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Summary 

The Department for Education (the Department) wants all three and four year olds to 
receive high quality early years education. The primary purpose of this education is to 
support children’s development. To achieve this goal the Department provides funding for 
local authorities to pay for three and four year olds to receive their entitlement to 15 hours 
of free education each week (the entitlement). The Department devolves delivery to local 
authorities and providers but it is responsible for the overall value for money from the 
system.  

In 2011-12 the Department’s estimated funding for the entitlement of £1.9 billion provided 
over 800,000 three and four year olds with access to free education; an estimated annual 
allocation of approximately £2,300 per child. The Department, working alongside local 
authorities and providers, should be commended for the work done over the past decade to 
increase the provision of early years education.  

While the Department and local authorities have focused on ensuring places for children 
are available, there has been less attention on how value for money can be secured and 
improved. We are concerned that the Department has, as yet, done very little to 
understand the costs and outcomes in different local authorities and has not  properly 
monitored how taxpayers’ money has been spent. Witnesses assured us that this would 
improve. 

Research suggests that high-quality early years education can have a lasting positive impact 
on educational achievement, but the higher the quality the greater the cost will often be, 
due to the extra cost of employing qualified  staff. While there is evidence of educational 
improvement at age five, the evidence that this is sustained is questionable. The 
Department needs to do more to understand how educational benefits can be lasting and 
why outcomes at age seven have shown such little improvement.    

There is not enough good information for parents to make informed choices about early 
years education. Data on performance of local providers is not easily available to parents 
and parents are too often unsure about what exactly their children are entitled to. We are 
particularly concerned at reports that some families are still not receiving the entitlement 
free of charge; it is important that all parents know what the entitlement is and that it 
should be provided completely free. It is not enough for the Department to respond to 
complaints. It must actively take steps to ensure parents enjoy their legitimate right to free 
pre-school education for their children. 

The Department considers that early years education has the greatest benefit for children 
from disadvantaged backgrounds. However disadvantaged families have the lowest levels 
of take-up and deprived areas have the lowest levels of high quality services. The 
Department needs to identify and share good practice from those local authorities which 
are having the most success in increasing take-up amongst disadvantaged groups and 
providing high quality early years education. They should, in particular, learn from the 
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almost universal high quality of early years education offered by nursery schools. 

On the basis of a Report by the Comptroller and Auditor General,1 we took evidence from 
the Department for Education, as well as a panel of expert witnesses, on the free 
entitlement to education for three and four year olds. 

 
 

 
1 C&AG’s Report, Delivering the free entitlement to education for three- and four-year-olds, Session 2010-12, HC 1789 
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Conclusions and recommendations 

1. We welcome the fact that over 800,000 three and four year olds now receive an 
entitlement to free education. The significant funding supplied by the 
Department, alongside the work of local authorities and providers, means that 
early years provision has expanded significantly since this policy was first 
introduced over a decade ago. The following recommendations are intended to 
push the Department, working with local authorities, to build on this success and 
improve the value for money of this important programme.   

2. The Department has a limited understanding of how the funding it provides for 
early education is spent. Until 2010-11 the Department did not have sufficient 
data to estimate spending on early years education and even now the data contains 
errors. The Department also has very little knowledge of how funding for specific 
purposes has been spent. The Department must collect and publish further 
information on spending and outcomes. This should include the results from 
funding supplied for specific purposes, such as increasing capacity and 
participation. It is important that proper systems and data are in place to monitor 
and assess the investment in two year olds properly. 

3. The Department has not yet explored the reasons underlying the wide 
variations in local authority spend and performance and the opportunities to 
improve value for money that these imply. Although the implementation of early 
years education is devolved to local authorities it is the Department which must 
understand and improve the value for money of the system nationally. The 
Department must analyse, and attempt to understand, the variations in spending 
and outcomes between different local authorities and types of provider. It should 
seek to understand better the relationship between funding and quality to ensure 
best value. In particular it must use the data it has to understand the impact of its 
initiatives, such as the local funding formula, so that it can improve outcomes for 
children. The Department should also identify and publish data which enables 
comparisons to be made and identifies best practice, enabling local authorities to 
benchmark their performance against each other. It should set out in its reply to us 
what it will do to ensure robust comparative data and how it intends to encourage 
best practice and ensure that local authorities work with and learn from each other.  

4. There is insufficient information available to parents to allow them to make 
informed choices. Parents do not have clear, comparable and up-to-date 
information regarding the performance of different providers. The Department 
should set out what information local authorities must  make available to parents. 
This information must be clear and easily accessible. 

5. Research shows very strong effects in early years. However there is no clear 
evidence from the National Key Stage One results that the entitlement is having 
the long term educational benefits for children that the Department intended. 
There is evidence of educational improvement at age five, but Key Stage One 
results at age seven have shown very little improvement since 2007. The 
Department needs to better understand how the quality of early years education 
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supports lasting benefits and what happens in the early years of primary school to 
lessen the effect. The Department cannot yet be confident that spending on the 
entitlement is having lasting impacts on child development. The Department 
should identify how it will measure longer term impacts on children, and examine 
why measured improvements at age five are not feeding through to results at age 
seven. 

6. Disadvantaged families have the lowest levels of take-up of the entitlement and 
poorer areas have the lowest levels of high quality provision. We are concerned 
that fewer disadvantaged families take advantage of the free education 
entitlements. There is a 9% gap in take-up of free places between disadvantaged 
families and other families. There is a clear correlation between lower quality 
provision and areas of poverty. The Department must capture and share practical 
examples of local authorities which have successfully increased take-up in 
disadvantaged groups. The Department should also state how it will use the 
funding system to raise quality in deprived areas.    

7. We are concerned that some providers may be excluding families which do not 
pay for additional hours. In the Department’s own survey of parents, some 
parents stated that they could not receive the ‘free’ entitlement without buying 
additional hours. One witness suggested that compulsory top-up fees were 
commonplace in some nurseries and we have seen other evidence of parents being 
asked for further payments. Such practices risk excluding poorer families from 
nurseries. Although the Department told us it has acted in response to approaches 
by parents we are concerned that it has not been more proactive in understanding 
the extent of this problem and tackling it. The Department needs to work with 
local authorities to better understand how common this problem is and to prevent 
it from happening. 
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1 Understanding the value for money of 
the entitlement 
1. The Department for Education (the Department) wants all three and four year olds to 
receive high quality early years education. The primary purpose of this education is to 
support children’s development. All three and four year olds are entitled to 15 hours of free 
education for 38 weeks per year (the entitlement). The Department funds local authorities, 
who have a statutory duty to provide sufficient free entitlement places.2  

2. The policy of providing free early years provision was first introduced over a decade ago 
and has been extended and expanded by successive governments. When the free 
entitlement was first introduced in 1998 it provided all four year olds with five 2½ hour 
sessions per week for 33 weeks of the year. In 2004 it was expanded to include all three year 
olds, and in 2006 it was extended to 38 weeks of the year.  In September 2010 the 
entitlement was further extended with an increase in the entitlement to 15 hours per week.3 

3. For 2011-12 local authorities spent an estimated £1.9 billion, drawing funding from the 
Department’s Dedicated Schools Grant, to provide three and four year old children with 
their entitlement. This spend provides over 800,000 three and four year olds with access to 
free education; an average estimated annual allocation of approximately £2,300 per child. 
The Department’s funding and work over the past decade, alongside that of local 
authorities and providers, has significantly increased the provision of early years 
education.4  

4. While the Department devolves implementation to local authorities, it is ultimately 
responsible for the overall value for money from the system.5 The Department told us that 
it assessed value for money through a “combination of take-up, quality and outcome”.6  We 
asked the Department if they had analysed the relationship between take-up levels of the 
entitlement and outcomes in different local authority areas, to see if there was any 
correlation. The Department explained that it hadn’t yet done this analysis, but that it was 
working with the Office for National Statistics so that it could publish accurate data on 
take-up levels in different areas of the country.7  

5. The National Audit Office (NAO) reported that, before 2010-11, the Department did 
not have the data to estimate spending on early years education and that current data is 
incomplete and contains errors.8  

6. If less than the equivalent of 90% of three year olds use the entitlement in a local 
authority, the Department tops up the funding to encourage take-up and participation to 

 
2 C&AG’s Report, para 1&5 

3 C&AG’s Report, Figure 2 

4 Q 42; C&AG’s Report, para 1,2&11 

5 C&AG’s Report, para 6 

6 Q 42 

7 Q 98 

8 Q 60; C&AG’s Report, para 18 
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90%. In 2011-12, 89 local authorities received £69 million of extra funding. The 
Department intends this funding to be used to help increase take-up and has advised local 
authorities to focus their resources on disadvantaged three year olds. However, the 
Department told us that it had not monitored this spending.9 Between 2008-09 and 2010-
11 the Department allocated £642 million of capital funding to increase capacity, primarily 
in the non-maintained sector. The Department did not require authorities to report on 
how this funding has been used and has not assessed whether the turnover of providers 
meant that some of their capital investment was wasted. The Chief Executive of the Pre-
school Learning Alliance, which represents non-maintained providers, told us that he 
himself hadn’t witnessed any waste of investment due to churn of providers, however he 
said that there was a question mark over whether this had been a sound investment.10 

7. The NAO report shows that there are wide variations in both the funding and quality of 
provision in different local authorities. The relationship between funding and quality is not 
properly analyzed and understood. The Department explained that it could not account for 
the differences but said that it would now be working to analyse them.11 The NAO work 
also showed that local authorities’ spend on the entitlement, as a proportion of the 
Dedicated Schools Grant, varied significantly. The Department said that there would often 
be good reasons for the variations but acknowledged that it did need to understand 
whether the differences were justified.12  

8. Understanding and learning from the variations between costs and outcomes provides 
an opportunity to improve value for money. If local authorities can compare their 
performance with each other they may be able to improve performance. The Department 
told us that in the past it hadn’t made sufficient information available to allow local 
authorities to benchmark their performance with each other, but that it will be doing this 
now.13 Our expert witness from Solihull Council considered that sharing of good practice 
should be at the Local Government Association and local authority level, and felt that the 
best way to encourage improvement was through peer-to-peer learning, with providers 
from different sectors working with each other.14 

9. Expert witnesses agreed that the higher the skills and qualifications of the workforce the 
better the results, although this came at an extra cost.15 We asked the Department about the 
tension between cost and performance—for example, qualified staff cost 28% more to 
employ, and qualified teachers can cost a further 50%. The Department agreed that 
teachers had an important role to play and noted that they could supervise more children 
than staff with lower level qualifications. It also believed that staff with the Early Years 
Professional qualification had been making a significant difference to children.16  

 
9 Qq 65, 66  

10 Q 38; C&AG’s report, para 4.11 

11 Q 55; C&AG’s report, Figure 8&13 

12 Qq 81, 82 

13 Qq 61, 88, 108, 111 

14 Qq 25-30 

15 Qq 2, 23, 24, 39  

16 Qq 42-49 
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2 Maximising the benefits for all children  
10. In recent years results for children at age five have improved, but little improvement 
has been recorded in Key Stage One results at age seven. The Department accepted that 
there was strong evidence of the beneficial impact from the entitlement at age five but less 
clear evidence for later years. It explained that looking at assessment results was important 
but for longer-term impacts it was inconclusive because “as a child or young person goes 
through the system, so more and more factors pile on their success or otherwise”.17  

11. Our expert witness from the Institute of Education said that the measures used at age 
five and at age seven were quite different, and that the Key Stage One assessment was now 
based on a teacher assessment. She wondered whether schools might assess at a local level 
at 5 to demonstrate greater added value for the school between Key Stage 1 and Key Stage 
2.18 She believed that there was strong evidence of long-term benefits of high-quality early 
years provision for children. Poor levels of vocabulary at age three had long lasting effects 
which could be addressed through the pre-school sector. Research had shown that high-
quality early years provision had a long-term impact on reducing anti-social behaviour.19  

