
Disadvantaged children are especially likely to receive
their entitlement from staff with lower qualifications.
Although graduate leadership is widely acknowledged
as the key factor helping to narrow the gap in quality
between settings in advantaged and disadvantaged
areas, we know that in the 30% most deprived areas
only 10% of early years staff working in the PVI
sector are at a graduate level. That compares with
35% of those working in nursery schools.
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It is welcome that qualifications in the sector as a
whole have been steadily rising—a point that the noble
Lord, Lord Nash, made in his opening remarks. However,
the additional pressure of the proposed extension of
hours may make it difficult for the sector as a whole to
recruit and train qualified employees. Therefore, and
echoing the recommendations of the Select Committee
report, I urge the Government again to consider
implementing the recommendations of the Nutbrown
review to help support the sector in raising qualifications
over time. I ask the Minister to say something about
this in his concluding remarks. Specifically, will he
commit to develop an early years workforce improvement
plan as part of the programme to expand the free
childcare offer?
Given all these factors, if the Government really
aim to improve outcomes for disadvantaged children
through their childcare policy, they will surely need to
take additional steps to ensure that this happens in
practice. It is clear that a flat-rate scheme will not do
enough to make up for the hurdles that disadvantaged
children already face. The Bill does not make any
special provision for disadvantaged children. Without
going into any detail—I accept that a funding review
will take place—will the Minister say whether in principle
the Government intend to direct additional resources
to the most disadvantaged children?
The Bill does not address how it will ensure that
all children are able to access their full entitlement
with regard to the availability of childcare places.
Many local authorities are still struggling to provide
an adequate number of places for disabled children.
In fact, only 28% of local authorities reported that
they had sufficient childcare for disabled children. My
concern here is that the current funding of the
universal hours fails to take into account the
additional costs of caring for disabled children, and
the pressures already imposed on the childcare
workforce make it difficult for them to gain the skills
necessary to work well with disabled children. As a
consequence of this, we know that too many parents
who would otherwise like to return to work cannot do
so. Eighty-eight per cent of parent carers of disabled
children who do not work said that they would like to
return to work and 83% said that the lack of suitable
childcare was their main barrier. Therefore, what provisions
are being made to ensure that all children, particularly
disabled children, will be able to access their full
entitlement?
To conclude, I welcome the Bill’s stated intent but,
as has been made abundantly clear in today’s debate,
many crucial questions remain unanswered. There will
be much work for this House to do in its detailed
scrutiny to ensure that the Bill addresses head on the
questions of funding, quality, workforce development,
capacity in the sector and, indeed, flexibility—a point
made very cogently by my noble friend Lady Pinnock.
That adds up to the overall workability of the Bill.
From where we start today, with what I politely call a
very slim Bill, I feel that that is a big ask. However, the
Minister has a very strong track record in improving
Bills out of all recognition from the shape in which
they started their parliamentary passage. His skills
will be much needed on this Bill.
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5.57 pm
Lord Touhig (Lab): My Lords, some Second Reading
debates attract a very large number of speakers. We
may not have had a very large number today but, my
goodness, we have had contributions of the highest
quality. The Minister should consider himself a lucky
man to have such knowledge and experience from all
sides of the House to help him make this somewhat
thin Bill, lacking in detail, a better one.
Like my noble friend Lady Jones of Whitchurch, I
give the Bill a welcome—but, like her and many other
noble Lords, I give it a very conditional welcome. The
Bill stands before us in gargantuan splendour, all six
clauses testimony to the titanic venture the Government
intend to embark on. There is just so much room for
comment—although, sadly for the Minister, this is by
virtue not of the thorough and comprehensive nature
of the Bill itself but of the conspicuous absence of
much of what it purports to be. It is a missing Bill. Its
objectives are worthy and noble, but in 20 years’
service in this House and the other place I have never
seen a Bill so lacking in detail and so dependent on
secondary legislation to give its ambitions practical
meaning and outcome.
The noble Lord, Lord Norton of Louth, has written
in many academic accounts of this House that our
essential function is to act as a scrutinising body for
legislation that passes through the Houses of Parliament.
But I ask the Minister: how can we carry out this
crucial function if we are given very little to work with
by the Government? With so much of the Bill covered
by regulation that we have yet to see, we are completely
in the dark as to how this measure will achieve its
objective. So far as the regulations are concerned,
despite many attempts to solicit information from the
Government, answer came there none.
The Government must understand that if they want
to get this flagship piece of legislation on to the statute
book, we must see the regulations and have an opportunity
to consider them in the context of the Bill. I am
convinced that the Minister understands that, although
after our very useful meeting yesterday with him and
his colleague, the Minister for Childcare and Education
in the other place—for which we thank him—it is
clear to me that his colleague needs a crash course in
understanding how this House works. An example is
the funding review. It was only yesterday that the
Government issued their call for evidence to be submitted
to their review on the cost of providing childcare.
Responses have to be submitted by 10 August. Perhaps
the Minister can outline the timetable for digesting
and publishing the findings. He has spoken of the
autumn, but the autumn is a long period: when in the
autumn? We had an assurance from the Minister
yesterday that the findings will be made public.
We know that the Government want to take legislation
through both Houses, gain Royal Assent and pilot the
scheme next year, prior to its full launch in 2017. They
have precious little time. Charities and sector bodies
have stated that funding underpins the central needs
of childcare provision, ensuring that it is both accessible
and satisfactory. There has been no serious indication
on the part of the Government that they acknowledge
the necessary trade-offs between cost and quality in
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childcare. It would be a disappointing outcome if the
Government were to continue on a path that would
stretch limited resources and undermine conditions of
good care in order to push more parents into the
labour market.
This Second Reading debate has had one key
characteristic: an almost endlessly repeated request
for more information. The Minister and his staff will
be working overtime to answer so many questions by
the time we get to Committee. I have a few more for
the Minister. There is already a lack of childcare for
disabled children. How will the Bill help this? Together
with the noble Baroness, Lady Eaton, I was a member
of the Parliamentary Inquiry into Childcare for Disabled
Children, which found compelling evidence that policy
developments to improve the affordability and quality
of childcare provision have to date failed to take into
account the reality of childcare for disabled children.
The inquiry found that disabled children are being
denied the opportunities for educational and social
development that non-disabled children enjoy, and
that parents are being denied the same opportunity to
choose to return to work.
The case for a concerted government plan to tackle
the inequality faced by this group is a strong one. The
scarcity is caused by two major factors: a lack of
consistent funding to meet the additional costs of
providing childcare to disabled children; and a workforce
that is poorly qualified to provide quality childcare.
Without addressing these issues, it is likely that disabled
children will continue to be disadvantaged by childcare
provision that does not take account of their particular
needs. This is a question of equality. If we are introducing
a new entitlement, we must ensure that it is accessible
to all children and that the settings are properly supported
so that they can include disabled children with additional
needs.
On other matters, how will the Bill ensure that more
trained and qualified staff will be available? How will
capacity through recruitment and retention be improved?
Almost half of independent nurseries do not employ
early years teachers. How will this help incentivise
nurseries to employ them? How is the impact of childcare
on child development being measured? The Bill’s clear
objective is to enable parents of young children to find
and remain in work—a point made by the noble
Baroness, Lady Pinnock. There is nothing wrong in
that, but an investment of tens of millions of pounds
should do more than simply pay for childminding.
Surely good childcare should be child-focused, offering
learning and developmental opportunities.
We must make sure that standards will not be
sacrificed for affordability, that the work interests of
parents do not override the development needs of the
child and that, ultimately, the poorest and neediest in
our society will benefit most from these proposals. I
am thinking here of those parents who need to work
to provide for their families and those children, such
as those with special needs, who will benefit from the
proper attention and care.
The Bill will help only those parents in work with
childcare. What measures are planned to help those
looking for work? The consultation on funding has
just been launched. Will it consider the actual cost of
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childcare? How many providers are already finding it
difficult to stay in business? What modelling has been
done to ensure that additional hours provided at a
payment level which is at best marginal will not drive
more providers out of business? The 30 hours a week
will now surely cover lunchtime. Is the cost of the
lunch to be included in the free 30 hours? Many
providers will not have facilities to provide lunches;
this could be a capital cost. Will there be help for this?
The noble Baroness, Lady Eaton, made this point.
The level of regulation-making powers that the Bill
gives to the Secretary of State is unprecedented for a
Bill of this size. Why is this, and when will the draft
regulations be published? What plans are there to
consult on the regulations and who will be consulted?
How are the Henry VIII powers in Clause 2(2)(d) to be
justified? Is the Bill being rushed through without
sufficient time and preparation?
I will not comment on a lot of the remarks that
noble Lords have made, but I will highlight one or two
points. The noble Baroness, Lady Pinnock, and the
right reverend Prelate the Bishop of Durham highlighted
the problems of childcare during holidays. I was discussing
with my eldest son this weekend the problems that he
and his wife are going to have in the summer finding
childcare provision and being able to afford it. The
noble Lord, Lord Sutherland, welcomed the pilot
projects that will be undertaken. They are worth while.
When I sat in the other place, I was for a time on the
Public Accounts Committee and time and again we
saw government schemes go awry because they had
not been piloted—so clearly piloting is a good idea.
My noble friend Lady Andrews made an important
point about the ability under the regulations for the
Secretary of State to set up a quango. She is right that
it should be in the Bill and not covered just by regulations.
The noble Lord, Lord True, has been a good friend
of the Government. He talked about the Government’s
manifesto commitment and aspiration but then warned
about a rushed skeleton Bill—one that gives Ministers
enormous regulatory powers, which he called draconian.
Those were wise words and good advice from a
government supporter, and I hope that the Minister
and the rest of the Government will take heed.
Ultimately, we are being asked today to pass a
hollow piece of legislation. We go into Committee in
two weeks to consider—what? Without details of the
regulations, the Bill is little short of a blank cheque.
The Government are playing a dangerous game and if
they are not careful, this cheque will bounce and their
creditworthiness on the key issue of childcare will be
wiped out. I am sure that that is not what the Minister
or any Member of the House wants. It is certainly not
what the Opposition are seeking. However, the
Government have to wake up and listen.