12. The Pre-school Learning Alliance believed that in terms of long-term impact the 
importance of the investment was “beyond question”.20 However the Chief Executive of 
Solihull Council felt that more needed to be done to answer the question as to whether the 
effects persisted over time. The Department accepted that it needed to do further research 
to gauge the longer term effect of investment in early years provision..21  

13. The Department stressed that involving and working with parents was important to 
maximise the benefits for children. It explained that it was revising the Early Years 
Foundation Stage curriculum with the explicit purpose of making it more accessible to 
parents, and that it also wanted to see providers engage better with parents. The 
Department acknowledged that more needed to be done at all levels in the system so that 
parents were well informed.22  The Department told us that it did want to make more 
information available to parents about performance of providers and of different local 
authorities, but that this would need careful thought as the information “will be quite 
complex”.23 

14. The Pre-school Learning Alliance was concerned that many parents do not fully know 
or understand what the free entitlement to pre-school education comprised. The Chief 
Executive told us that he had recently looked at a nursery with his child and was told he 
must pay fees even though he just wanted the free entitlement. When he had questioned 
this, the staff member told him that it had thousands of children coming through its 

 
17 Q 112; C&AG’s report, para 13 

18 Qq 1, 6-7 

19 Q 24 

20 Q 23 

21 Q 25, 112 

22 Qq 1, 48, 116 

23 Q 61 
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settings every year and that none had been given the free entitlement without a payment of 
top-up fees from parents.24  

15. The Department told us that it was wrong that some parents were having to pay top-up 
fees. The Department did not think this practice was widespread. When we provided 
further examples of similar problems found on Mumsnet the Department told us that it 
was ready to follow up the cases raised. 25 The Department told us that it had reacted when 
parents had approached it directly, or through their MP, with similar complaints. 
However, the Department had not followed up any cases from a parental survey which had 
identified this as a problem because the survey did not contain individuals’ details.26  

16. Research suggests that high quality early learning can have lasting benefits for children 
and that it can have disproportional benefit for children from disadvantaged 
backgrounds.27 The Head of Rowland Children’s Centre, Haringey told us that her nursery 
school was in an area of deprivation and that a third of the children had significant needs. 
She said that all children made progress and that this continued as they moved on to 
primary school. The children’s centre was working with around three-quarters of all the 
families in their area (1,000 out of 1,300). The most recent available data from the 
Department’s survey of parents showed that 77% of the most disadvantaged children 
accessed the entitlement, significantly lower than the average of 86% for all children.28 

17. The NAO found that areas with higher levels of deprivation had lower levels of quality 
in their early years provision. The Department told us that reducing inequalities was 
critical and that the gap was closing. It also told us that its funding formula required all 
local authorities to provide more money for areas of deprivation while acknowledging that 
this varied widely between different local authority areas and was sometimes as low as 3 
pence per child per hour. The Department believed that increased transparency would help 
improve the situation as it would encourage local authorities to improve their 
performance. It also believed the local authorities should consider removing funding from 
providers that fail to improve.29 

 

 
24 Q 22 

25 Qq 71-77 

26 Qq 134-137; C&AG’s report, para 2.7 

27 C&AG’s report, para 4 

28 Qq 16-18, C&AG’s report, para 11 

29 Qq 50-53, 67-70, 101-105; C&AG’s report, Figure 7 
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Ordered, That the draft Report be read a second time, paragraph by paragraph. 
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Summary agreed to. 
 
Resolved, That the Report be the Eighty-sixth Report of the Committee to the House. 
 
Ordered, That the Chair make the Report to the House. 
 
Ordered, That embargoed copies of the Report be made available, in accordance with the 
provisions of Standing Order No. 134. 
 
Written evidence was ordered to be reported to the House for printing with the Report  
 

[Adjourned till Thursday 26 April at 9.30 am 
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Committee of Public Accounts: Evidence Ev 1

Oral evidence
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REPORT BY THE COMPTROLLER AND AUDITOR GENERAL

Delivering the free entitlement to education for three- and four-year-olds

Examination of Witnesses

Witnesses: Neil Leitch, Chief Executive, Pre-school Learning Alliance, Mark Rogers, Chief Executive,
Solihull Council, Professor Siraj-Blatchford, Professor of Education, Institute of Education, London, and
Julie Vaggers, Head of Rowland Hill Children’s Centre, Haringey, gave evidence.

Q1 Chair: Welcome to all of you. I apologise for
running a little late, but we had to clear a whole load
of reports. I do not know whether you are familiar
with the way in which we operate in the Committee,
but this early part of the evidence session is pretty
short and brief. It is an opportunity for you, the
experts. It has been difficult in this particular session
to get the right people to talk to us. We want to know
what you think are the key issues arising out of the
Report and arising out of value for money concerns,
which is the focus of this Committee, and we want to
know what you would like to see reflected in the
questions and in the Report that comes out of this
Committee.
It is pretty much a free for all. We are not trying to
catch you out in any way. It is for you to see what is
missing, what is in there, and what is important. We
try to keep it to about half an hour or three quarters
of an hour, so tight contributions would be much
appreciated. I should have started by welcoming the
delegates from the Commonwealth Parliamentary
Association who are here to hear our evidence session.
Welcome to you all as well. I think that you are
meeting various members of the Committee over your
time here.
I will start with you, Iram, as you have been involved
in monitoring this programme for many years. Talk to
us a little about what went well, what went badly,
what went right and what went wrong. What hit me
when I read the report was why you were not seeing
the impact of this investment in early years through
to Key Stage One. Talk a little bit about what matters
to you and then we will move on.
Professor Siraj-Blatchford: We have to look at what
the starting point was. There was a huge investment

Fiona Mactaggart
Austin Mitchell
Nick Smith
Ian Swales
James Wharton

in early years and in early care and education, but the
starting point was a very low base. It was not like
contributing vast sums of money to the school sector
or to higher education. There was enormous inertia,
and we were building on a very poor and disparate
system, which, as we know, is in the marketplace and
we could not think of restructuring that system, as
some countries have, into a largely maintained state
provision where quality, training and so on could be
regulated more easily. We are building on something
that is fragmented and we have a range of providers.
I also think that there has always been in our system
a tension between the quantity of provision that we
have needed, the demand for child care and the quality
of the system—knowing what matters for young
children’s development—and the strong educational
input that is required to have an impact on educational
outcomes and language development. There has
always been a tension there because of the policies
around child poverty and getting mothers and fathers
out to work or to study in preparation for work. Let
me take one policy and give an example of the
flexibility that can be applied to the hours that the
children go to pre-school. The 15 hours can be used
so that a child may go all day Monday and half day
Tuesday so mum can study or work. From the centre’s
point of view, the continuity and planning for
education which, as an intervention should be going
in drip, drip, drip over a five-day period—we know
from research that that benefits children more—is
compromised. Every policy has a positive and
weaker side.
You asked me quite specifically about the relationship
between what we have been investing in in the Early
Years Foundation Stage and the Key Stage One
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results. I think that that is a very complex question.
We have had about three years of children who have
been through the system—from 2009, where it will
possibly begin to show. There have also been changes
at Key Stage One that we have to take into account.
For instance, the measures that we are using are very
different: the measures for the Early Years Foundation
Stage and looking at something different to the
measures at Key Stage One. Even within Key Stage
One there has been dramatic change over the past
three years, from national assessments, which are
reported nationally, to teacher assessments. That in
itself, one might conjecture, is problematic because it
might be that a school deflates their Key Stage One
results because their value added is measured against
that at Key Stage Two, so it is in the interests of
primary schools not to over-estimate or even to give
the accurate figures for children’s achievements. Key
Stage One headline results are looking at levels, and
we have not looked in detail at whether there has been
movement within the levels. There is some indication
of marginal improvement in reading and writing
scores, which has not really been picked up. It seems
surprising to me that there is improvement in the Early
Years Foundation Stage profile results, with a very
small closing of the gap, and that there are
improvements at Key Stage Two, but there would not
be improvements at Key Stage One.

Q2 Chair: I suppose an interesting thing to comment
on, particularly in a time of financial constraints, is
that there is a complete correlation between
qualification level and cost. If you are in a period of
financial constraints, but your objective is to raise
standards for children, particularly for the more
deprived children, what comments would you have on
that? What is the best way? Is it ratio? So you are
maybe looking at ratios, or can one look at the
qualifications? I notice that the presence of a teacher
is much less prevalent than it was when I was around.
What is it that really counts if the objective is to raise
quality, which the Department still states as its prime
objective, to raise standards for children?
Professor Siraj-Blatchford: Our study and other
studies have shown that the qualification of staff
matters. We have shown over and over again, not just
in the EPPE 15-year longitudinal study, but in the
millennium cohort study, where we have looked at
quality, that there is a strong correlation between
quality and the qualifications of staff. However, when
staff are qualified, they have to be paid more. If you
look at the correlation between mothers’ education
and children’s achievement, it does go up as mothers’
education goes up, but it shoots up when mothers’
education reaches degree level. There is a massive
gain to children in terms of their cognitive, social and
behavioural development. It would not therefore be
unsurprising that if we looked at graduates, that would
be an important aspect to consider in terms of the
work force. However—

Q3 Mr Bacon: I’m sorry. Could you repeat that—“It
would not be unsurprising if that was something to
consider when we look at graduates”? Could you say

that in English, without all the double negatives? I
listened to it carefully, and I’m certain that I didn’t
understand you. I have two degrees, but I still didn’t
understand.
Professor Siraj-Blatchford: Having graduates
working with young children is very important. If it
is important for mothers to be graduates, and we can
see the correlation that there is constantly an
advancement for their children when they are assessed
on cognitive, social and behavioural measures, it
doesn’t seem surprising that if we have a lack of
graduates in the early years work force, our children
are not doing so well.

Q4 Mr Bacon: So you meant that it would not be
surprising.
Professor Siraj-Blatchford: I wanted to add that we
did go down the road of a policy of supporting
graduates who were not teachers. My personal view
is that that is a mistake. We do provide standards for
those graduates, which they have to achieve to work
with young children, but they are not the same as
graduates who are specifically trained to plan for
children’s learning, to assess children’s development
and to work with them as teachers in primary and
secondary schools, with the aim of improving
children’s minds and educational development.

Q5 Mr Bacon: Are you specifically talking about
graduates who have degrees other than in education
versus graduates who have degrees in education?
Professor Siraj-Blatchford: One point is that we need
graduates. The other is that what they graduate in is
particularly important—people who have training that
is specific to the role that they are doing for three or
four years, not just graduates who have looked at
horse dentistry or early childhood studies degrees—
they are often very good, but they are quite often
designed to support people to work for children, rather
than with them—and then get some top-up training.
That is not quite the same as doing a PGCE or a three
or four-year BEd, which is focused on working with
young children, on how we improve their language
and on how we educate them.
My view is that we put an enormous amount of energy
into three key areas. One is the curriculum, so children
will have a basic entitlement of education in the six
areas of the Early Years Foundation Stage. Secondly,
we developed an Early Years Foundation Stage
profile, which assesses the children at age five, in
reception, to see whether they have achieved against
those outcomes in the Early Years Foundation Stage.
The third thing we have is a full-blown regulation
system under Ofsted.
What we failed to get right in my view was a training
system that supported the adults who worked with
young children to deliver a high-quality pedagogical
experience for children, because this is not just about
having a curriculum and what children are entitled to
have in there. It is also about the adult’s ability to
allow the child to access that curriculum in an
appropriate way.
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Chair: I am conscious that we have the others to
come in. Austin, is your question to one of the other
witnesses?

Q6 Austin Mitchell: It is really this. You answered
the question on why there has been no improvement
in Key Stage One tests for seven-year-olds since 2007.
You seemed to me to be saying that it is in the
interests of the primary schools that they go to to play
down the results so that they can improve their own
performance. Is that what you were saying?
Professor Siraj-Blatchford: We are saying that is a
possibility for some schools, because the value added
is compared to Key Stage One results at Key Stage
Two. There are a number of possibilities that we have
not considered that might be the reason—

Q7 Austin Mitchell: What is the probability, then, as
to why performance has not improved?
Professor Siraj-Blatchford: If you sometimes listened
to the people I listen to discussing what their schools
are doing, you would see that there is quite a high
probability that some schools will not want to
overestimate their results at Key Stage One. When the
measurement has moved from assessing children on
national assessments to teacher assessments, there is
even more opportunity for flexibility in schools.

Q8 Chair: Let us move to two other providers. Julie
Vaggers, you work in a children’s centre in Haringey.
That is one type. Then we shall come to Neil, who
can talk about pre-school learning. Julie, do you want
to say a little about what has worked for you and has
not worked, where you think things went right and
wrong and so on?
Julie Vaggers: My setting is a maintained one. It is a
nursery school and a children’s centre. We also have
child care for children under three. We have a
governing body; I am the head teacher. We have
qualified teachers on the staff team, leading the
practitioners in their work with the children. We are
also a teaching centre, so we have an outreach
function whereby we work with local private,
voluntary and independent settings. We support the
local authority in its work. We have very strong
networks with a whole range of professionals and an
outreach team who offer family support.
We are in an area of quite significant deprivation. At
least one third of the children who come for the three-
to-four free entitlement will have some significant
needs—social needs or special needs. All the children
who come to us do make progress by the time they
leave us, and some make quite significant progress. In
fact, we have noticed that those two-year-olds who are
with us are entering now at a higher level into the
nursery school and continuing to make that progress
when they move on.

Q9 Chair: What has not worked? What have been
your challenges?
Julie Vaggers: I wonder whether a lot of the funding
that has gone into early years has been to increase
child care and not necessarily about the education of
children. It may well have really helped parents and

their needs in going back to work, but may have been
so flexibly offered that it might suit those working
patterns but might not be in the best interests of the
child. Continuity of attendance is really important. We
offer mornings and afternoons and we offer over two
and a half days. We offer the option for parents to pay
to extend those hours, but in our area that take-up is
decreasing. Of the 50 parents we phoned last week,
for places that are coming up, at least 30 said that they
would no longer be able to afford to pay for any
increase in those hours. What makes a significant
difference with what we offer is that we have qualified
teachers on the leadership team and in the nursery
supporting the practice. In fact, that means that the
two-year-olds, although the two-year-old funding does
not allow for teacher input, do get that in our setting
because we have the teachers there and that is making
a difference.

Q10 Chair: So that would be your priority, rather
than ratios?
Julie Vaggers: Yes, absolutely.

Q11 Ian Swales: A quick question from me, in
particular about the aspect of being in a deprived
area—I note from your CV that your area would be
described as deprived. I am particularly interested in
how you get to the harder-to-reach children; what the
report talks about, and which is certainly so in areas
that I am familiar with, is that the very children who
probably need this provision most are the ones who
often do not present for it. How do you deal with that?
Julie Vaggers: What has made a huge difference is
combining services with the children’s centre services.
We have an outreach team who go out and knock on
doors. We have antenatal services; parents will come
to us before the baby is even born, so they become
familiar with the setting and what we offer. We have
a good network, as I said, with health visitors and
other professionals, so they can identify children
early; as soon as we have a vacancy, we let them
know—

Q12 Ian Swales: Sorry to interrupt. Again, I am
familiar with some of that, but what is the outcome?
What proportion of children are coming through your
setting who ought to be coming through? In other
words, there will be some children who are simply not
getting this input. What proportion do you think it is
where you are?
Julie Vaggers: It is about 40%.

Q13 Ian Swales: Forty per cent are not getting—
Julie Vaggers: Forty per cent come from the most
vulnerable.

Q14 Ian Swales: But my question is how many of
the most vulnerable are not coming at all? What
proportion?
Julie Vaggers: I do not know. I think that we have a
lot of mobility in our area, so we have a lot of
families—

Q15 Ian Swales: A lot of what, sorry?
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Julie Vaggers: A lot of mobility or population churn.
So it could be that before we even know that we ought
to be working with them, families have been moved
out and rehoused.

Q16 Ian Swales: Can you even estimate? Is it 2%,
10% or 30%? I have absolutely no idea. I know what
it feels like where I am, but I am interested to know
what you think.
Julie Vaggers: Yes. Well, our reach for the children’s
centre is 1,300 families and we are currently working
with about 1,000 of those families.
Ian Swales: So you think about 300—
Chair: They are not necessarily the hardest to reach.

Q17 Ian Swales: Okay. Having put all this policy and
service in place, is it actually reaching the people it is
supposed to reach? That is part of value for money.
Julie Vaggers: I am certainly more confident of that
now that we have the integrated services and the
support from our colleagues than I was previously.
Ian Swales: Okay. Thank you.
Chair: If you are having to do financial cuts, where
is it going?
Julian Wood: Sorry, just to pick up on one point,
analysis was done of the Department’s own parent
survey in 2009, which is obviously a year behind
some of the data in here, which said that take-up rates
for three-year-olds, for all children, was 86%, but for
the most disadvantaged, which is a multiple measure,
it was 77%, so it is—
Chair: A 9% difference.

Q18 Ian Swales: And a quarter not appearing. Does
it feel like that where you are? That a quarter of the
young people that you ought to see you are not
seeing—that is what the data say.
Julie Vaggers: Possibly where we are situated,
because the upper Lea valley has the highest level of
temporary accommodation in the entire country.
Ian Swales: Okay. Thank you.

Q19 Mr Jackson: May I ask what “vulnerable”
means? We cannot judge the efficacy of the policy
against a wide, catch-all term. What does it mean to
you?
Julie Vaggers: There is a tiered approach; it is like
a triangle, so we have categories and thresholds that
identify families. The top of that triangle would be the
most complex cases, requiring multi-agency
support—children at risk of going into care, or
looked-after children who are already in the system—
so they would be at the highest level. Then you have
additional special needs; in our area, there is a huge
number of children who have significant speech and
language delay, which is a big focus of our work.
Then it is down to the universal level, which is the
bottom of the triangle.

Q20 Mr Jackson: What do you find is the issue with
children whose first language is not English? That is
a very significant issue in primary schools in Greater
London and pockets around the country. In my
constituency, 34% of primary school children do not

have English as an additional language. Is that
reflected in the indicators of deprivation, or is it just
what would be free school meals at primary level?
Julie Vaggers: I know that 40% of our children do
not speak English as a first language. Not all of those
children have difficulty acquiring English as a first
language, but we do not have a predominant second
language because such a range of other languages are
spoken. I know the stresses and strains that a lot of
our parents are under, and that talking with their
children is not necessarily a priority. Part of our role
is to work with parents so that they understand the
importance of meeting and greeting their child when
they come to collect them.

Q21 Mr Jackson: That is why I asked you. If the
parents are not speaking English, it will be even more
difficult for you to work with them to help the
children. That is why I was wondering about the level
of the challenge regarding children and parents who
do not speak English.
Julie Vaggers: Yes, and we must do both; we must
work with the children and with the parents
alongside them.

Q22 Chair: Let’s go to Neil Leitch. I want to hear
from the Pre-school Learning Alliance, which has
been around for ever and was the first player in the
field of ensuring provision on a voluntary basis for
children under five. As you reflect back on the
introduction of this policy, from your perspective what
have been the strengths, weaknesses and challenges
for your members?
Neil Leitch: First, I come from a provider perspective;
we have about 14,000 providers out there, voluntary
and private, so it is a fairly representative view.
Specifically focusing on your question, the acid test
is if you removed that provision, what would be the
position? I think that we are in an irreversible state.
Despite the fact that the Department and the
Government feel that the prime objective is not to
assist parents with paying for their school or nursery
fees, in reality we find that most parents value that.
The main issue for us is that providers welcomed the
Report, and its funding aspects in particular. For a
long time, we have argued that there should have been
an independent audit of funding levels. We have this
continuous process from the outset where providers
will tell you that there is inadequate funding, and in
many cases the local authorities will argue the other
way.
I thought there were a couple of damning comments
within the Report. For example, in one case over a
third of local authorities said that they had little
knowledge of the provider cost, yet nearly three
quarters felt ably qualified to declare that the level of
funding allocated was adequate. That seems to be a
conflict, which is a major concern.
We also had a position where it looked as if 89% or
90% of local authorities had compared the funding
level that they were offering with other local
authorities, but very few had compared costs. Again,
I felt that was quite unhelpful. We seem to have a
perpetual position whereby we are almost aligning
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ourselves on a fee basis, but with little regard to the
costs. That was a concern to us; frankly, we do not
think that the costs cover the position.
Another point that is—dare I say?—perhaps of more
concern to the Alliance than to the providers is that of
parental awareness. We think that parents generally
are in the dark about the offer; I do not think many
parents are aware that the 15 hours should come
unencumbered. I can only demonstrate it from a
practical experience that occurred to me. The second
time around I have a three-year-old. I went to the
nursery five weeks’ ago. I looked at it—fantastic. “Do
you participate in free entitlement?” “Yes. Three
mornings a week—15 hours.” “Great, thank you.”
“There are the forms; there are the fees.” “I just want
the free entitlement.” “You can’t have the free
entitlement. We charge top-up fees. Fifteen thousand
students and parents go through our settings every
single year. Not a single parent has ever been given
free entitlement without paying top-up fees.” The fear
I have, in fairness to providers, is that if parents were
acutely aware of what their entitlement was, and they
were given it, the system would crumble. I think that
is a major concern that providers and the Alliance
would have. They were probably the key factors for
us.
Chair: I do agree with that a lot, and I think those are
questions that we will ask in the later sessions, so that
is really helpful.

Q23 Matthew Hancock: We are obviously
concerned about the value for money of delivery of
this, and I think there is a very broad acceptance of
the evidence that shows the importance and the sort
of strategic, long-term value for money, from a
generational perspective, of investing in early years.
On the point about graduate employees, obviously, as
you said, it is more expensive to have people who are
graduates. Value for money is all about balancing the
greater expense against any impact that you get from
the uplift in skill level that you might get through a
degree. I just wondered whether on balance—on value
for money grounds, as opposed to simply the grounds
of whether graduates are better or not—they are worth
it. Mr Leitch, do you want to comment on that?
Neil Leitch: The evidence shows that a highly skilled
work force delivers better results, so I do not think we
are calling that into question. The reality is you have
to fund it; but the investment in terms of social impact
later on, I think, is beyond question now, so in reality
I think we have to be brave enough to accept the fact
that it costs to deliver good child care and if we are
prepared to make the investment the return will come
further down the line.

Q24 Chair: Iram, do you want to comment on Matt’s
specific question, from the research?
Professor Siraj-Blatchford: I do not think that every
person working with young children has to be a
graduate. The models we have show that some of the
highest quality providers, such as nursery schools,
worked on the basis of one graduate and one NNEB—
nursery nurse, two-year further education child

development training. These kind of partnerships have
worked very well for decades.
The evaluation that I undertook for Wales of the Early
Years and Foundation Phase, which goes from three
to seven, actually showed that they have lowered
ratios across all the sectors for three to five-year olds
to one adult to eight children; but in the two years of
the evaluation the standards fell because the amount
of money allocated for additional adults only attracted
very lowly qualified or unqualified people. So quite
often there might be a replacement of a graduate with
two or three less qualified people; so even with lower
ratios you have lower standards—but it is a very
popular policy.
The issue for us is “What is the optimum?” because
obviously the ratios and the training are confounded.
We tend to have relatively low ratios in early years,
apart from in reception classes in England, and we
have to look at the pattern of training that we want
for our children, and to ensure that children are getting
an entitlement in the quality of adult that they are
with—not just the curriculum, but in relation to the
kind of pedagogy they are getting, as well: the kind
of teaching at that level.
There are really critical issues in terms of what we
know now about brain development—about early
development. I think the argument has been won that
early years is important, but it is particularly important
for not just children under five but children under
three, and we have, coming on board, the policy for
two-year-olds, and we cannot really afford to get that
wrong. We had the choice of strengthening the
entitlement for three to five-year-olds in terms of
quality, but we have also chosen to fund a very large
number—40%—of two-year-olds from the most
vulnerable or neediest communities, and what we
provide for those two-year-olds has to be very
carefully looked at. In our studies, we had, for
instance, children who came in with high levels of
antisocial, worried, upset behaviours. Now our study
at age 11–14 shows that when some of those who had
the worst behaviours and quite pathological
characteristics—arson, trouble with the law—went to
high-quality settings, which tended to be with highly
trained staff, their antisocial, worried, upset
behaviours diminished much more. How we evaluate
the cost of that is, I guess, an economic question for
economists to work out over a period of time, and
some studies have attempted to do that, such as
HighScope and others.
The point I am making about the under-threes is that
we now also have a great deal of information about
children’s language development, and we know that if
children do not have sufficient vocabulary by the age
of three, it will impact very negatively on their
reading scores at age 10. We know this, and we know
that there are children in vulnerable communities who
have high levels of risk—maybe because of low birth-
weight, living in poverty, having English as a second
language or having a special need that is not picked
up—and who will not catch up if they are not given
early intervention. Many of those children simply do
not have the vocabulary or the language, because of
their circumstances at home. Their only other chance
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for that opportunity is when they hit the state system,
the voluntary system or the private system and they
have a second chance to catch up before starting
school. This whole issue of having a level playing
field at school rests with the pre-school sector.
Chair: Meg, I am conscious we have not brought
Mark Rogers in yet. I do not know whether you want
to bring him in.
Meg Hillier: One of my questions may well be
something Mark wants to come in on. I am not sure
which one of you wants to take this question—
Chair: Let’s try Mark.