6.08 pm
Lord Nash: My Lords, the debate today has been
constructive, heartfelt and highly useful. I thank all
noble Lords who have taken part. The contributions
made highlight the extensive knowledge and experience
of childcare policy across the House and, as the noble
Lord, Lord Touhig, said, I am very lucky to have
received so many helpful comments. I am delighted
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that so many noble Lords across the House have
offered their support for the aims of the Bill and the
Government’s commitment to doubling the entitlement
to free childcare for working parents of three and four
year-olds. I hope that noble Lords will forgive me if I
am not able this evening to respond to all the points
made in detail, but I will do my best. I also commit to
writing before Committee to all those who have spoken
today and I expect to be able to provide further detail
on some important issues at that time.
As we have heard today, the first few years of a
child’s life are critical to shaping their future development.
That is why the current entitlement ensures that all
three and four year-old children can access 15 hours a
week of quality early education to prepare them for
school, improving their life chances. It is the Government’s
intention that extension of the free entitlement will
enable families to make choices about what is best for
their circumstances. Doubling the amount of free
childcare available for working families will give parents
the chance to go back to work or take on additional
hours at work—increasing their income but crucially
not seeing their childcare bill rise as a result.
My noble friend Lady Eaton and the noble Earl,
Lord Listowel, raised the importance of the developmental
needs of children and the importance of high-quality
early years care. The Effective Pre-School, Primary
and Secondary Education project provided highly
influential evidence on the benefits of high-quality
early years education and explored pre-school as a
predictor of outcomes over time for children aged
three and four. The project showed, as the noble Earl,
Lord Listowel said, that attending pre-school had a
positive and long-term impact on children’s attainment,
progress and social-behavioural development.
Many noble Lords mentioned quality, which is of
course vital. This Government remain committed to
driving up quality in the early years. A qualified,
high-quality workforce is essential and the Government
have helped nurseries to recruit the staff they need
through generous funding for early years teacher training.
I am pleased that the quality of providers continues to
improve. More than 83% of providers are now judged
good or outstanding compared with 69% in 2009.
The noble Baroness, Lady Jones, asked, as did the
noble Baroness, Lady Tyler, about how the implementation
of the Nutbrown review is going. The noble Baroness,
Lady Andrews, the noble Earl, Lord Listowel, my
noble friend Lady Stedman-Scott and the noble Lord,
Lord Touhig, asked about the early years workforce.
The workforce is better qualified and better paid than
in 2009. We have established more robust qualifications
at level 3 and level 6, raising the status of the profession
and the quality of provision. We have supported that
with bursaries for level 6 early years teachers and
support the sharing of expertise and skills across the
sector—for example, using teaching skills networks to
get private and school nurseries working together.
The noble Earl mentioned Dr Lesley Curtis. She is
helping us through teaching school alliances to support
quality improvement in private, voluntary and school
nurseries. Her nursery school is one of the leading
lights in this innovative new approach to schools and
nurseries working together. Sir Michael Wilshaw yesterday
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launched a new common inspection framework, which
places a very strong focus on the quality of teaching
and learning and improved outcomes for children in
all registered early years settings.
The noble Baronesses, Lady Bakewell and Lady
Tyler, talked about the importance of childcare for
disadvantaged children. We agree and that is why in
the previous Parliament we introduced the two-year-old
offer and the early years pupil premium, and why the
entitlement to 15 hours of free early education is
universal for all three and four year-olds. It is important
to consider that disadvantage is not a simple divide of
working and not working. Indeed, we know that around
half of the families who are entitled to a place for their
two year-old are working. These families are working
hard to support their children and in future will be
able to plan ahead to their children turning three
knowing that they will be able to receive 30 hours of
free childcare a week, reducing their childcare costs
and giving them a real choice about returning to work
or taking up more hours. We must do all we can to
support families out of poverty, as the noble Earl,
Lord Listowel, said, and I am delighted that the Child
Poverty Action Group has welcomed the extension of
the free entitlement, describing it as an “extremely
positive move”.
I also take this opportunity to reassure noble Lords,
including the noble Baronesses, Lady Bakewell and
Lady Tyler, the noble Lord, Lord Touhig, and others,
who asked about disabled children accessing this new
extended entitlement. I wish to be very clear that
parents with disabled children must have the same
opportunities as other parents to access the entitlement.
Where parents of disabled children would like to go
out to work we want to make it easier for them to do
so. We are committed to helping families with disabled
children and since the passage of the Children and
Families Act we have introduced new EHC plans,
provided £30 million for families to access independent
supporters and given more rights to parent-carers of
disabled children so that they have same assessment
rights as other carers. I am sure that the funding
review will consider significant evidence on the funding
issues for disabled children that noble Lords have
raised.
The noble Baroness, Lady Howarth, asked about
the Government’s position on using private funds to
supplement publicly funded early education places. I
am happy to meet her to discuss this further. Local
authorities have a statutory duty to secure early education
places free of charge for two year-olds from low-income
families, looked-after two year-olds and all three and
four year-olds in their area. It is an important principle
of the early education entitlement that access to a
government-funded early education place is not
conditional on the payment of any fee or the purchase
of additional hours or services. This would be a significant
financial barrier for many families and we do not want
any child to be prevented from accessing the benefits
of early education.
The noble Baroness, Lady Howarth, asked about
providers working with children with additional needs.
Local authorities have the flexibility to pay a higher
rate to providers working with children with additional

Childcare Bill [HL]

1128

needs, in respect of the additional costs of meeting
those needs, in order to ensure that all eligible children
can take up their fully funded early education place.
The Government are reviewing the cost of providing
childcare and have committed to increasing the average
funding rate. We want this new entitlement to be
available to all eligible parents who want to take it up.
As I have said, the review will take a broad look at the
costs of providing childcare for all children and will
therefore include children with additional needs.
I am pleased that noble Lords have welcomed the
clarification that “working” will be defined as the
equivalent of eight hours per week, will include selfemployed work, and that lone parents will be able to
access the entitlement. Further, more detailed criteria
will be subject to consultation in due course, but so far
as the point of the noble Baroness, Lady Massey, is
concerned, it is not intended to apply to grandparents.
However, I must take issue with her on her numbers in
respect of the closure of children’s centres. The important
point is that we have a record number of parents and
children using children’s centres—more than 1 million.
I will deal now with a couple of technical points.
The question was raised that the Bill extends to England
and Wales but a “qualifying child” of a working
parent is a child in England. The Bill, when passed,
will form part of the law of England and Wales as a
single legal jurisdiction, but Clauses 1 and 2 apply
only to children in England, and Clause 3 applies only
to English local authorities. This is normal in legislation
relating to childcare, since it is a devolved matter and
dealt with by the Welsh Government.
My noble friend Lord True, who I know is very well
briefed both as the leader of Richmond Council and
by his wife—who I understand was Montessorian of
the Year in 2011—raised a point about criminal offences.
I can assure him that this is intended for serious cases
relating particularly to the protection of people’s
confidential data, as is the case now for the current
provision, and for cases of fraud.
The right reverend Prelate the Bishop of Durham
and my noble friends Lord True and Lord Browne
raised questions about stay-at-home parents. There is
no intention to undermine the vital importance of
stay-at-home parents. The formation of attachments
at an early age is crucial, and we are supporting
stay-at-home parents with the marriage tax allowance
and through changes to the pension scheme. My noble
friend Lord True also asked whether I would meet the
Montessori Schools Association and other providers.
I will be delighted to do so, and will discuss this with
him. The noble Lord, Lord Sawyer, raised a point
about pay rates for early years. We hope that the
funding review will raise the average hourly rate.
The noble Baronesses, Lady Jones, Lady Pinnock
and Lady Andrews, and other noble Lords raised
questions about the overall funding for the scheme. It
is imperative that we carefully cost this policy and
ensure that we find the right balance between being
fair to providers and delivering value for money to the
taxpayer. In doing so, there are a number of factors to
consider: how many three and four year-olds there will
be in the future, obviously; what proportion have
working parents; how many four year-olds will have a
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reception place; how many parents will take up the
offer; how many of the 15 hours they will take up; the
savings that will result from working tax credits and
other subsidies to parents; and, of course, the average
funding rate to providers. On the last point, the funding
rate is of course central to the debate, and we have
taken note of the sector’s concerns. That is why we
were the only party to commit to a review of the cost
of providing childcare and the only party to commit
to increasing funding. As I clarified to the noble
Baroness, Lady Pitkeathley, on 3 June,
“our current estimate is that this will cost around £350 million, to
be delivered from reducing the tax relief on pensions for those
earning more than £150,000 a year”.—[Official Report, 3/6/15;
col. 412.]