Q25 Meg Hillier: Well, let’s deal with this first
question. It is interesting that even the title of the
Report talks about education for three and four-year-
olds. When each Government announce what they are
going to give to under-fives, most parents think,
“Whoopee, some child care”—I am perhaps speaking
for myself a bit, but you are thinking about how you
are going to work and how you are going to juggle
things. Do you think different Governments have done
enough to communicate that this is about education
and why that is important? In terms of value for
money, is it possible to make a judgment about
whether it is better to have a working parent in the
household and, therefore, to combine, as you
described, Professor, the days and hours in a way that
works for their work, or is it better to spread the time
over the week and to invest in that child? Is it possible
to make that correlation? It is a bit of an impossible
question to answer, I guess. Mark, perhaps we can
start with you.
Mark Rogers: I will come back to the second question
in a moment. I suspect there is not enough explanation
of what the education offer is. This is not just about
explaining that it is education, because it is much
more than that, isn’t it? The age and the stages that
we are talking about with these children mean that we
are not talking about what most people might perceive
education to be. A much better set of explanations is
probably required around what this offer is actually
about.
How you juggle your expectations between child
care—as in just having your child looked after versus
something more productive taking place—is just
another layer of complexity. From my perspective, I
would say very clearly that it is really important to
explain that a whole set of developmental
opportunities are available. Clearly, you would not use
that language—I suspect it would turn most people
off—but there is a whole range of opportunities
available through the early education offer that are
nothing to do with chalk and talk, as we might have
conceived it in the past.
I want to return to some of the qualification versus
quality issues. It is really important to appreciate that
there are many ways of achieving similar ends, and
that qualification is not everything; it might be an
important signifier of some basic knowledge, but we
are actually looking for some expertise. More than
that, we are looking for an ability to relate to children
and to develop empathy with them and their parents
and carers. In terms of explaining what this offer is

about, we have not done anything like enough to show
that it is not the formality of education, as it becomes
when you move into Key Stages Two, Three and Four;
it is very much about developing a set of social
relationships in a setting that of themselves will give
a whole range of opportunities.
On your second question about how on earth you
might measure the value for money from that, whether
or not you agree with the measures that are presently
used, let us say that we carry on using those. What
we have to look for in terms of value for money is
whether we are improving the levels of consistency in
terms of uptake of this offer, which is a key message
of this Report. Are we increasing the levels of
consistency around the quality so that you get a good
educative experience that allows you to demonstrate a
set of attitudes, behaviours and competences as you
go through this experience? In due course, there
should be some longitudinal measurement,
particularly around behaviours and attitudes as
opposed to competences, that we should be looking at
to answer this Key Stage One question: does the effect
of this offer persist over time?
Perhaps the other point I would make, because I do
not think it has been brought up explicitly yet, is that
I still do not think that enough is done both at the—
sorry to use jargon—macro and micro levels to share
what works best. I am not making a criticism of any
particular sector or setting, but what we know from
other areas of activity is that you get a better bang for
your buck if those who have the most effective
practices are working with those who need to develop
their practices.

Q26 Chair: Why didn’t you do that through the
LGA? It hits you right through this Report that some
local authorities spend much less. Let us look at the
scattergram on page 34, on which I am sure we will
concentrate. We do not understand why some spend
more and get less. That is your role, if I may say so.
Mark Rogers: Madam Chairman, absolutely. We want
to rise to that role. What I would say is that it is not
just about orchestration at the LGA level or even
about orchestration at the local authority level. What
we know is that peer to peer support is what works
best in terms of driving improvement. Actually, yes,
we could give encouragement to settings to work with
one another, but they need to want to do that
themselves as well.

Q27 Chair: That is opting out of it a bit.
Mark Rogers: I disagree that it is opting out. I
actually think that there is a growing body of evidence
that it is the improvement that is driven from within
and between settings that makes the most difference.
We are certainly seeing that in the maintained
education sector.

Q28 Meg Hillier: But that is assuming, Mr Rogers,
that they want to do it. I have so many anecdotes from
Hackney, but certainly socialisation makes a
difference. There was a child I saw the other week
who, in year one, was going into an educational
setting for the first time. That is a huge challenge for
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the school. The nursery providers are really
struggling. Some of them want to do good quality
stuff, but they are still struggling to find the time to
do that sort of partnering. There are probably still a
few others out there—for example, looking at this
chart—that are piling it high, selling it cheap and not
doing a terribly good job. I know that Ofsted comes
in under certain settings and there are other inspection
regimes, but it is not good enough for the Local
Government Association to sit there and say, “Well,
they have to want to do it.”
Mark Rogers: I am not entirely sure that is what I am
saying. Of course the Local Government Association
and those other bodies working with it want to drive
a great deal more sharing of good practice. What I am
observing though is that if that motivation is not
intrinsic to the setting itself, there is something
missing from the equation. One of the things I would
argue for is that we have not yet worked out the best
ways of incentivising that kind of behaviour in and
between settings in order to set a standard that there
is an expectation that you cannot avoid around sharing
practice within and between settings.

Q29 Meg Hillier: So incentivisation means paying
for people like Julie to go and take time out.
Mark Rogers: Yes, absolutely. There is a spectrum of
incentivisation—from giving people more money to
do certain things through to actually explaining the
benefits of collaboration and working in larger units,
rather than single settings. It is not all about money;
it is much more about forming professional alliances
between settings and across the sectors, not just
between the private, the voluntary or the maintained
settings. We need to have a whole network of good
practice sharing. The benefits of that are perhaps that
non-contact time is made available for that kind of
learning and sharing to go on. I just do not think there
is enough of that. The LGA, which I am representing,
would argue very strongly that of course that should
be encouraged, but you also need to build it into the
expectations of the providers themselves, each and
every one of them, that that is what they should be
doing, because it is known to be an effective way of
raising standards.

Q30 Meg Hillier: Do you think the consequences are
enough? I will perhaps throw that one to some of the
others as well. If they do not do it, are the
consequences for the providers serious enough?
Mark Rogers: One of the consequences will be, if you
are effectively monitoring quality you will probably
find better quality in those that are collaborating—
those that are taking development the most seriously.

Q31 Meg Hillier: What about those who are not a
good quality provider and are not making great strides
in that direction? What would happen to you? Parents
are so desperate for child care they will still buy it
somewhere along the line—somebody will buy it.
Mark Rogers: It varies. There are some areas where
I guess there is probably actually over-supply, so there
is some choice in some areas.
Meg Hillier: Not in London.

Mark Rogers: Indeed. Of course, I have to be careful
because I do not come from London.

Q32 Meg Hillier: The professor made a serious point
about possibly, in some settings, schools assessing
their pupils at the end of the foundation stage.
Professor Siraj-Blatchford: At the end of Key Stage
One.
Meg Hillier: At a lower level than they really were
in order to make themselves look good later. I am
paraphrasing, I know, Professor. Mr Rogers and Mr
Leitch, from your perspective, have you experienced
that?
Neil Leitch: My natural reaction is that if that is
happening, it is awful practice. I cannot understand
why anybody would want to do that, full stop.
Realistically, to try and give a provider perspective,
we have been concerned for years and years and years
that the transitional arrangements are ineffective,
because we seem to think that much of the work that
is done—the observations and so on—is lost.
I spoke with a nursery provider the other day who was
absolutely in awe of the fact that she had developed a
great relationship with a school, because they were
taking notice of all the documentation and information
that was passed across. I was amazed that she was in
awe, because you would think that that should be the
norm. But many providers tell us that is not the norm,
so something is happening at that particular point. In
some instances, children go, first of all, into a different
physical environment, which is bad enough. Then, in
many instances, they go into a different learning
environment. So I cannot say that I am overly
surprised if that continuity is not embedded, and that
there is in fact a drop-back at that particular point in
time. I cannot evidence that; it is just a gut reaction
that tells me that something—Obviously, if there is
progression up until the foundation stage and then
thereafter it just plateaus, then something is wrong.
Meg Hillier: In Hackney, it doesn’t seem to, I have
to say.

Q33 Austin Mitchell: The peer pressure, which Mr
Rogers placed an emphasis on, always works in
favour of the middle class to the disadvantage of the
less privileged areas. That must be the case in
Solihull. How do you bring these benefits to the
underprivileged areas and the underprivileged groups?
Mark Rogers: I think I was suggesting that the peer
to peer pressure is actually between the professionals
in the settings. We are not relying on the parents to
create that pressure; we should be expecting the
settings to create that expectation.

Q34 Austin Mitchell: But the professionals have got
to interest the parents in what is available and get
them to come and bring their kids. They have a much
tougher job doing that in the underprivileged areas
than in the middle class areas.
Mark Rogers: Okay. The statistics would bear you
out. I am not sure that I necessarily agree with the
philosophy behind that, but the statistics would say
that uptake is lower in areas of deprivation. Again,
this is back to an earlier point. We need to be doing
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more to go out and have bespoke approaches with
families that explain to them what this is, what the
benefits are, and to draw them in—and not just to
draw the child in, but to draw the whole family in.
That was the whole point about Sure Start centres.

Q35 Austin Mitchell: The money isn’t ring-fenced.
Does Solihull spend all the money it gets for nursery
education on nursery education? Does it spend more,
or does it spend less?
Mark Rogers: I don’t know because I didn’t come
with that information today, but I think the point about
ring-fencing—

Q36 Austin Mitchell: Wouldn’t the ratepayers want
to know?
Mark Rogers: What the ratepayers would want to
know is about other things completely, because we are
talking DSG here, aren’t we? What parents who
access this offer would want to know is: is the quality
of the provision good and has it sustained that quality
over time? That is what they are going to want to
know. They will want to see how accessible it is and
how flexible it is to meet their need.
Chair: I think they might also want to know how
much goes in on it.

Q37 Fiona Mactaggart: I have another money
question. The Department has allocated £642 million
of capital since 2008, basically to provide provision
and capacity in the private sector. One of the things
that we know is that there is huge churn among those
providers and that a number of them stop providing,
for one reason or another. I wonder if you know how
much of that capital—perhaps in your authority or in
a region that you might be aware of—has been lost to
provision for children at this age?
Mark Rogers: I wouldn’t know the answer to that
question. I am not even sure—

Q38 Chair: What do you feel, Neil, from your
perspective?
Neil Leitch: I think there is churn, but quite often
you see a reformation, so actually in terms of capital
investment if it is investment into the buildings often
they are indeed utilised, and they have restrictive
covenants and the purpose is restricted, so therefore
they are often, I guess, reused for childcare. So I can’t
say that I have witnessed, if you like, an erosion of
that capital investment. You might argue whether it
was a sound capital investment and whether it went
in the right direction, but I would suggest that that is
a slightly different question.

Q39 Chair: We will have to move on. Is there
anything you feel that you would have wanted to say
that you have not had the opportunity to say? Very

quickly, Julie, is there anything that you think is
important?
Julie Vaggers: Just going back to the level of quality
and training that staff have, I think that you get a great
deal of value for money from the more highly
qualified staff, because they do so much more than
you would think from their job description. They will
carry out research and support practitioners both
within their setting and outside of that setting. So they
will practise and they will also teach adults. And they
will work with parents when they first start, and those
parents may just be relieved that their child is going
somewhere and that they will be safe and happy. The
staff member will then start to work with the parent
to define what education is in the early years.
Professor Siraj-Blatchford: One of the striking facts
in the Report is that nursery schools are so good.
Many of them now are children’s centres, and they
exemplify the ratio of qualified staff that we have
talked about. When I was the president of the British
Association for Early Childhood Education, we
commissioned a report looking at nursery schools and
at what was unique about them that gives this
outcome. Okay, the Report says they are expensive as
well, but there is an awful lot in the leadership. It is
not simply the quality of the staff and teaching; it is
also bespoke early years leadership, because you don’t
see that level of quality in nursery classes necessarily,
because the leadership is again pushed by a primary
agenda rather than the learning of young children. We
are not using our nursery schools to lead quality in
the way that we could.
We have a limited amount of funding. Maybe we
cannot roll out a huge graduate training programme,
but we can certainly learn from our leaders, and I have
been responsible for redrafting the standards for
leadership in early years for the National College for
School Leadership and I can see that the people who
will be able to deliver that the most easily are the
people who are heads of nursery schools.
Mark Rogers: I think that more work should be done
to understand those things that haven’t worked well
enough so far before we get too far ahead with the
two-year-old offer.

Q40 Chair: Can you deliver the two-year-old offer?
Mark Rogers: Yes.
Neil Leitch: I think it’s just an emphasis on parental
awareness again, to come back to that point. I think
that if parents were aware of what was on offer, we
would have a greater take-up.

Q41 Chair: Thank you very much. I am sorry that
it’s short, but it’s an innovation that we are trying,
just to give us a better understanding when we then
interview officials. So thank you, all of you, for your
time and excellent evidence.
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Q42 Chair: Welcome. Good to see you both. Let me
start by saying that, in a sense, this is a success story.
Starting from a low base, there has been a huge
amount of development and provision and take-up, so
the background against which the questioning comes
this afternoon is a “Well done” to the Department for
having achieved what you have over the last decade
or so.
I am going to start probably with a hard one, because
we are in tough economic times and we are looking
at value for money. We had a little bit of a discussion
before, around what really matters for quality for
children. I notice that there is less emphasis on
qualified teachers and staff in early years settings than
there might have been three or five years ago. What
is it that provides value? How do you assess value?
The vision on page 5 is “for all three and four-year-
olds to have access to high-quality early years
provision that helps them reach their full potential”. If
that is your vision and money is tough, how do you
get the best value for it?
Tom Jeffery: We do assess value for money through
that combination of take-up, quality and outcome, and
within quality the standards that are met through the
early years foundation stage are one element and the
qualifications and qualities of staff are another. So
there is a continuing emphasis on the qualities of
practitioners in the early years.
There is a set of questions around that, some of which
are being addressed by Professor Cathy Nutbrown,
who, following Dame Clare Tickell’s report of the
foundation stage, is doing a wide-ranging review of
qualifications and the standards of the work force. She
will issue some interim findings shortly and will
address quite a range of the issues that you were just
discussing, about the entry level, about the
qualifications of the generality of staff, is level 3 right,
is the right thing being done for staff within level 3—
should it be more concentrated, like nursery nurse
provision?—what is the relationship between the early
years professional, which is the graduate-level
qualification that we have had for some while and
have expanded quite significantly, and qualified
teacher status and teachers in early years settings? All
these things are absolutely part of policy at the
moment. It would be wrong to pretend that they do
not have significant financial implications, particularly
in the present circumstances.

Q43 Chair: In an odd way, I am asking about what
you know so far, rather than trying to find out where
policy is going. So it is really, what gives? What is it
that makes for a really high quality to meet the
Department’s stated vision? In the current climate,
how will you keep that going? What is it?
Tom Jeffery: Ann may wish to add to this, but I think
it is the quality of what is done face to face with
children.

Q44 Chair: So does that mean the qualifications?
Which are more expensive?

Tom Jeffery: Qualifications have a bearing on that.
Some qualifications will be expensive.

Q45 Chair: A graduate is more expensive and a
teacher is jolly well more expensive.
Tom Jeffery: By and large, that’s right.

Q46 Chair: Julian said 75% more expensive.
Julian Wood: Well, not quite. I think in the Report
we talk about qualifications for a professional being
28%—these are estimates, not hard and fast—and
teachers can be up to another 50% on top of that.
Tom Jeffery: Early years professionals, I took that to
be the 28% figure in the Report—

Q47 Chair: I think he didn’t talk about teachers. The
figure you gave me on teachers before the hearing
was what?
Julian Wood: We say in the Report it is about an extra
50%. It can be. That is the point—to be clear that
these are estimates, not hard and fast figures.

Q48 Chair: I accept that, obviously. Broad brush.
Tom Jeffery: Obviously, they are important, but the
quality of the work in the setting, and, very
importantly, the quality of the relationship with
parents and the family in the home, and the degree to
which what goes on in the setting can be taken up and
taken forward in the home, is also extremely
important. The ability to understand where a setting
is doing well and where it needs to do better—self-
evaluation—is important. Those are things that Ofsted
talks about when it is evaluating settings. Those are
some of the things that need to improve when a setting
is no more than satisfactory.

Q49 Chair: Ann, what is your bottom line on all
this?
Ann Gross: I think Tom is right. The key issue is the
quality of the interaction between adult and child. We
know that teachers play an important role. The ratios
already reflect the fact that if you have a more highly
qualified member of staff—a teacher—you can have
a ratio of 1:13 for 3 to 4-year-olds. If you have a
member of staff less qualified than that, the ratio is
1:8, so, to some degree, we already build that in. My
second point is that the Early Years Professional
qualification, which we have introduced over a
number of years, is being shown to have been making
a significant difference for children. The evaluation
published last summer by the University of Oxford
and the Institute of Education showed that early years
professionals were really having a significant impact
on children’s development, particularly on children’s
language and communication skills. We are positively
encouraged by that finding.

Q50 Ian Swales: On the issue of quality, one concern
shown in the Report is the variability across areas.
Paragraph 2.9 talks about the range of “good” or
“outstanding” from Ofsted, ranging from 64% to 97%,
by local authority. Coming from an area of quite high
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deprivation, figure 7 is particularly concerning. It
shows an almost exact correlation—you get good
provision or better provision where there is low
deprivation. It is almost a straight line to worst
provision—the most deprivation. How do you account
for that? Is it hard to get an “outstanding” in a
deprived area, even if you are the same staff with the
same setting? Ofsted should surely allow for that.
Tom Jeffery: We, too, are concerned about the
difference in standards between different areas. The
gap is closing. It has fallen from a gap of about 12%
to 8% in Ofsted’s most recent assessments, but we do
need to do more to incentivise quality in less
advantaged areas. Where a setting—whether it is in a
less or more advantaged area, but definitely in a less
advantaged area—is satisfactory, local authorities
need to work with that setting and not fund it unless
it improves.

Q51 Ian Swales: Can you clarify those figures? You
said the difference had fallen from 12% to 8%. What
does that measure? How do we relate that to figure 7,
for example, which shows somewhere just over 10%
between the best and the worst?
Tom Jeffery: It is the comparison in Ofsted’s most
recent report.

Q52 Ian Swales: Between?
Tom Jeffery: Between 2010–11 and 2009–10.

Q53 Ian Swales: But you said the gap is closing.
What gap are we talking about?
Tom Jeffery: The gap between the proportion of
settings regarded as good or outstanding in
disadvantaged areas and those in advantaged areas.

Q54 Ian Swales: Would that relate to this 10.6%
difference on this graph? Is that measuring the same
thing?
Tom Jeffery: It definitely relates to it—it is the same
point—but it is not quite the same period.

Q55 Ian Swales: Okay. I have a supplementary
question on that. The other interesting thing—again
regarding quality—is figure 13. It is absolutely
staggering when you think we are a value for money
Committee and we are looking at a correlation
between quality and funding. As an engineer, I can
tell you there is no line that fits those points. How do
you account for this picture?
Tom Jeffery: We need to account for the picture. I
cannot account for the picture straight off. We value
the work of the NAO—the Chair was very nice about
the work of the Department to date. We think that
this Report is extremely valuable. It raises a host of
important questions and we need to address it. We
address these questions through the quality of
information that we are able to put out into the system.
With our experts—with all concerned in the system,
including the experts who were witnesses just now
and local authorities—we work really hard to
understand these relationships. I don’t think we have
had, until recently, all the data that allows us to work
on those relationships. That is one thing we will do,
following on from the Report.

Q56 Ian Swales: The question is, have you looked at
any of this? It is one thing to look at it all, but have
you looked at any of it to say, “This is the picture
starting to emerge”? Surely, when you saw this, you
would start asking questions, wouldn’t you?
Matthew Hancock: I think this is an opportunity as
well as a problem, if we can get into the bottom right-
hand corner. The highest-quality one is below average
funding. The third highest one is at almost a quarter
below average funding. It is amazing. Can we have
case studies?
Ian Swales: I do not want to lead the witnesses, but
for example, is the higher funding going to deprived
areas, or what? What is going on here?
Tom Jeffery: There is a relationship, to some degree,
of higher funding going to more deprived areas. There
is not quite such a direct relationship, as I understand
the National Audit Office’s work, between that and
quality.

Q57 Ian Swales: I am thinking about one of the
comments that the previous witness made about the
issue of parental contribution. Is that part of this? This
figure talks about funding, but it does not talk about
overall expenditure. Is it that some places are high-
quality because they are actually spending more
money, but more of it is coming from parents? Is that
part of the answer?
Tom Jeffery: Ann, do you want to answer that?
Ann Gross: I am wondering if that’s a point Julian
might address.
Julian Wood: That is very kind of you. I think the
answer to that is that it could well be, but we don’t
know. For the purpose of introducing some sobriety
into the discussion of figure 13, I think Mr Hancock’s
point about the potential opportunity is precisely the
way that we would place this. I think that what Mr
Rogers was saying before, about the opportunity to
learn from practice that is already occurring and
understand more what it is that is creating this
distribution, could potentially help move that graph.

Q58 Ian Swales: That 97% is the one referred to
earlier in the Report. Which authority is the one that
is 97% quality, as a matter of interest, just so we have
an idea?
Julian Wood: It is Richmond upon Thames.

Q59 Matthew Hancock: What are the second and
third?
Tom Jeffery: I should be very surprised if one wasn’t
Solihull, Mr Rogers’s authority.
Chair: No, it is not.
Julian Wood: What I don’t want to do is get into a
position of going right the way round the Wrekin.

Q60 Chair: The interesting thing is that if one did
have that knowledge, of which I have a little bit, there
is no way of defining why. It is a mix of urban and
rural, Labour-controlled and Conservative-controlled.
There is no logic to it.
Matthew Hancock: Lib Dems?
Chair: And Lib Dems. I am a bit taken aback that
you don’t understand this better, to be honest. I am a
bit taken aback by the criticism in the Report that you
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do not have the data, and I do not understand why. If
there is one thing the Department should be doing in
this very decentralised world, you ought to be able to
monitor what is happening out there in what is still a
relatively new and underdeveloped offer. If you are
not monitoring, I am worried. I am concerned to find
in the Report that there is not much better data and
monitoring, and Neil made the point that it is not
available to parents.
Ann Gross: On the data point, this is the first year in
which the new funding system has been fully
operational. The early years single funding formula
has only been fully in operation this year, in all local
authorities. That is giving us a much better
understanding of how local authorities are using their
money and how they are deploying it. The returns that
we are getting from local authorities now are enabling
us to do just that sort of analysis. I wish we could
have done it before, but it is really only over the past
two years that this sort of work has been possible.
What we are planning to do over the next few months
is make available to local authorities much more
granular information by way of benchmarking data.