We want to make sure that funding for providers is
sufficient, which is why we committed to the increase
in the funding rate.
The noble Baroness, Lady Jones, my noble friend
Lord True and others asked about the capacity of the
system to deliver this increase. We know that working
parents with children use many different forms of
childcare, depending on their income, working pattern
and the age of their children. It is important now that
the market can be flexible in how it responds to the
choices that parents wish to make. The market is
healthy and growing, delivering childcare through a
broad range of providers.
As I mentioned in my opening remarks, our latest
figures show that we now have 230,000 more childcare
places than in 2009. The UK childcare market was
worth £5 billion in 2013-14, and a recent report suggested
that demand further increased by over 50% in the
current year. So this is a vibrant sector with a demonstrable
ability to respond to previous changes to entitlement,
as it has to the two year-old offer and the expansion of
the three and four year-old offer. But, of course,
expansion must be delivered in a way that is flexible
and affordable for parents and provides quality. We
have committed to consulting parents and childcare
providers on how this will be implemented.
The noble Baroness, Lady Jones, asked about primary
settings for nurseries, and the noble Baroness, Lady
Massey, pointed out that they tend to be of very high
quality. Under the free school programme, we now
allow applications for primary schools to include
applications for nurseries. Although it is true that
many primaries may be full, many have capacity; it
varies substantially by geographic location. I take the
points made by the right reverend Prelate the Bishop
of Durham, my noble friend Lord True and others
about the specific capacity of certain providers.
The noble Baronesses, Lady Pinnock, Lady Andrews
and Lady Bakewell, and the noble Lord, Lord Sutherland,
raised important points about the actual costs of
nurseries and the question of cross-subsidy, and the
noble Baroness, Lady Pinnock, about flexibility. As I
mentioned in my opening remarks, a review of the
cost of providing childcare is already under way. The
reviewers want to see as much evidence as possible,
and I encourage interested organisations to respond to
the call for evidence. This is available on Directgov,
and I will write to Peers with the details of how to
find it.
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The right reverend Prelate the Bishop of Durham,
the noble Baroness, Lady Pinnock, the noble Lord,
Lord Sutherland, the noble Lord, Lord Touhig, and
the noble Baroness, Lady Bakewell, raised the question
of stretching provision over a longer period than
38 weeks. The Bill will allow this, as is already allowed
for the 570 hours offered at the moment. Regarding
the current 570 hours—15 hours a week—we say in
guidance that parents and providers need to be aware
that there is no requirement for all early years education
to be delivered over 38 weeks. Local authorities should
enable parents to take the current entitlement in a
pattern of hours that stretches the entitlement by
taking fewer hours over more weeks where there is
sufficient parental demand and provider capacity.
Delivering flexibility for parents is an important principle
for government in this Bill and will be important in
consultation and in the funding review.
The right reverend Prelate the Bishop of Durham
raised a point about providers insisting that parents
have to purchase hours during holidays as a condition
of getting the free entitlement. We are clear in our
current statutory guidance, and therefore in the contracts
between local authorities and providers, that the 15 hours
of early years education should be free of charge to
parents. We do not want to see conditions or extra
costs attached. The Childcare Bill gives us full powers
to impose similar requirements, and we will be examining
this carefully in consultation.
My noble friend Lady Eaton asked how the provision
will be delivered. Obviously these matters will be
considered in consultation in the funding review.
Specifically, as my noble friend rightly says, local
authorities play a very important role. We fully intend
and need them to continue to do so. They have delivered
a 95% take-up of the current free entitlement, and I
look forward to further discussions on the importance
of their role.
The noble Baroness, Lady Andrews, my noble friend
Lord True and others talked about the pace of legislation.
The introduction of the Bill, with a strong duty on the
Secretary of State, sends a clear message to parents
and providers about the Government’s commitment.
They are expecting us to deliver on our manifesto
commitment. They will be able to plan in the knowledge
that they can expect this further support for working
families, and the market can continue to grow in
anticipation. Although the detail that will go into
regulations is important, so are the primary powers
that we are taking. We will listen very carefully to the
issues that the House has raised tonight and will raise
in Committee, and I will write with further details to
support scrutiny in Committee.
By considering and challenging us on the legal
framework at this stage, the House will contribute
significantly to the shaping of this policy, but it is
equally important to take time to consult providers,
parents and local authorities before operational details
are fixed. We do not intend to proceed at the pace of a
“breathless shriek”, as the noble Lord, Lord Sutherland,
said, although I have to admit that that sounds to me
rather like a contradiction in terms, even for a philosopher.
The noble Baronesses, Lady Pinnock and Lady
Massey, along with the right reverend Prelate the
Bishop of Durham and others, talked about the thrust
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of the Bill and the needs of the child. I assure noble
Lords that quality will be central to our provision, and
in all things my department seeks to put the child first.
The message is clear: this Government are on the
side of working people, helping them to get on and
supporting them at every stage of their lives. That is
why we are pressing ahead with these reforms, so that
not a moment is lost in getting on with the task—going
further than ever before to help with childcare costs,
helping hard-working families and giving people the
choice to get into work or more hours, as my noble
friend Lord Suri has said. Having the right childcare
in place means that more parents can have genuine
choice, security and peace of mind when it comes to
being able to support their family. As I have said,
noble Lords will understand that it is not yet the time
to draft regulations. We are committed to substantial
consultation with parents, providers and local authorities
first. We must take advantage of that, as we must of
your Lordships’ expertise.
I am grateful to all noble Lords who have spoken
today for their wisdom. As I have said, I will write to
them before Committee, and I will set out further
details of our plans for consultation and a policy
statement of the principles that will inform delivery of
the extended offer. I look forward to further meetings
with noble Lords—with the noble Baroness, Lady
Jones, and the noble Lord, Lord Touhig, with members
of the Select Committee and others. I am confident
that that will support your Lordships in homing in on
the issues, enabling us to benefit from noble Lords’
customary high-quality scrutiny. I look forward to
discussing this in more detail in Committee, and I ask
the House to give the Bill a Second Reading.
Bill read a second time and committed to a Committee
of the Whole House.

UN: Sustainable Development Goals
Question for Short Debate
6.27 pm
Asked by Lord McConnell of Glenscorrodale
To ask Her Majesty’s Government what are their
priorities for the Sustainable Development Goals
to be agreed by the United Nations in September.
Lord McConnell of Glenscorrodale (Lab): My Lords,
I start by drawing attention to my entry in the Lords
register, which notes my association with a number of
organisations that campaign and work in this area.
I am very grateful for the opportunity to raise the
subject of the sustainable development goals here this
evening, almost exactly six months since the House
last debated this issue. At that time in December, we
were debating the synthesis report by the SecretaryGeneral of the United Nations, called The Road to
Dignity by 2030, which outlined a way ahead following
the widespread consultations that have taken place
across the world over the previous three years. Here
tonight we have the opportunity to debate and ask
questions about the most recent report, just published
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by the United Nations, which is called—perhaps not
very excitingly—Zero Draft of the Outcome Document
for the UN Summit to Adopt the Post-2015 Development
Agenda. We can hope that they find a more exciting
title by September, but in my view this is a very
exciting moment, not least because the document contains
much of what was expressed in our debate in December
as key priorities if we are to change the balance of
power globally and change the life opportunities for
those who are most vulnerable and live in extreme
poverty.
I am delighted to be followed this evening by the
noble Baroness, Lady Jenkin, who will speak next in
the debate, because this week yet again we will “Live
below the line” to raise awareness about extreme poverty
and raise funds for important causes. It is always a
pleasure to share views with the noble Baroness in a
debate of this sort. I am also delighted that the Minister
the noble Baroness, Lady Verma, will be speaking at
the end of this debate because previously when she
spoke on this topic in your Lordships’ House she was
just a whip. Now she is a Minister at DfID and is to be
congratulated on her gradual promotion over the years
to her now elevated position.
Ten years ago, we were making representations,
marching, producing reports and lobbying hard for
the Make Poverty History campaign to ensure that the
G8 at Gleneagles in Scotland took account of the
problems that face the people and countries of Africa
and took decisive action to make a real difference
there. Ten years on, there remains an incredible amount
still to do. Reading the report from the United Nations,
I welcome the focus the document gives to the potential
of the post-2015 sustainable development goals. Many
of the concerns that we have raised in recent debates
here have been addressed.
The document sets out a very ambitious statement
of purpose:
“We are resolved to free the human race from the tyranny of
poverty and want and to heal and secure our planet for present
and future generations”.

If it is agreed in September, it commits to collective
action for sustainable development and states:
“As we embark on this collective journey, we pledge that no
one will be left behind”.