Q61 Chair: What about parents?
Ann Gross: We would want to make it available to
parents too. Some of it will be quite complex, so we
need to think about it, but the intention is to make that
information publicly available so that local authorities
can compare and challenge their performance against
that of their peers, and that we are able to have some
of those conversations as well.

Q62 Fiona Mactaggart: I was looking at the figure
in paragraph 4.20 of the National Audit Office Report,
which says:
“Less than 40 per cent of local authorities had analysed whether
the child had used the entitlement.”
I want to know whether your present figures tell you if
an entitlement is being used, rather than just paid for.
Tom Jeffery: Our figures do suggest that entitlements
are being used.

Q63 Fiona Mactaggart: Sorry. You said “suggest”.
Do you know whether entitlements are being used,
and do local authorities have to know they are being
used?
Tom Jeffery: Yes, because they have to count the
number of children in the setting.

Q64 Fiona Mactaggart: So they do, in the new
figures.
Ann Gross: They do.

Q65 Fiona Mactaggart: One of the things that
happens when fewer than 95%, as I recall, of places
are taken up is that you offer a top-up to local
authorities to use to reach into harder-to-reach places.
Yet there is no requirement that it is used in that way.
How do you make sure it is, or how much of it has
been?
Tom Jeffery: In the past, it is correct that we have had
a 90% aspiration for take-up by three-year-olds, and
we calculated for the National Audit Office that £69
million had gone in to drive that. That has been the

position for some while, and it was put in originally,
I think in 2003, to push the system on as we
introduced the offer for three-year-olds. It is
absolutely, as the NAO recommends, for
consideration whether we should stop doing that now.
We have to guard against any destabilisation in the
system of taking money out and putting it elsewhere,
but it is only a very small proportion of the Dedicated
Schools Grant, so we will actively consider doing
away with that. It has been used within the Dedicated
Schools Grant, because that is where it sits. It is being
used for other schools purposes if it has not been used
in those 89, I think it is, authorities to drive that take-
up towards 90%.

Q66 Chair: But the Report says you haven’t
monitored it.
Tom Jeffery: We haven’t monitored it. It is a
calculation we did within the many billions within the
Dedicated Schools Grant as to how much would have
gone to those authorities that had not reached 90% on
three-year-olds. It was not a specific grant for that
purpose.

Q67 Fiona Mactaggart: If we look at figure 15, it is
an overwhelming view that deprivation of a child’s
home location has a very significant effect on
variations in outcomes. How is that factor reflected in
your funding formula?
Tom Jeffery: In the funding formula we say that local
authorities should always set a factor for deprivation.

Q68 Fiona Mactaggart: But the variation is between
something like 3p and 70 something p. How can it be
that huge?
Tom Jeffery: There has been, in the first year when
every local authority has had a single funding formula,
considerable variation. In some places, it represents a
significant sum, and in others it does not. I think this is
another example of where transparency and our being
really clear about how local authorities are setting
funding formulae, and getting them to compare that
among themselves, and to show that to parents is
really important. That is what we intend to do.

Q69 Fiona Mactaggart: Are we going to publish a
national league table of who is the 3p and who is
the 79p?
Tom Jeffery: We are going to publish data which
every local authority and parent can see.

Q70 Chair: You will publish data, or they will
publish data?
Tom Jeffery: I think we will publish the data as a
national publication, but then, as Mark Rogers was
suggesting, we all need to work together to understand
the implications of it, and there are forums in which
we can work and will work with local authorities, the
LGA and others, to highlight what is good and where
is good, and to work on how we can spread that better
practice more widely.

Q71 Fiona Mactaggart: You might have been as
concerned as I was to hear that in many settings,
parents are automatically expected to pay for top-up.
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We know that the parents who live in very deprived
areas will be excluded from that. What are you doing
to prevent that?
Tom Jeffery: That is wrong and they should not be
expected to pay top-up to take up their free
entitlement. Their free entitlement must be free.

Q72 Fiona Mactaggart: I said what are you doing
to prevent it.
Tom Jeffery: If anybody, including Mr Leitch, would
like to give us those examples, we will pursue them
with the local authority concerned.

Q73 Chair: What do you do about it?
Tom Jeffery: We generally have been successful in
identifying where that is going on—I do not think that
there have been that many instances. Ann may know
of some—and they have stopped it.

Q74 Chair: I went on Mumsnet this morning, just by
chance, and I found one conversation. One woman
had two girls who both attend a private nursery for 14
hours each week. She was signed up to the
Government scheme, which supposedly provides free
places. “I have just been billed for over £1,000 for
this term for both of them.” she said. “The thing is,”
she said, “I like the nursery. My daughters are happy
there, so I veer between thinking that I just won’t pay
the amount—it is labelled voluntary but you get an
invoice and are chased if you don’t pay—reporting
the nursery to the council or just leaving and trying to
find somewhere else.”

Q75 Matthew Hancock: She is not from Richmond,
is she?

Q76 Chair: She is in Oxfordshire. Then it goes on.
She was not the only one. “My son’s old nursery was
doing something similar. Basically, the free allowance
was stipulated from 9 to 12 five days a week. If my
son did the 15 hours over three days, his free
allowance was still just between 9 and 12, so I had to
pay the top-up myself.” Another one said, “Mine went
to a private Montessori nursery, which was still
getting the scheme, while my nephew went to a local
free one.” Someone else said, “It is so awkward to
refuse to make voluntary payments when you are told
that the Government funding is inadequate.” Another
one said, “Each term we get a note about our
‘donations’ making up the shortfall. I feel a mix of
sympathy and rage.” Another one, “My grandson was
signed up to attend a private nursery”—this is a
terrible story—“and the school is signed up to the
Government scheme to provide 15 hours of free
provision for three-year-olds up to the term of their
fifth birthday. They sent a bill for £700 several weeks
prior to him actually starting, even though he was only
due to attend two full days a week. Obviously, my
daughter was expected to pay for the extra
“compulsory” snacks/lunches/extra hours, but the
school refused to budge on the amount they were
charging for the top-up costs.” It goes on and on. This
is much more prevalent than you think. That is
literally one conversation on Mumsnet.

Tom Jeffery: We are, as I say, ready to follow up
these issues.

Q77 Chair: Have you looked at Mumsnet?
Ann Gross: I have not looked recently.
Tom Jeffery: But if you pass us those, we will follow
them up.
Chair: You do not need these. Honestly, it’s up there.
It took me two seconds to find it this morning.
Ann Gross: The Department does talk to Mumsnet
and Netmums. Perhaps we should follow up this
conversation.

Q78 Austin Mitchell: What are you doing about
these voluntary donations and requirements?
Tom Jeffery: It depends. I do not know in those
circumstances whether those people want to take just
their free hours or whether they are taking their free
hours and then there are additional hours, and they are
finding the charges for those additional hours to be
quite high.

Q79 Austin Mitchell: Who should do something
about it? The local authority?
Tom Jeffery: The local authority should absolutely do
something about it. If it is found that it has not—

Q80 Chair: And if they do not?
Tom Jeffery: We will act with the local authority and
talk to them and we will make sure that progress is
made.

Q81 Ian Swales: Figure 8 shows that some local
authorities are only giving half the money to the
scheme compared with others. The worst case is only
a third of the top case. It is one thing to give these
examples of schools that are doing this, there may
well be a correlation between that kind of issue that
the schools are facing and local authorities not giving
the right amount of funding—I do not know what the
right amount is, but clearly there is a big variation.
What, if anything, are you doing about the local
authorities? This may be the problem that local
authorities are inadequately funding, as we heard in
the previous conversation. What does figure 8 say to
you and what are you doing about that?
Tom Jeffery: Figure 8, I think, begins to illustrate
further the point that Ann was making, that in the last
year, for the first full year of a single funding formula,
we have been able to understand more fully what
percentage of the Dedicated Schools Grant each local
authority gives to the free entitlement. The central
amount is between 4% and 6%. There are outliers,
which will be interesting to look at with the NAO and
others as we get further into this information, which
we would like to do to follow it up.

Q82 Ian Swales: The key is “central amount”. Six
per cent is 50% more than 4%. Even that is a big
difference. If you do the maths, I think I’ve got that
right. You might say, “Oh well, that’s the middle
band”, but even that’s quite a big variation. As Ms
Mactaggart said earlier, in some cases it is almost
nothing, and in other cases it is much higher. What
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are you going to do, and what should you be doing
about such variation?
Tom Jeffery: There will be some variation for good
reason.
Ian Swales: We accept that.
Tom Jeffery: Local markets will differ. Places,
geographically and cost-wise, differ. All of us—not
just Government, but the whole community concerned
with this—need to understand whether those
differences are justifiable and reasonable or whether
they reflect a less full calculation of what the cost
should be.

Q83 Ian Swales: My last question on this, just
relating back to the Chair, is that as you take up these
cases that she refers to, and many others, will you
also be checking those cases off against what the local
authorities are doing? It’s okay demonising the
schools, but it may be that they are not actually getting
the money that other schools are getting.
Tom Jeffery: If it were found to be a systematic
relationship between underfunding and the apparent
denial of the free entitlement, then yes, we would
follow that up. Absolutely.

Q84 Matthew Hancock: I will follow on precisely
on this. It is only by reading figures 8 and 13 together
that you realise the amount that needs to be learned
here. In figure 8, as you say, there may be good
reasons for the difference in funding, but figure 13
brings that together with the quality outcomes data,
which are critical. I am a bit surprised that there is a
reluctance to name the different local authorities. Are
the names of the local authorities in all the dots on
these charts in the public domain?
Tom Jeffery: If you will forgive me, I think they are
the NAO’s charts.
Julian Wood: This is our analysis. It’s not in the
public domain, because it was created bespoke for
this.

Q85 Mr Bacon: What is the objection to putting
these figures in the public domain?
Matthew Hancock: All the names of the dots should
be in the public domain, shouldn’t they, if we want
to learn?
Julian Wood: I personally have no fundamental
objection to that. I think the only point, as I mentioned
to the Chair before, is that we produced a national
Report—

Q86 Matthew Hancock: I don’t know what the
bureaucratic reasons are. It seems that the Department
should also be in favour of this being in the public
domain, because you want to be able to analyse them,
as you were saying earlier.
The line of questioning I wanted to go down is this—
Amyas Morse: We are fine with you putting them into
the public domain.

Q87 Matthew Hancock: Okay. Are you going to put
them in the public domain?
Amyas Morse: The reason why we didn’t, Matt, if I
may just be clear, is that we thought we would all be
sitting around looking at league tables rather than at

the big picture, which is what we want people to
look at.

Q88 Matthew Hancock: I entirely understand the
reason. Is the Department going to put them in the
public domain?
Tom Jeffery: Yes. We are going to put lots of
information in the public domain for what we call
benchmarking, so one layer can look against another.
I think this is a sort of a sophistication of that. It takes
the relationships between others and plays them out,
so it is useful information.

Q89 Matthew Hancock: In this field of early years,
we have a model where there are lots of different
providers—state, voluntary and private. This is a
model that is increasingly being used in different areas
of public services, so I think that the lessons that you
can learn from analysing things like figure 13 are not
only important for improving the value for money of
delivery in this area, which is driving those dots to the
bottom right—I’m not saying that they should have
lower funding per se, but you should get more out
of each pound of funding—but lessons more broadly,
because there is such a rich array of providers. I am
interested in what analysis you have done of the
different types of providers and of the different
contracting that you do with providers, to learn
lessons for how you can do that better in what is a
diverse delivery model that is increasingly going to be
seen in welfare to work, in the health service, with
academy schools and free schools and in other areas.
Tom Jeffery: I think, if I may, the difference between
those and this arrangement is the local authority,
which is setting rates and in effect contracting with
providers. It is not we as a Department—

Q90 Matthew Hancock: No, but through the local
authorities the state, in whatever guise, contracts with
a huge array of providers.
Tom Jeffery: It does.