To my mind, in a very welcome sense the commitments
not only cover the traditional important areas of
education, health and agriculture, which I am sure will
be covered by other noble Lords in this debate, but
crucially emphasise the importance of peacebuilding,
tackling conflict, conflict prevention, good governance,
the rule of law and human rights to sustainable
development. Development is not sustainable without
peace, and peace is not sustainable without development.
The document also covers the crucial issue of disaster
risk resilience, which I have mentioned in your Lordships’
House before. As we have just seen in Nepal, and saw
last year in the Philippines, disasters can destroy years
of development in a single day if the structures—the
housing, the roads, the emergency responses—are not
in place to minimise the damage caused. These issues
of concern are addressed in the new zero draft outcome
document.
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There are critical issues still to be addressed, and I
think the United Kingdom is uniquely placed to address
them. That is why this evening I want to address
specific issues and question the Minister about the
role of women, about finance and about data and
monitoring.
On the role of women, as we would expect the
document includes proposals for the United Nations
General Assembly in September, including many references
to the importance of gender equality, the rights of
women, the education of women and girls and many
other related issues. However, the targets do not reflect
that emphasis. While a document that contains a firm
statement of the importance of these issues is helpful
and gives us direction and motivation, it is simply too
challenging for those who will, in the 15 years that
follow, try to achieve those goals for the targets simply
to refer to increasing the number of women
parliamentarians rather than to dealing with the real
lives of women in communities, where they not only
bear the brunt of disasters and underdevelopment but
are by far the most important agents of change.
I met two very different women recently in Malawi,
and I shall mention them both briefly. In a displaced
persons camp in Chikwawa in southern Malawi I met
Maria, who had been displaced by the extreme floods
in January. She had her one year-old disabled son in
her arms and told me about having been away for the
day and coming back to her house to find it, her
belongings, her crops and everything gone. Four months
on, she is sharing a tent in a displaced persons camp.
Her child has only the clothes he is currently wearing
and has no obvious access to the assistance and treatment
he clearly needs. Maria has no immediate prospect of
finding new housing or even the cooking utensils or
seeds that would allow her to start to lead a normal
life again.
However, the next day there was a story of hope,
because I met another woman in Dedza in Malawi,
one of the driest and most barren parts of the country,
where an irrigation scheme, which has been supported
by Concern Universal and other organisations, had
created a rice field of 200 acres with the work of the
local community, which produced an income for them
that they then reinvested in their community, expanding
the rice field every year. I met the guy in charge in the
local community, who had used the profits from his
rice to rebuild his home, and he was very proud of
that. At the next house I met a woman, who told me
that she had six children, and that this year she expected
to collect 50 bags of rice from her patch on the rice
field. I asked her what she would do with the money
she would raise from that—would she also build a new
house? No, she said, she was saving the money to
educate her six children. I thought that was a very
telling moment.
That weekend, not only had I seen the way in which
women suffer the most as a result of underdevelopment
and disasters, but here was a woman who was an agent
of change for herself and her family in the years to
come. That emphasises the need to have stronger
language and stronger targets on women. I would like
to know whether the Secretary of State for International
Development, Justine Greening, who has made such a
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priority of this area, will be prepared over this summer
to argue hard for improving the targets on gender
equality and women’s rights in the final outcome.
The second issue I want to raise is finance, which
we have debated regularly in your Lordships’ House
over recent months. The Addis Ababa summit of
Finance Ministers in July will look at the financing of
this plan for global development. Of course it needs to
address tax, the private sector, illicit flows of finance
and transparency in trade and in tax and ensure that
there are more sources of income than just development
aid. However, it needs leadership as well. Can the
Minister say whether the Chancellor will attend on
behalf of the United Kingdom? This is not just an
issue for Development Secretaries but for Chancellors
and Finance Ministers the world over, and the UK
could and should take a lead.
Thirdly, I will mention the issue of data and monitoring.
To implement these new development goals successfully
we need not only a data revolution so that we can
measure what is happening, but a revolution in attitudes
to monitoring as well. There needs to be independent
monitoring of the progress, parliamentary monitoring
of the actions of Governments around the world and
people themselves need to be involved in monitoring
their experience of the implementation of those
development goals if they are to be successful and
truly sustainable.
Finally, on the position of children, reading through
this document it is noticeable that children are regularly
referred to as a “vulnerable” group. On a personal
level, I will mention that issue in closing. It is very
welcome that there are commitments, for example, to
ending violence and trafficking in children, but I think
the children of the world are the real agents of change
for the future. Women may be the main agents of
change in communities today, but their children will
be the agents of change for our future, and the document
should reflect that. If the British Government can
influence some of that wording in these final few
months, and have children as not only the vision for
the future but the vehicle through which we will achieve
that better future, the British Government will have
done very well indeed.
The Earl of Courtown (Con): My Lords, I take this
opportunity to remind the House that this is a tight
debate: there are eight minutes for all remaining speakers
apart from the Minister. If eight minutes shows on the
timer, noble Lords have gone over their time.
6.38 pm
Baroness Jenkin of Kennington (Con): My Lords, I
thank the noble Lord for initiating this debate and for
timing it so well. As the noble Lord, Lord McConnell,
just mentioned, he and I, and this year for the first
time the noble Baroness, Lady Grey-Thompson, are
this week participating once again—the fifth time for
both of us—in the Live Below the Line challenge. The
official week, when most others participated, was at
the end of April during the general election campaign,
when we had other things on our minds. As noble
Lords can imagine, the novelty has worn off and we
considered resisting the challenge, but it has become
part of the pattern of our year and I am sure that our
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generous supporters would miss the annual plea for
sponsorship. The Minister, whom I, too, welcome to
her place on the Front Bench, was good enough to
join us last year and knows what we are talking about.
The challenge means living on £1 a day for food and
drink for five days, to raise awareness about extreme
poverty and to raise funds for great charities in the
sector that are doing what they do best to alleviate that
poverty.
Many of the signs are promising. In the past five
years the number of people still in extreme poverty,
living on $1.25 a day, has fallen dramatically. Yes,
there is still so much to do, but many signs are encouraging.
The noble Lord is on his fifth and final day of the
challenge, and I know how much he is looking forward
to a gin and tonic tomorrow. I, on the other hand, am
on day two. With no chance of a cup of coffee until
Saturday, this year I am committed to taking the
challenge to another level, starting every day with just
£1 rather than the buying power of £5 at the beginning
of the challenge. That meant five sandwiches yesterday,
a 31p packet of cornflakes today and a bowl of rice to
look forward to once the debate finishes. However,
although we cannot pretend that this challenge does
much more than make us think about poverty and
hunger, as well as raising funds for good causes—and
it is not too late for noble Lords to make a donation—it
also gives us all an opportunity to discuss, debate and
talk about the issues. Everyone I talk to wants to
know: how? Why? What does it involve? Could they
do it? This debate on the SDGs is an extension and
expansion of that conversation, which is why I am so
pleased to be participating today.
To many people both inside and outside the House,
the term “sustainable development goals” will mean
very little. The details of the 17 proposed goals and
169 targets will have largely passed them by. Despite
the UN conducting the largest consultation programme
in its history to gather opinion on what the SDGs
should include, it is fair to say that the topic remains
largely the domain of technical experts. From my own
recent experience, it was certainly not an issue brought
up for discussion on the doorsteps of Harwich at the
beginning of May.
This does not mean that the sustainable development
goals do not matter. On the contrary, the current plans
contain some of the most ambitious international
commitments of their time, which, if fulfilled, would
have a transformative effect on the world and communities
in which we live: ending poverty in all its forms everywhere,
eliminating violence against women and promoting
the rule of law and equal access to justice. Why more
people are not talking about this transformational
agenda should surely be the question that we ask. That
leads me to conclude that our task here today is not
just about setting priorities and championing one
cause above another but to come together to examine
why the sustainable development goals matter, and to
raise the question of how we turn a technical discussion
at the UN into an agenda for action that helps to lift
the world’s poorest out of poverty and protects the
most vulnerable.
I shall address why I believe why the SDGs should
matter, first to the UK public and, secondly, to the
world at large. First, they matter to the UK public as
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they are part of an agenda on which we as a country
have shown considerable leadership and in which we
have proudly played our part. It was our Prime
Minister who, alongside the Presidents of Liberia and
Indonesia, co-chaired the panel that made the initial
recommendations to the UN Secretary-General in
2013—recommendations that sought not just to
address the symptoms of poverty but to tackle its
causes. Since then, we have been leading the way in
shaping the SDG agenda and ensuring that the process
is as open and inclusive as possible. The Secretary of
State for International Development has made it a
priority, and will continue to do so in the run-up to the
September summit in New York and beyond.
Secondly, the goals matter to the world at large
because, when we move past the technical discussions,
we start to see the impact that they can have both here
and abroad. In a bid to help Governments to frame
the 17 goals, the UN Secretary-General recently clustered
them into six themes: people, planet, dignity, prosperity,
justice and partnership. It is through this lens that we
start to realise what the agenda means. First, it is an
agenda that focuses on all people. We are not talking
about halving poverty; we are speaking of ending it
for all people everywhere. This will mean ensuring that
we reach the most marginalised and vulnerable in
society. To a large extent, it will require focusing on
women and girls, as the noble Lord alluded to, ensuring
that they have the same opportunities as men in order
that they, too, can realise their potential. It is also an
agenda that recognises that people must live within the
boundaries of the planet. Again, this affects us all.
There are efforts that we can all make to cut down on
waste and live within our means to ensure that we have
a sustainable future.
The third and fourth pillars are ensuring a life of
dignity and prosperity. All Members of the House will
agree that there is no better way of fostering both
dignity and prosperity than by creating sustainable
livelihoods. Jobs and a reliable income are the drivers
of a life of prosperity and dignity throughout the
world.
On justice, ensuring that societies are peaceful, that
governance is accountable and transparent, and that
there is the rule of law, an independent judiciary and
free and fair trade provides the building blocks for
sustainable and growing economies. The great and
lasting institutions that we have in Britain are often
taken for granted. Our success as a country depends
so much on the work of the Bank of England, the
London Stock Exchange and the Royal Courts of
Justice, to name but a few. They did not spring up
overnight, equipped with expertise and knowledge to
guide a global economy.
Finally, this is not an agenda that can be achieved
by one actor alone. It will need all of us to work
together in partnership to achieve it. Government,
civil society, academics and business all have a place at
the table if we are to deliver this bold agenda. People,
planet, dignity, prosperity, justice and partnership—an
international development agenda that tackles the causes
of poverty and not just the symptoms. They are priorities
that I am sure the whole House can support.
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6.46 pm
The Lord Bishop of St Albans: I am grateful to the
noble Lord, Lord McConnell, for securing for us this
opportunity to debate this important area.
As we mark the 800th anniversary of the sealing of
Magna Carta this week, we are reminded that some
ideas, initiatives or visions take a long time to come to
fruition. Sometimes, all that one generation can do is
to plant the acorn and it is for subsequent generations
to appreciate the fully grown oak tree. Certainly in the
years leading up to 1215, there was a period of exhausting
negotiations, as Archbishop Stephen Langton travelled
repeatedly between London and Windsor trying to
find a text that would satisfy both sides and prevent
war. It was, like many other negotiated settlements, a
fudge, and, as Ralph of Coggeshall, one of the chroniclers
of those days, wrote:
“By the intervention of the archbishop … and some barons, a
sort of peace was made”.

No one was really satisfied. It was soon overturned
but it was a vital step in a long process which has
unfolded in the centuries since, leading us to where we
are today.
I believe that the time is ripe for a new moral vision
of the one world in which we all live, not just because
it is morally right that we should do that but because,
frankly, it is in our interests. Threats to the environment,
political instability and resurgent nationalism in many
parts of the world, the growth of extremism and so on
call for a bold vision of creating a world in which we
can all share in its opportunities and responsibilities
and also share in its wealth. This is not a time for us to
prevaricate, even if there are some details that we do
not particularly like or we wish were not there. I know
that there is a range of voices, even in our own nation,
some of which do not support the initiatives at all and
some of which do not support some of these goals. I
hope that Her Majesty’s Government will resist these
and continue to give a strong lead on the world stage,
just as our Government have given a magnificent lead
in funding international aid at a time of financial
austerity.
We have these goals and targets, all of which have
been examined in depth by scientists and academics,
who have looked at their feasibility, cost and deliverability.
Although there are clear inadequacies, I know that
they are the best that we have so far. Some people are
concerned that we may be left with just a series of bold
but unrealistic promises which raise hopes but cannot
be delivered. I certainly agree that if you want to bring
about change in the world, you probably ideally need
fewer goals and certainly fewer targets. I also think
that, while the concept is inspiring in its scope, it does
not come over as very inspiring when you wade through
the unbelievably long and turgid material. Indeed,
there is very little that is memorable about these 17 goals.
One of my concerns is: how are they going to capture
the hearts, minds and imaginations of people as things
that we need to do? I certainly think that we need to
try to summarise more what they are about. I am
reminded of a sentence in an article I read—I think it
was in the Economist—that suggested that the SDGs
were about ending poverty and building global prosperity
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and sustainability. That is pretty abstract, but at least
it might begin to focus on something memorable and
communicable.
I would like to draw on a few points that have been
made by Christian Aid, with which I am in close
contact. Christian Aid has been working on the post-2015
development agenda for the past three years and is
co-chair of the Bond Beyond 2015 UK coalition.
Members of this House will know that Christian Aid
works through and with partner organisations in more
than 40 countries and is part of the global ACT
Alliance, a network of church-based organisations
working in development and humanitarian responses
underpinned by a human rights-based approach. There
are some points that Christian Aid wants to argue and
underline.
First, there is a strong welcome for the prominence
of “leave no one behind”, as has already been mentioned,
within this political declaration and a hope that it
could be retained and strengthened.
Secondly, Christian Aid gives a strong welcome to
the emphasis on gender equality, including the stand-alone
bullet point within the co-facilitator’s introduction.
There is a need to see this strengthened in the political
declaration, with reference to women’s rights and social
norms. I hope that there should be a stand-alone
paragraph on financing for gender equality under the
section on “means of implementation”.
Thirdly, there is a desire that we should strengthen
references to climate change and sustainability, with
some specific targets for named temperature levels.
Christian Aid thinks that that needs tightening up a
bit if this is going to bite, and I agree, with the
inclusion of references to sustainable energy and clear
articulation of the green thread. The new agenda
should drive low-carbon, climate-resistant development
and address disaster risk.
Fourthly, there is a hope that the final text on
“means of implementation” will incorporate strong
paragraphs on tax and illicit financial flows, climate-smart
development finance, private sector reporting and
accountability, and financing for gender equality.
Finally, the section on follow-up and review needs
beefing up, as some of the proposals are far too
tentative. Could not the document make a clear
recommendation on peer review and include references
to stepping-stone equity targets in national implementation
plans to ensure that no one is left behind?
The message we are picking up from our partners in
the worldwide Anglican communion is that they are
generally positive about these goals. Indeed, they comment
that they would like them to be challenging but realistic.
They point out that the millennium development goals
provided a broad narrative within which we have been
framing development, a narrative that has animated
the church’s networks across the world and our relations
with those around the Anglican communion, as well
as with government and international bodies. The
ever-expanding support for the millennium development
goals was instrumental in shaping the development
consensus and providing the political space for
Governments, not least our own, to take a more
progressive stand on development. There is great hope
that these SDGs can do the same. However, the transition
to SDGs will pose risks and opportunities. How can
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we manage the transition and carry our constituencies?
How do we ensure that the transition does not result
in declining levels of support for development or an
erosion of an already fragile development consensus?
As with MDGs, these sustainable development goals
place emphasis on revitalising global partnerships for
sustainable development. As part of the effort to
develop multiple stakeholder partnerships that mobilise
and share knowledge and expertise, it is important not
to overlook the role of churches and faith communities
as agents of change. The last Government made good
progress in this area, not least with their Faith Partnership
Principles of 2012. Sadly, however, the potential benefits
of strategic collaboration between the Department for
International Development and the church remain
largely untapped. I hope it is something that we can
work on together.
6.54 pm
Viscount Ridley (Con): My Lords, I congratulate
the noble Lord, Lord McConnell, on securing the
debate and express my admiration for him and my
noble friend Lady Jenkin for their living below the
line. I remind them—perhaps naughtily—that there
are free cheese biscuits in the Bishops’ bar. I welcome
my noble friend the Minister to her role and have
promised her that I will not be tiresome today.
I do not have an interest to declare in this debate
although I have an investment in a DNA diagnostic
company which might, at some stage in the distant
future, prove to be useful in helping to fight infectious
diseases in the developing world.
My main reason for speaking on this issue—I do
not claim anything like the expertise of others in the
debate—is that I was commissioned by the Wall Street
Journal to write about the process of producing these
sustainable development goals last year and I got
interested in it. I am particularly interested in the
question of priority setting and I will focus my remarks
today on that issue. It is crucial that these SDGs are
seen as an opportunity to set priorities within the
development goals.
We need to have, I am afraid, a ruthless focus on
value for money in what we direct our efforts towards
because it is not a matter of identifying the biggest
problems facing the world but of identifying the ones
where we can get most results for the money that we
are likely to spend. There is no question that money
for foreign aid is limited The very brevity of the list of
the eight millennium development goals and the deadline
attached to them meant that they caught the world’s
imagination, and the right reverend Prelate the Bishop
of St Albans referred to the need for the SDGs to do
so as well.
As my noble friend Lady Jenkin said, since 2000 the
number of people living in extreme poverty and hunger
around the world will have been cut roughly in half by
2015—a truly astonishing achievement. However, as
the noble Lord McConnell, said, there is much further
to go.
I worry that the list of SDGs may be too long
because if you were to ask people to name the eight
millennium development goals, most would not be
able to do so. Even that list of eight was, perhaps, a
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little too long. All the pressure during the process of
arriving at the SDGs has been to make the list even
longer. NGOs and others have been bombarding those
involved in the process with their own pet projects and
the result is 17 goals divided into 169 targets. It needs
leadership from the Secretary-General, Mr Ban, and
politicians to bring focus to the process when the
meeting takes place in September.
As Charles Kenny, a senior fellow at the Center for
Global Development in Washington, put it, you should
“never ask a committee to write poetry”. One person
who could bring poetry to this process is the UN
Secretary-General, but he needs to edit with an axe,
not a scalpel. Perhaps that is a too violent a metaphor
for the subject.
The worry is that the open working group’s proposals
which have come to the zero draft are trying to be too
comprehensive rather than forensic and targeted in
order to arrive at an imaginative list that will enable us
to measure progress by 2030. Bjorn Lomborg of the
Copenhagen Consensus Center has been working with
his expert analysts on trying to help this process by
focusing on cost-benefit analysis. His 120 experts went
through all of the 169 targets to try to put a number
for cost benefit on them. This exercise was well received
in many areas, particularly in the developing world,
where it got more attention than it did in the west.
The numbers produced by this exercise were startling.
Every dollar spent to alleviate malnutrition can do
$59-worth of good; on malaria, $35; on HIV, $11. By
contrast, on setting a millennium development goal of
limiting global temperatures to two degrees above
pre-industrial levels, his 120 experts, who included
Nobel Prize winners, calculated that would do just two
cents of good for every dollar spent. On the other
hand, phasing out fossil fuel subsidies would achieve
more than $15 of benefit per dollar spent.
Surprising as it may seem, the global aid industry
very rarely carries out these kinds of cost-benefit
analyses. People in this line of work generally recoil
from rankings because they feel like a heartless exercise
in discrimination against other goals that are still
worthy. The aid industry often seems implicitly to take
the view that funds are unlimited and that spending on
one priority does not crowd out spending on another
but that is patently not the case.
Trying to solve the world’s problems with poverty
and other development challenges is not like solving a
mathematical problem—there is no right or wrong
answer. However, there are better or worse answers. It
is vital, to the extent that we can, that we set priorities—
setting aside sentimental commitments—and do the
hard work of assessing costs and benefits.
7 pm
Lord Rea (Lab): My Lords, we should all be grateful
to my noble friend Lord McConnell for initiating this
very timely debate on an extremely important subject.
Looking back, I think it is fair to say that most people
working in international development agree that the
millennium development goals, now about to expire,
provided a useful framework for action to improve
health and, to some extent, reduce poverty in the
developing world, whether or not those goals were
fully achieved.
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The post-2015 SDGs, which we are considering
now, have been developed as a result of very wide
consultation, which helps explain why there are so
many of them—17 goals, with an average of 10 targets
each, is a seemingly unmanageable number. It apparently
proved difficult to narrow the number down even this
far, since every nation had its own set of priorities. For
each target, there still needs to be further scrutiny on
how to measure and assess whether they have been
achieved, how to monitor them in the future and,
particularly, how they should be financed. Much of
this work is ongoing and will continue until they are
finally ratified at the end of the year, and after that
too. Until then, there is a window of opportunity to
hone the detailed targets further. The noble Baroness,
whom I welcome warmly to her seat, will undoubtedly
tell us about DfID’s work on the SDGs.
I will concentrate on goal 3, covering health,
particularly the fourth part of it which is to,

Here I would include cyclists and pedestrians in order
to encourage physical activity, and there are many
other ways in which urban design can encourage a
healthy lifestyle. More places in the draft document
could be tweaked beneficially, but a short debate is not
the place to lay them out in detail.
I have been briefed for this speech by the UK
Health Forum, of which I declare an interest as its
honorary president. Its detailed response to the draft
SDGs will come shortly to the Department for
International Development, Public Health England
and the international section of the Department of
Health, which I think is now called NHS England.
Earlier, I asked the noble Baroness how DfID is
approaching the September summit finalising the SDGs.
I hope that she will talk about that. I would also like to
ask her how, and at what level, the UK is approaching
the imminent Addis Ababa meeting on the financing
of the SDGs, because on that everything else depends.