Q91 Matthew Hancock: So I do not mind whether
it is local authorities; the government, whether local
or national, are doing that contracting. So, instead of
saying, “What is the difference between all these
different policy areas?” can we look at the
similarities? What lessons do you draw from the array
of different providers you have got? Are there some
types that are better? Are there some types where you
do not get such good value for money?
Tom Jeffery: I think it is that relationship, isn’t it? If
we concentrate in this instance on what is the value
for money vis-à-vis the quality, say, of a nursery
school and all of the qualified staff who are working
in it, against the difference made by a private and
voluntary nursery which is a good deal less expensive,
but has greater—

Q92 Matthew Hancock: Precisely. That is my
question. What is the answer?
Tom Jeffery: Well, that is what we need to do by
analysing these figures, and we have just got these
figures and we will analyse them, and we will—
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Q93 Matthew Hancock: Okay; so what you are
saying is the first step is getting the data out there.
Tom Jeffery: Yes it is.
Matthew Hancock: And now we need to go and learn
from it.

Q94 Chair: Sorry to interrupt, Matt, but para 3.23 on
page 28 does a little bit of this analysis of cost per
hour and then looks at outcomes. I think this is the
challenge and the dilemma you face. I have an
obsession about maintained nursery schools, because
they are rather good: if you look at what it says about
who gets good or outstanding it is “96 per cent for
maintained nursery schools, 76 per cent for
maintained nursery classes, and 78 per cent overall
for non-maintained providers”. So you have got an
indicator there of much better quality with the most
expensive provision; and I just don’t know what you
are going to do with that knowledge, which was
reiterated in the evidence we had before, given the
financial circumstances in which we are.
Tom Jeffery: I think there are some important things
we can do with that knowledge. I think there are 420
nursery schools—
Chair: Tiny—1.5%, or something.
Tom Jeffery: They are not evenly spread across the
country, but where they exist they can have a really
powerful influence for the good more widely in their
areas and probably beyond.
Matthew Hancock: Yes, but, although there may be
people on figure 13, in the top right-hand corner,
where you would hope that higher funding led to
higher quality, is there a breakdown going to be
available of figure 13, not by local authority—not
intermediated by local authority—but by provider?
That is the sort of information: I know that there
would be a lot of dots on the chart, but you could find
a way of presenting it, I am sure. If not, the NAO will
be able to help, because they are really good at it. You
would be able to learn some of the lessons. If you take
out the local authority layer, will you have more of an
upward-sloping curve? Where are the best examples,
down in the bottom right-hand corner, who do more
with less, that we can learn from, and try to bring
those lessons in; and where are the high-cost, low-
quality ones that we really need to get a grip on and
move down to the right?
Tom Jeffery: One of the things we would like to do,
following on from this Report, is to work closely with
the National Audit Office to understand this set of
figures and some others in the Report, which are
groundbreaking work which they have done. They
have done groundbreaking work on inspection, for
example, and those offering the free entitlement; so
we would want to do both those things.
If I may, on the Chair’s point about nursery schools
and their influence, it is a serious piece of work, which
we are taking forward through teaching centres. Julie
Vaggers and her school are part of a teaching centre,
working with Pen Green—the child research and
children’s centre in Corby—which has a national
influence, to understand how they can get all their
expertise and spread it, both locally and nationally. We
are funding 10 such teaching centres1. They involve
1 We are, in fact, now funding 15 teaching centres

nursery schools. It is really important that we get the
greatest value from the money going into those
nursery schools. It is really important for their own
children, but it is really important that it is spread, and
benefits much more widely.

Q95 Amyas Morse: I want to say that, yes, we feel
as if we can contribute some more, particularly on
some of this information—not surprisingly, since we
prepared it—and we are happy to co-operate with the
Department in answering any inquiries that the
Committee may make. Thank you very much. For
information, we have a study that has started now,
although it may take a few months. We are looking at
how the development of the various markets is going
to drive value, and how to try to identify value in that
development. When is a market efficient or not?

Q96 Matthew Hancock: If you can answer that
question, you’ve answered the problem of economics.
Amyas Morse: No, not at a theoretical level, but
perhaps by outcomes.
My final comment, which you may have noticed in
the Report, is that we didn’t get a very satisfactory
response from some of the providers about their costs
and amount of contribution. I was listening with
interest to the witnesses, and we heard a strong and
consistent message about whether private providers
are generally being adequately funded. It would be
good to try and work together and get to the bottom
of that question, so that we know whether providers
are adequately funded, or could manage with their
funding, or whether the message that we received is
really the case. That would be a helpful question for
the Department to address.
Tom Jeffery: We would very much welcome that. We
are doing further research into that question at the
moment, and one of our voluntary partners, 4Children,
is working with us on the business basis of private
providers. If we could bring a range of information
together, that would be good. There is an important
point about this not being a one-size-fits-all national
picture, and we need to take advantage of the greater
clarity that we are getting through single funding
formulae across the country to understand why some
might be efficient and right, and some might not.

Q97 Matthew Hancock: In a sense, that is an
opportunity as well as a difficulty, and we would push
you harder to exploit it.
Tom Jeffery: We do agree that this Report is an
opportunity and comes at a really opportune moment
in the development of this system. In all sorts of
respects we want to develop the information and
spread it more widely and understand it better.

Q98 Meg Hillier: First, at figure 13 our first
recommendation may be emerging on publishing data.
It is a nightmare for parents to understand what they
are getting, and usually it is what is near and what is
offered—you don’t usually get a choice. I want to ask
you about entitlement take-up, which obviously varies
across areas and can be as low as 77% or as high as
97%. Have you, or will you, be monitoring how the
entitlement take-up is being used, together with Key
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Stage One results in those local authority areas, to see
whether there is a direct correlation as the NAO
Report sort of suggests? I am not sure that that is true
in every area.
Tom Jeffery: We can do that analysis, and we want to
publish the take-up data in future. We have not
published the data at local level before, because we
were discussing issues about the reliability of local
populations with the Office for National Statistics—
not the reliability of children taking up the offer, but
the population. We are working hard with the ONS to
publish those data, and I think that the ONS gave the
NAO some of the data to work with to write this
Report. That was extremely helpful, and I understand
that the ONS is ready for us to make that public on
a local authority basis. That will allow us and local
authorities to pursue the issue.

Q99 Chair: What is interesting about this is that you
will publish, which will be great, and you’ll have a
better analysis than you do today, which will also be
great. You will then have some local authorities with
figures as bad as 62%—I don’t know how low they
go for three-year-olds—which is bad. We know that
if we can get children who are in more challenging
circumstances into a high-quality setting, that really
makes a difference. What are your levers?
Tom Jeffery: There are a number of levers for tackling
that lower take-up among more deprived groups. I
think the role of the children’s centre is crucial. They
will, after all, be dealing with those families and those
children from a very early age. Julie Vaggers was
beginning to illustrate some of that, I think.
We are introducing a payment-by-results system for
children’s centres and the results will, in all
likelihood, include the take-up of the two-year-old
offer and three and four-year-old entitlement. The
two-year-old offer is itself a driver of higher take-up
among the less advantaged.
We want the local health system to work closely with
those children’s centres and local health visitors, as
those numbers expand, to have a major influence on
take-up. We are funding the Daycare Trust, for
example, for a whole system of parent champions—
volunteers—who will outreach to communities to
drive the take-up. We will work with the whole system
to ensure that we get real progress on take-up among
the disadvantaged.

Q100 Chair: But the onus, at the end of the day, is
on local authorities, isn’t it? I hear what you say about
children’s centres—you can do a bit of payment-by-
results there, which I will watch with interest—but it
is on local authorities. If a local authority just does
not bother—we both have the figure 13 and the
funding figures that we have talked about.

Q101 Ian Swales: This is what I wanted to come in
on. At paragraph 2.12, it mentions that the Childcare
Act 2006 places a statutory duty on local authorities
to reduce inequalities. As figure 7 shows, we have
quality of providers going down by level of
deprivation. Elsewhere in the Report it talks about
lower take-up, so you could argue this whole scheme
is actually widening the difference—the inequalities.

If you say, “Well, we’re giving all this provision
differentially to better quality and to larger numbers
of better-off children”, we’re actually widening
inequality. This is critical for local authorities to jump
all over, isn’t it? Why are they not doing it? If it is a
statutory duty, what remedies have you got to, if you
like, force them to do what, apparently, the Childcare
Act tells them to do?
Tom Jeffery: It is critical. It is for local authorities.
Actually, on the outcomes at the foundation stage, we
are closing inequalities, both between disadvantaged
areas and between higher-achieving and less higher-
achieving children, but that does not take away for a
moment our desire to drive up take-up and to level up
take-up. Our approach to that now is this transparency
of data and working with local authorities on that
transparent data, so that one can work with another to
secure that improvement.

Q102 Ian Swales: Just another point on this, not only
because of my own area, but my daughter-in-law is
on the board of a children’s centre in another deprived
area. Any system that depends on parental choice or
initiative, or whatever, automatically tends to work
against the most deprived areas, because you have
parents with low educational achievement themselves,
or who do not speak English. Of course, some
children have no parents, etc., etc.
The earlier witnesses talked a lot about outreach work.
How much are you driving that and how are you
checking it is happening, and how are you funding it,
and so on? It seems to me that anything that depends
on parental proactivity is automatically leaving a
certain section of the population behind, sadly.
Tom Jeffery: It may well leave isolated pockets if
local services do not reach out to them. That is exactly
what Sure Start children’s centres are doing. It is what
the best nursery schools and others do.

Q103 Ian Swales: But go to any Sure Start children’s
centre and they will tell you, they do not reach some
of the—

Q104 Chair: They’ve cut the outreach.

Q105 Ian Swales: It is not just that. They never have
reached some of the most needy children, because you
have to have some initiative to go there in the first
place.
Ann Gross: I think we all recognise that it is probably
the most challenging issue that we face in the early
years world. Children’s centres clearly play an
important role and work very hard at reaching families
in their local areas. We also see a critical role for the
health service, for health visitors working closely with
children’s centres, engaging with families.
One of the most challenging things is that for the most
disadvantaged, it does have to be about personal
contact and word of mouth. I have seen and heard
from local authorities who are doing lots of really
careful work in this area. The Report would suggest
that they are not all doing that and some have a way
to go, but we think that the answer is greater
transparency about performance and continued focus
on the issues, and continuing to monitor, so getting a
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better focus on the data—us in the Department and
local authorities as well—is going to be critical. Mark
Rogers’s commitment to working on this through
LGA and peer review was helpful.
Ian Swales: Thank you.

Q106 Meg Hillier: Just going back to entitlement,
we heard earlier some quite compelling evidence that
if it is spread over a week—five days a week—as an
intervention, it is much better for Key Stage One
results. Do you do any analysis, or are you planning
any if you do not, of how that entitlement is being
used by parents?
Ann Gross: We already know some things about how
it is used. We know that over 80%—about 86%—of
parents take up the full entitlement. The balance take
up less than their 15 hours. I do not think we have
data centrally that tell us about the patterns of
provision that people are choosing, and I suspect there
will be quite a lot of variation in that. Some families
will choose a regular morning or afternoon session,
both because they think it works for their children and
they may know that it is effective. Others may value
some more flexibility, so that it fits in with their
working patterns. This is an area where there does
need to be a careful balance between what is most
effective in terms of child development and what
helps families balance their working and family life.

Q107 Meg Hillier: Absolutely. Parents have to
ultimately make the choice. But in terms of looking
at figure 13, it would be interesting, wouldn’t it, to
know whether there was any pattern—
Ann Gross: It think it is an interesting question.