“reduce by one-third pre-mature mortality from non-communicable
diseases (NCDs) through prevention and treatment, and promote
mental health and wellbeing”.

7.07 pm

NCDs, by which I mean obesity and diabetes leading
to heart disease, stroke and cancer, cause most of the
deaths and the greatest burden on health services in
developed countries such as our own. However, they
now also cause more than half of all deaths in the
developing world. Unlike the MDGs, which were aimed
at the developing world, the post-2015 sustainable
development goals have a worldwide application. The
determinants of NCDs are wide but can be summarised
as being associated with the post-industrial physical
and nutritional environment in which most of the world’s
population lives or is affected by. Unsuitable, often
processed, food leads to obesity, overweight and diabetes,
even among the poorest. This, with lack of physical
activity, underlies heart disease, stroke and some forms
of cancer. Tobacco smoking, the main cause of many
cancers as well as heart disease, is still very prevalent,
especially in the developing world. Atmospheric pollution
also plays a role, particularly in the mega-cities of the
developing world, in which an increasing proportion
of the world’s population now lives.
Many of these determinants are touched on in the
sustainable development goals. Obviously, I will not
spell them out as that would be very tedious and take
too long, but here are a few examples. Target 4 under
goal 3, to,
“reduce … pre-mature mortality from non-communicable diseases”,

is felt by some to be discriminating against older
people. The word “avoidable” might be a better word
than “pre-mature”. Little changes such as that would
improve those targets. Target 3.a, to “strengthen
implementation of ” the WHO Framework Convention
on Tobacco Control, needs to be emphasised. Target 2
of goal 2, to end malnutrition, should also include
obesity as well as stunting and wasting; discouragement
and, if necessary, regulation to reduce added sugar
and fat in processed food and soft drinks should be
included at some point.
Physical activity and atmospheric pollution are covered
in goal 11, which concerns cities and includes targets
on housing and mentions road safety,
“with special attention to the needs of those in vulnerable situations”.

Baroness Tonge (Ind LD): My Lords, I must first
thank the noble Lord, Lord McConnell, for introducing
this debate. I also declare an interest as chair of
the All-Party Parliamentary Group on Population,
Development and Reproductive Health. I express my
hope to noble Lords that I do not have to take injury
time during this debate because I have a rather bad
chest infection. My group has done a good deal of
work on sustainable development and reproductive
health in the last 10 years. I am well aware that the
phrase “population growth” is a sensitive issue and
must be tackled sensitively, but it must be taken into
consideration when looking at these 17 sustainable
development goals, with their 169 targets. They are
daunting for everyone.
No goal can be attained if the population keeps on
growing. For example, greater numbers of children
may now be out of poverty as a result of efforts in the
past 15 years all over the planet, but in the mean time
greater numbers have been born and survived, so the
world makes little progress and goals are not achieved.
We are warned that the planet will run short of food,
water and space and the very air we breathe will
become more and more polluted. We must do something
to stabilise world population.
For me, the solution lies in goal 5, which was
pointed out in the briefing from Christian Aid mentioned
by the right reverend Prelate. Goal 5 concerns gender
equality and the empowerment of all women and girls.
However, to empower women and girls means, first,
that we must ensure they have power over their own
bodies and over the number of times that they have to
give birth. None of the women in this House could
have done much without control of their own fertility.
We sometimes forget the revolution that free family
planning was to women in the West; we have forgotten
the advantage that we have. We know that there are
more than 220 million women in the world who would
use family planning methods—despite religion, culture
and control by their men—if they had the chance.
Fortunately, some are now being given that chance
with the initiatives that, I am glad to say, were started
by the previous Government and supported by worldwide
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bodies such as UNFPA, IPPF and the Gates Foundation.
I hope that the Minister—whom I sincerely welcome
to her position; it is good to see her—will reassure us
that this funding will continue and that the Government
will insist that sexual and reproductive health, and
family planning in particular, should be specifically
mentioned in the goals and targets that we expect at
the end of the year.
This campaign was given a great welcome and an
amusing boost, unintentionally, by no less a figure
than the Pope, who has never been a fan of artificial
methods of birth control. He recently told the people
of the Philippines, who have huge families—a great
problem for their Government—that they should not
breed “like rabbits”, which I thought was quite pithy
coming from the Pope. I hope that they took his
remarks as seriously as the Government of the Philippines
certainly have.
Smaller family sizes such as those being achieved by
countries such as Bangladesh, Iran, Rwanda, Brazil
and Indonesia, despite religious and cultural difficulties,
show that this can be done and done voluntarily—no
coercion is needed. When family sizes are smaller,
women can be educated and ensure that their children
are educated. All can eventually join the workforce to
make their country more prosperous and less dependent
on aid, with more food and water to share, less space
needed to live in and less pollution of the air we
breathe. All are great bonuses from providing a simple
measure such as family planning supplies.
This is not just enthusiastic old me banging my
favourite drum. In 2012 the World Bank produced
convincing statistics to show that economic growth
follows the drop in fertility rate—that means that it
follows the drop in family size—and not the other way
round, which is what everyone used to believe. The
countries I mentioned earlier are good examples if
noble Lords want to look them up.
Yesterday we saw a welcome report leaked from the
Vatican, showing the Pope’s concern for the world’s
ecosystem and our responsibility in the West to change
our lifestyles and energy consumption—I am becoming
quite a fan. We in the developed world are greedily
using up the world’s resources. We must remember
that; it is our responsibility too. I wish we could see
more emphasis on energy conservation instead of
constantly seeking new sources of energy and that we
could all start eating more frugally and not being so
greedy. I am sure that the noble Baroness, Lady Jenkin,
will show us the way—we should have a special session
on it. We in the West are responsible for most of the
degradation of our planet. We must accept that, while
encouraging our fellow human beings in the developing
world to change too.
In conclusion, I return to my all-party group
and the work it has done. Six years ago, we published
a paper entitled Return of the Population Growth
Factor on how we are not going to achieve the millennium
development goals because of this problem. In a couple
of weeks, our latest contribution will be launched,
entitled “Population Dynamics and the Sustainable
Development Goals”. Much better than we can do—well,
not that much better—two years ago the Royal
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Society addressed this issue with a magnificent paper
called People and the Planet. I urge noble Lords to
read them all.
7.14 pm
Lord Cameron of Dillington (CB): My Lords, I, too,
thank the noble Lord, Lord McConnell, for giving us
the opportunity to discuss these draft development
goals.
The objective of these new goals is, of course, to
prioritise spending across all donors and recipients,
with the notable difference from the MDGs in that
this time around the recipient nations were actually
given a say in what the priorities should be. However,
to my way of thinking—I know I am not the only one
who thinks this—having 17 goals and 169 targets is
not really prioritising or focusing. To my mind, there
is a risk that, in trying to do everything, we will
achieve little or nothing.
I also hold to the view that the long-term aim of
any aid programme should be to do itself out of a job.
The long-term game must be to help the recipient
people to stand on their own feet and help themselves
with their own efforts and not have their countries
constantly dependent on outside aid for their education,
health or, worse still, food and nutrition, although
clearly in emergencies we must all rally round and do
what we can. So, taking a long-term view—and every
country will be different—we, along with other donor
countries, must try to analyse what is the best springboard
or platform in that developing country which will in
the long run best enable its people to help themselves.
At the risk of being repetitive on a theme I have
mentioned in this House before, there is no doubt in
my mind that, in sub-Saharan Africa at any rate,
focusing on improved and profitable agriculture, mostly
smallholder agriculture, is undoubtedly the best
springboard to help the people help themselves. Nations
such as China have already gone through their agricultural
revolution, and in so doing helped more than 400 million
people out of extreme poverty. However, most of
Africa has yet to achieve that breakthrough, and they
themselves recognise that. In the 2003 Maputo agreement,
the African Union agreed to put 10% of its national
budgets into agriculture. At least it understood its
importance. This was reconfirmed in the Year of
Agriculture 2014 and again in 2015 in the Year of
Soils, which is not obviously unrelated to agriculture.
But of course, the gap between commitment and
practice has always been an African problem, and so
far only seven or eight countries have fulfilled their
Maputo commitment. This is a great pity because, if
they could, they would transform both the health and
wealth of their people.
If we are looking to focus harder on what really
matters, I maintain that improved agriculture could
well be the best route to fulfilling a lot of the sustainable
development goals. Running through them quickly,
the first goal is to end poverty everywhere. Well, if
70% to 90% of your population are farmers, what is
the best way of helping them put money in their
pockets? Incidentally, what is the best way of preventing
their children running off to add to the urban slums?
The answer, of course, is to promote entrepreneurial
agriculture.
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The second goal is nutrition and sustainable agriculture.
That speaks for itself, although I admit that the connection
between agriculture and nutrition is not always as
simple as it might first appear, but it can be made to
work. The third goal is health and well-being. Again,
if a variety of local food products can be maintained
and supplied, particularly to kids, that is one of the
best ways to achieve improved health and resistance to
diseases. School feeding programmes, which are now
becoming more common, based on local production,
are an excellent way of achieving this not only for the
kids but also for the surrounding community, which
benefits from the new variety of crops being grown.
The fourth goal is education. If you ask any lady
farmer what she is going to do now that she has learnt
to make money from her farming, I can guarantee
100%, as the noble Lord, Lord McConnell, said, that
the answer will be, “I am going to educate my children”—
and she does. The noble Lord told a story about this
and I will do the same. A couple of years ago, I met a
granny who had educated her children from the proceeds
of farming four acres in Kenya. I asked her, “Did it
work? What are they doing now?”. She replied, “Yes,
my son is an airline pilot and my daughter is teaching
IT in India”. That was achieved from farming four
acres but with assistance given in the form of training
and a water pump. That is very important.
The fifth goal is empowering women. Some 70% of
farmers in sub-Saharan Africa are women and, if they
can become the successful breadwinners, it is more
likely that they will earn the respect of their families
and their communities. Improved agriculture is the
key. The sixth goal is all about water. Very often the
economic justification of a good clean supply of water
is that it enables the farmers to double the yield of
their crops. Africa has the lowest percentage of irrigated
crops in the world and the smallest amount of waterrelated infrastructure, although often there are very
good supplies of water underground if they had the
money and the tradition to tap into them. This is an
important goal and, again, agriculture is inherently
involved.
The eighth and ninth goals are all about promoting
sustained and inclusive economic growth, which to me
are in grave danger of meaning all things to all men
and probably therefore likely to produce low amounts
of focus and activity. But if they were focused on
developing food production and food processing and
entrepreneurial activity right down the food chain,
that effort could reach out to over 80% of the population
and actually achieve some sort of inclusive economic
growth. Like in China, if you can kick-start the rural
economy in that way, who knows where it will lead?
The 10th goal—and I will make this my last point
because my message is probably getting a bit boring—is
about reducing inequality. Many farmers in Africa are
the poorest of the poor in their country. But if we
teach them to thrive, with new seeds and simple
agricultural and basic business knowledge, we could
end the intergenerational poverty that has long been
the blight of Africa.
I will stop there but I hope that your Lordships
have got my drift. As to how we actually promote
improved and profitable agriculture in Africa, that is a
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whole different subject, which I will have to leave to
another day. But these SDGs are a very good start,
albeit to my mind not quite focused enough.
7.20 pm
Baroness Barker (LD): My Lords, I, too, thank the
noble Lord, Lord McConnell—my fellow VSO
volunteer—for introducing this debate. I have come
recently to international development and, frankly, it
is a vast, complex picture to try to understand. I want
to echo in part the words of the right reverend Prelate
the Bishop of St Albans, but also the message from
the noble Viscount, Lord Ridley, which I took very
much to heart, about trying to identify those things
that are strategic, sustainable and make sense. It always
strikes me in international development that there are
people with great hearts who are motivated by seeing
local problems and issues, trying to work at a strategic
level and battling time and again—not with a default
position that they think that money is endless but with
a lack of data about what works. All of us in these
debates are trying to help our Government to work
towards a position of having the maximum influence
in these very important discussions over the next few
months.
I want to talk about HIV/AIDS and ageing, two
issues that concern me. In HIV, the concentration and
focus brought about by the existence of the millennium
development goals have made a true difference. The
number of people accessing treatment now is 13.6 million.
It was 1 million 10 years ago. In 2013 there were
2.1 million new infections, compared to 3.4 million in
2001. In 2013 there were 1.5 million AIDS deaths,
compared to 2.3 million in 2005. This is not perfect
but in dealing with the AIDS pandemic the international
community has registered a considerable success and
we need to tell our fellow citizens in this country, who
are sceptical about the benefits of international aid,
that this is an important development. As we know
from the scientists, if we cannot beat HIV/AIDS in
Africa, we are never going to conquer it here.
That said, we have not met all the targets on HIV/
AIDS. The zero draft of the outcomes document has
a very ambitious target for AIDS but it is important
that we refocus and make sure that there are resources
behind that, because we have a very small amount of
time—a number of years—within which we have to
try to get ahead of the curve on HIV or else the
epidemic is going to go out of control. UNAIDS has
released 90/90/90 targets: by 2020, 90% of people
living with HIV will know their status; 90% of those
people will be accessing treatment; and 90% of those
will be virally suppressed. If we can do that, we
can truly begin to make the progress that we need in
order to finally overcome HIV/AIDS. The opportunity
to control the epidemic is finite, which is why we have
to do it within the framework of international
development agreements. To achieve that change, we
have to deal with people who are deeply unpopular
and marginalised within their own societies—those
such as gay people, sex workers and so on. These are
the people to whom their own Governments find it
difficult to give political priority, so although it is a
soft touch for us politically it is important that we
stick with the programme.
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One other important thing to mention on HIV/AIDS
is that we need to keep up the focus on research and
development. Much of the success that has happened
over the last 15 years has come about because of the
development of generic drugs. The cost of those drugs has
plummeted. That has come about because manufacturers
in different parts of the world have been able to benefit
from research done by countries in the West, which
they usually kept to themselves to maximise their
profits. But through the intellectual pooling arrangements
we have enabled a sharing of intellectual property,
which has had a profound impact on the development
of new drugs. On trade agreements, too, it is important
that low and middle-income countries should have
those trade flexibilities which enable them to provide
generic versions of medicines to their populations.
That is unbelievably important in places such as India
and the whole of southern Africa, where, again, if we
do not contain the virus it will be a public health
disaster of unlimited proportions for the whole world.
On the subject of ageing I simply say that, at the
moment, there are more than 868 million people aged
over 60. By 2050, there will be more than 2 billion and
we will have reached the unimaginable point where
there will be more people aged over 60 than children
under 15. That in itself must have an extensive impact
on all sustainability and on health systems. I reiterate
the point that I made to the noble Baroness the other
day: that in all these negotiations, our Government
should press for the generation of more age-related
and gender-specific data so that we can begin to drill
down into the patterns of what is happening. Older
women need to be included in those targets for gender
equality, as they are just as likely as younger women to
be subject to violence. The noble Lord, Lord Rea, was
also right to say that non-communicable diseases fall
disproportionately on older people, and if we do not
include them in this we will never make an impact on
them.
The noble Viscount, Lord Ridley, is right that this
could be a bit like a Christmas tree. We could put so
many baubles on it that it falls over. None of us wants
to do that. We all want to make sure that the analysis
is correct and that the data generated enable our
Government, and other Governments, to make that
informed assessment about what is most effective and
how we could all make limited resources go further to
reduce poverty.
7.28 pm
Lord Collins of Highbury (Lab): My Lords I, too,
thank my noble friend Lord McConnell for initiating
this debate and I pay tribute to all those living below
the line. Two thousand and fifteen is a critical year for
development, with the intergovernmental negotiations
finalising work next month ahead of the September
summit to determine the global plans for the next
15 years. Like other noble Lords, I ask the Minister: at
what stage is the Government’s assessment of the first
zero draft, and is she in a position to give a clearer
indication of the Government’s negotiating stance?
Like the noble Viscount, the Secretary of State and
the Prime Minister have both commented in the past
that the number of goals and targets is too many.
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I would welcome the opportunity to hear from the
Minister what she sees as the UK’s priorities within
this expansive agenda, and how she intends to galvanise
political will on her chosen concerns.
Our commitment to the world’s poorest and most
vulnerable is not just morally right; it is in Britain’s
national interest. We need global agreement on tax
transparency and to ensure that companies pay their
tax in-country. We need to support Governments to
collect their own taxes to reduce aid dependency and
foster good government. As my noble friend Lord
McConnell said, critical to this will be a strong agreement
on finance and resourcing which addresses these structural
issues, increasing tax transparency by committing to
public country-by-country reporting by multinationals
and universal open data formats. It is therefore vital
that the UK has a strong presence at the Financing for
Development summit next month in Ethiopia. Is the
Minister in a position to confirm that the Chancellor
of the Exchequer will be attending?
If we are to unlock development the UK must push
for a bold and visionary global agreement and in
tonight’s debate I once again want to focus on three
vital areas—access to healthcare, climate change, and
protection of human rights and tackling inequality.
Universal health coverage, with access for all without
people suffering financial hardship will make countries
more resilient to health concerns such as Ebola before
they become widespread emergencies. Earlier this month
the Secretary of State said in the other place that the
Government had strongly advocated universal health
coverage. Can the Minister say if this now means the
Government will support UHC in the language of the
health goal in the SDGs?
As we have heard in the debate, climate change hits
the world’s poorest people the hardest as they lack the
resilience to cope with drought, flood and food insecurity.
Given the clear links between climate change, inequality,
poverty and economic development, does the Minister
agree that a post-2015 agenda without a stand-alone
goal on climate change will undermine the potential of
the entire agenda? In advance of the UN conference in
Paris on climate change it would be good to hear from
the Minister how the Government are co-ordinating
their engagement on these two opportunities, the outcomes
of which are clearly so dependent on one another.
On human rights I pay tribute to the work of the
previous Government in helping change global opinion
on the issue of gender-based violence. Last Thursday I
pointed out in your Lordships’ House that turning
promises into action is vital as despite many gains,
progress across the millennium development goals has
been uneven for girls and women. The MDGs did not
effectively address the factors that underpin gender
inequality. The United Kingdom has pushed for a
post-2015 framework with a strong and explicit
commitment to gender equality. The Minister in the
previous Government, the noble Baroness, Lady
Northover, committed the UK to a stand-alone goal
geared to achieving gender equality and women’s
empowerment. Just as importantly, the noble Baroness
also confirmed that there should be rigorous
mainstreaming of gender equality concerns across the
other priority areas and goals. I would be grateful if
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the Minister could confirm that this commitment will
also be reflected in the Government’s forthcoming
negotiating position.
Finally, seven out of 10 people live in countries
where economic inequality has increased in the past
30 years. Gender inequality is the most persistent form
of prejudice but inequalities can also occur across
urban-rural divides, or have different ethnic, religious
or racial group dimensions. Discrimination on the
grounds of disability is also a critical factor fuelling
inequality. The all-embracing nature of the zero draft
risks prevarication and duplicity, potentially enabling
governments to selectively address those goals and
targets most aligned to their existing agenda.
This side of the House has been clear where our
priorities would be. Tackling inequality and ensuring
the attainment of human rights, including the fundamental
rights of women and girls, remain at the heart of these
agreements, as does, of course, combating climate
change. I hope that the Minister is tonight able to
match our ambition in this field.

7.35 pm
TheParliamentaryUnder-Secretaryof State,Department
for International Development (Baroness Verma) (Con):
My Lords, I start by thanking the noble Lord, Lord
McConnell, for securing this debate, and commend
him on his long-standing commitment to international
development. With only a few months before the UN
summit in September, it is right that we come together
at this time to discuss the post-2015 development agenda.
Before I continue, I also congratulate the noble Lord
and my noble friend Lady Jenkin on their absolutely
magnificent effort in making us all aware of how
difficult it is to survive on £1 a day. I did it last year and
can tell your Lordships that it was incredibly hard to
manage. My noble friend magnificently produced three
meals a day for us, but I really wanted to go back and
eat a decent meal after the five days I spent eating
stodge.
As your Lordships will know, this year is one of the
most important for the international community in
recent memory. In just one month, Governments will
convene in Ethiopia, as noble Lords have said, to
agree a new way to finance international development.
The noble Lords, Lord McConnell and Lord Collins,
asked whether the Chancellor would be in attendance.
I cannot at this moment tell your Lordships who will
be going, but we will be working incredibly hard to
ensure that we get partners and to be as ambitious as
the UK always is. The UK is always at the forefront in
leadership in trying to get other countries galvanised
into being much more ambitious. We are currently in
the final stages of negotiations on the post-2015 agenda,
which will culminate in a summit in September setting
the direction for international development for the
next 15 years.
Because time is quite short, I may not address all
the questions that were raised. I undertake to write to
noble Lords if necessary, although I hope that over
the next few minutes many of your Lordships questions
will be answered in my speaking notes. In December,
the world will come together in Paris to agree a binding
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international treaty to tackle the global dangers of
climate change. Noble Lords have made outstanding
contributions today on the expectations but also the
challenges facing us in the debate on sustainable
development goals.
In 2000, the international community agreed the
millennium development goals, and the years since
have seen the greatest-ever reduction of poverty. As
my noble friend Lady Jenkin and other noble Lords
said, the MDGs galvanised the international community
to achieve amazing results, and we can point to major
successes. As has rightly been pointed out: extreme
poverty has been cut by over 50%; there have been real
improvements across all health targets; more than
9 out of every 10 children worldwide now have a
primary education; and we are well on our way to
tackling hunger and malnutrition.
However, it is important to emphasise that the
MDGs were not perfect. There was too much focus on
access rather than outcomes in areas such as education,
they were not strong enough on environmental
sustainability and they did not include the critical
issues that a number of noble Lords raised today of
peace, good governance and economic growth. As we
reach the MDG deadline of 2015, discussions are
under way to agree the next framework and a set of
universal goals that will build the world we all want to
see by 2030. The UK Government have been, as has
rightly been pointed out today, at the forefront of
delivering progress against the MDGs and have played
an active role in working to define what comes next.
The right reverend Prelate the Bishop of St Albans
wanted reassurances that the UK will continue to lead
and will remain a strong voice. I reassure him that we
absolutely will. We have, both through our legislation
of 0.7% and our commitment that at every conference
that we attend and with all our partners we will
re-emphasise the importance that the UK places on it.
The Prime Minister has said on many occasions that
we cannot prosper on the backs of poor people; they
must come up along with us. The UK’s priorities for
this are clear. Over the next 15 years, we must eradicate
the scourge of extreme poverty and put the world on a
pathway to sustainable development. We must finish
the job of MDGs, but also go beyond them to focus
on the quality of services such as education, rather
than just on access to education. We have to tackle
climate change and environmental degradation as an
integral part of our work on poverty eradication and
global prosperity.
We must also do better. On the issue of ensuring
gender equality, my right honourable friend the Secretary
of State for International Development has said that it
continues to be an absolute travesty that half the
world’s population so often cannot participate in
education, work or public life. I agree with the noble
Lord, Lord McConnell. We want to see gender as a
stand-alone goal. It must cut across all our programmes
and across all participation. I very much agree with
the noble Baroness, Lady Barker, that we must not see
it as one part of the life cycle of women. It must be an
end-to-end discussion, and I very much look forward
to being part of that discussion. Sometimes the debate
focuses very much on the front end, which is absolutely
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right, because unless we get that part of the discussion
right, we will never be able to progress and look much
more deeply at how it impacts on other parts of the
life cycle.
We must end the curse of violence against women
and girls, and stop practices such as female genital
mutilation, and child, early and forced marriages. I
have campaigned against those practices for many
years, and it is distressing that, in the 21st century, we
still have to tackle these really miserable issues. We
also have to focus on crucial issues that underpin
successful poverty reduction: economic development,
peace, good governance, access to justice and the rule
of law, and stamping out corruption. Without achieving
these, poverty eradication will be impossible.
We must ensure that no one is left behind. This
principle, highlighted by the UN’s high-level panel
co-chaired by the Prime Minister, is a major step
forward. Too often people are left behind because of
race, gender, disability or other forms of status. We
support the call by the high-level panel to ensure that
no target will be considered met unless it is met for all
economic and social groups. The UK has also been at
the forefront of the international community when
arguing for a strong goal on gender equality. I am
pleased to say that the goals and targets include all the
UK’s priorities that I have outlined. If we can galvanise
the international community behind our objectives,
they will have the transformative impact that we need
to see.
It is crucial that we are able to communicate the
agenda to citizens around the world. We want to see
the post-2015 framework inspire people everywhere to
hold their governments to account to deliver the goals.
We therefore want to secure a final outcome that
resonates with people and speaks to issues that they
grapple with. Again, I agree with the noble Lord, Lord
McConnell, that it must be about talking to children
and getting them involved as part of the debate. Our
world today is increasingly unrecognisable compared
to the year 2000. To match the vision that we have for
a new age, we need a new global partnership. The
UK’s vision for the next 15 years represents a major
step forward to a world where we have moved beyond
the old-fashioned north-south divide, where we have
come together to confront our common challenges.
A number of questions have been raised. In the
short time I have, I will try to respond to some of
them. The noble Lord, Lord McConnell, and the
noble Baroness, Lady Barker, asked about data and
monitoring. I agree on the points about monitoring
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and reviewing. We want a robust global review mechanism
in the UN, and it must be open and transparent.
Accountability will take place at national level, but
success, of course, will always depend on the engagement
of Parliaments and citizens in all countries. That is
why it is important that people across the world are
engaged in the SDG agenda.
The noble Lord, Lord McConnell, raised the issue
of targets in respect of women. The UK is making the
experiences and lives of women and girls one of the
very highest priorities in our post-2015 process. We
have argued hard for a strong stand-alone goal on
gender equality, and I am pleased to see that goal
5 contains many transformational targets and issues,
including FGM and child early and forced marriage.
Baroness Tonge: I am very pleased to hear what the
Minister says about gender equality, but do the
Government intend to carry on their initiative on
sexual and reproductive health and family planning?
Baroness Verma: I have a response to the noble
Baroness in my pile but, if I do not reach it, I promise
to write.
We are optimistically cautious that Addis will deliver
a strong financial and policy package.
The noble Lords, Lord Rea and Lord Collins, and
others raised the issue of universal healthcare. Our
view is that we are at the forefront of arguing for a
strong health goal focused on assuring quality health
outcomes for all ages. We recognise universal health
coverage as an essential means of ensuring effective
health outcomes, and are pleased to see its inclusion as
a target in the proposal of the open working group on
sustainable development goals. It is the UK’s ambition
for this framework to make sure that no one is left
behind.
The right reverend Prelate asked about faith groups.
We are working hard to ensure that the implementation,
monitoring and review of SDGs includes all relevant
groups, including faith groups. Part of my own area of
responsibility is working with civil society and faith
groups, and I look forward to the right reverend
Prelate working with me.
I have hit 12 minutes and I shall get into huge
amounts of trouble if I continue. On that note, I shall
respond in writing to noble Lords on outstanding
questions.
House adjourned at 7.47 pm.
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