Q108 Meg Hillier: Of parents’ choices that actually
influence some of this outcome. Perhaps not that one,
but the one about Key Stage One.
I do not know if you monitor at all the fees charged,
because it is interesting, looking at this scale of fees.
In Hackney, our scale is between £3.90 and £4.32 an
hour, though they are due to go up. I do not know if
any monitoring has been done nationally about fee
changes or fee structures and take-up. On local
authorities, when Mrs Hodge was leader of Islington
she introduced a sliding scale depending on income,
which had the benefit also of mixing up abilities. That
meant that people could pay—I do not know what the
effect or impact on take-up was. Do you look at that
at all, because obviously it is centrally funded, a large
chunk of it, and that difference can make the
difference to parents?
Ann Gross: My understanding, though colleagues
may correct me if I have got this wrong, is that we do
have some of that information from the pathfinder
local authorities who worked on the introduction of
the early years single funding formula, so we could
see the range of rates and charges that different sorts
of providers were using in the authority. It is the sort
of information that we will be making available
through the benchmarking data.

Q109 Meg Hillier: It can be quite sensitive and it
can make a big difference to the mix. One of the other
issues is whether you have looked at the quality of

mixed versus disadvantaged only. It is interesting that
the Government’s policy choice is focusing on the
most disadvantaged two-year-olds. We are going to
move to a situation where we will see if it works,
which of course we all hope it does. In under-fives
education, where there are two-year-olds in a class
there will be more of them who are disadvantaged
compared with the other groups, where you will see
the normal social mix. It would be interesting to see
whether that has a difference on the quality overall of
the care, because that could be a more challenging
group to deal with. I do not know if you are planning
to investigate those—what could be perverse—
outcomes from what is a well-intentioned policy.
Tom Jeffery: Do you mean the mix within a setting?

Q110 Meg Hillier: Put it this way. When Islington
council took away children’s centres—well, they
weren’t children centres then—from social services,
there were children who were known to social
services—the most disadvantaged—concentrated in
those centres and, after introducing a staggered fees
policy, the mix overnight became comprehensive. So
you would have children whose parents were really
struggling, for whatever reason, and were
disadvantaged alongside working parents, parents who
were studying and parents paying full fees because
they were above a certain level. That meant you got a
whole different type of outcome, compared with the
social services-focused centre.
Tom Jeffery: We would definitely want to monitor
that and evaluate it, because there is a good deal of
evidence, isn’t there, that a certain degree of social
mix is very good for those disadvantaged small
children. We would want to keep our eye on that, yes.

Q111 Meg Hillier: I am very heartened by that.
Finally, again going to what parents might expect, in
figure 14 there is analysis of what local authorities
have done about benchmarking comparisons of
performance. It is quite shocking that in terms of
costs—we heard this earlier from some of the
witnesses—30% looked at only regional data when
benchmarking and 19% used a wider range of data on
the cost of provision, which comes to about 50%, so
half did not look at benchmarking costs. Is that
something that concerns you? Government cannot
completely control this, but what are you trying to do
to look at that? That is a really key issue for parents
who are struggling to pay for child care, and it does
not look like it is being done very well locally.
Tom Jeffery: I think that there has not been sufficient
benchmarking across a whole range of factors to date.
That is not necessarily the fault of local authorities,
as it were; I think that we have not made sufficient
information accessibly available for them to work on
it, but we will now, and this gives us a very good start.
We do have the fora, including something called the
Children’s Improvement Board, which brings a lot of
local authorities, the LGA, directors of children’s
services and ourselves together, and this is just the
sort of issue that we would want to look at in that
board. Then we will see how localities may want to
pull in support from those who are doing better in
order to improve.
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Meg Hillier: Thank you. I think it is true that most
parents do not choose on cost but on what is offered,
and if you get one place, you are very lucky really. So
it is a sort of false thing to suggest that the market
alone will decide that. Thank you.

Q112 Austin Mitchell: I am glad to hear an avowal
there of improved performance, because this is a good
scheme. On a priori grounds, it must have beneficial
effects in terms of vocabulary, socialisation, mixing,
getting them out of the home and all of that, so one
wants to support it, but we do not seem to have the
information. You cannot show the long-term benefits
or how they have been obtained. The argument,
surely, must be for light, more light, because you have
a strange contrast between this area, where we are
deprived of information, and later education in
schools, where league tables pour out and parents are
asked to campaign for local authorities to do more and
to divert all the money to the schools and to choose
between the schools on the basis of their performance.
Here, the money is not ring-fenced, and you do not
know who is spending above the line and who below
the line, and spending seems to vary from 62% and
90% of what they are getting—there is no correlation
between that and actual performance. Surely, there are
things that we need to know. We cannot do league
tables, so we do not know, for instance, whether it is
better to have nursery classes in schools or whether
the private providers put on a better performance, and
we do not know how to help make it better. In theory,
underprivileged people are more likely to benefit but
less likely to take it up, but we do not know what the
numbers are compared with the middle classes. We
do not know whether the quality of provision is less
adequate in underprivileged areas, and whether less
money is being spent there when we should be
spending more, although the Government in
secondary education are spending more in the
underprivileged areas. We do not have all this basic
information. You are going to have to pull your socks
up massively, in terms of the information and the
analysis of what is coming in, aren’t you?
Tom Jeffery: One of the key themes of this report is
that we need to use information better across the
system, and by “we” I mean central Government,
local government, settings and exchanging
information between settings—I completely accept
that. I think that we have strong evidence that the
system is producing better outcomes at five, and
children are coming through their reception class
better equipped—
Austin Mitchell: But not, apparently, at seven.
Tom Jeffery: But then there is a key issue around
demonstrating the sustained success of the system,
which we completely accept. This was something
recognised by Dame Clare Tickell in her review. She
said that there was a “disconnect” between the system
and that there needed to be a “clear developmental
pathway”—those were her words. We need to put that
in place through a reformed foundation stage profile
based on simpler early learning goals that are more
readily understandable, particularly for parents, and
through a phonics tests at six, which comes in this
year. We then need to move on to a revised national

curriculum and revised assessment arrangements.
Dame Clare called for that, and we have had the
experts working on the national curriculum also
working on the early learning goals. We will seek to
achieve those things. I do not think that will be
enough in itself to demonstrate the particular
difference which this investment in early education
will make, because as a child or young person goes
on through the system, so more and more factors pile
in on their success or otherwise. We need further
research, with the sort of quality which EPPE brought
to our understanding, to gauge how far this investment
in early years provision has a sustained effect over
time.

Q113 Austin Mitchell: And how much it provides
value for money.
Tom Jeffery: And how much it provides value for
money.

Q114 Fiona Mactaggart: I am concerned about how
you measure quality. Ofsted inspections happen four
years apart, so no nursery setting is ever going to have
the same child in it in two consecutive inspections,
unless the nursery is very bad and Ofsted comes back.
From the evidence we heard earlier, which you also
heard, it seems to me there are other proxies for
quality, in terms of qualified staff, nursery school
leadership and so on. I wonder how seriously you take
those proxies when it comes to funding, because they
sound more sensible than using Ofsted judgments.
Tom Jeffery: We will say in our forthcoming statutory
guidance that local authorities should be clearer about
the quality systems they are using locally. When a
setting is satisfactory, they should ensure that that
setting takes certain steps to improve, and figure 12
shows some of them. A number of systems are used
locally, and I do not know whether you, Ann, want to
something more about them.
Ann Gross: Yes. In future, we propose that if local
authorities want to fund a setting to deliver the free
entitlement, and it does not have a good or
outstanding rating, it should be able to demonstrate
one or more of a basket of indicators. Those would be
some of the things you have just suggested—levels of
qualification of the work force, being part of a quality
assurance network locally or making use of particular
quality scales. We expect local authorities, in future,
to publish that information on their directory of
providers, so that it will be much more available and
open for people locally to see.

Q115 Fiona Mactaggart: I am glad to hear that. I
just feel that there is not enough information out there
for parents about quality. If you look at the HighScope
research, which Professor Siraj-Blatchford referred to
earlier, it is clear that it is not enough just to provide
a setting; it is the curriculum and the organisation that
go on in that setting that make the real difference to
children’s success in later life.
Ann Gross: Absolutely.

Q116 Fiona Mactaggart: And it seems to me that
the Department is not doing enough to get the
message out to parents that getting these things every
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day is significant. What are you planning to do to help
parents play a bigger role in enabling their children to
succeed in the earliest years? That is what parents
want to do.
Tom Jeffery: One important thing we are doing, on
Dame Clare’s advice, is revising the Early Years
Foundation Stage explicitly to make it much more
understandable for parents. In its first two years or
more, it was a very comprehensive system, but there
is no denying its complexity. The reforms Dame Clare
is suggesting should make it much more accessible to
parents. Then, we need to work through our voluntary
sector partners and others to help local settings engage
better with parents. As I said earlier, one of the
determining characteristics of an effective—a good or
outstanding—setting is that it works all the while
with parents.
Ann Gross: Yes, I think you are right. One of the most
effective ways of getting that message over is through
what happens locally and how people working in the
early years engage with and communicate to
parents—whether that is in children’s centres,
nurseries or primary schools. What we want to do is
to have some clear messages that go out through all
levels of the system—through settings and through the
work that we are doing through various of the
voluntary sector partners that we support.

Q117 Chair: I want to ask very briefly some final
questions. In the evidence we got before, it was clear
that a couple of the people giving the evidence said
that flexibility was at the expense of quality. Going
back to your own mission—or vision—statement,
given that the main purpose of this policy is to achieve
the quality, what are you doing about that knowledge?
Tom Jeffery: It’s very controversial territory, isn’t it?
We will look at the effect of increasing flexibility,
because we are increasing flexibility and we may
increase it more.

Q118 Chair: Even though that might hurt children’s
progress?
Tom Jeffery: There’s a trade-off, I think, between
take-up and flexibility. If we can get more children,
and certainly the more disadvantaged children,
involved through greater flexibility—

Q119 Chair: They are the ones who benefit the most
from having regular, everyday help and support in
developing their skills.
Tom Jeffery: I do think that the short answer to this
is that we must look at it very closely.

Q120 Matthew Hancock: Hold on, just a minute; I
do not understand this. You are saying that quality is
affected both by take-up and by flexibility and times
in the week. So if we want to get the best outcome,
especially for disadvantaged children, we need to
balance whether they are going to turn up, with the
quality of what happens if they do turn up.
Tom Jeffery: I wasn’t completely pre-judging the
quality of what would happen if they turned up and
they had a very flexible arrangement, but I was saying
that their turning up might be better than their not
turning up at all.

Q121 Chair: Have you got evidence for that? Does
the evidence suggest that?
Ann Gross: Some of the work we did through our
pathfinder authorities suggested that there was a very
small increase in the level of take-up by allowing
greater flexibility.

Q122 Chair: That wasn’t sustained, though, was it?
Ann Gross: No, that’s right. We haven’t seen it come
through into the system as a whole, although it is still
very early days. Generally, we take the view that
parents are the best people to judge what will work
for their children, while recognising that parents need
to have good information to do that. Underlying all of
this is our view that we need to ask parents—

Q123 Chair: Sorry to dominate this a bit, but also
underlying that is the knowledge that the children
from the most disadvantaged families are the least
likely to go. So if you give parental preference and
therefore flexibility of choice, it might be at the
expense of the quality of the outcome for those
children from disadvantaged families in
disadvantaged areas.
Ann Gross: I think that, in many ways, professionals
on the front line are the people who can help families
with those choices best. Some families will have to
make difficult trade-offs between their working
patterns and their take-up of the offer, but we think
that front-line professionals who are working with
families day to day and who understand the realities of
people’s lives are probably best placed to help them.

Q124 Meg Hillier: Is it not an important issue on the
margins for all working parents, but particularly for
the lowest paid, that if you regularly work a shift at
McDonald’s or Tesco in the mornings while your child
is at nursery, you may have to pay travel costs both
ways and maybe an extra cost to the nursery
depending on where it is? However, if you combine it
all into one end of the week, it is cheaper for you.
Those things make a very big difference. The
difference between the price of four pints of milk in
Iceland and Tesco in my constituency is about 20p.
Those are the kinds of margins people are looking
at. Has any thought been given to giving—even as a
discretionary fund—a boost to those areas where there
are parents who are living that life every day and
making those judgments for that reason: to help them
provide better five days a week?
Tom Jeffery: I don’t know about support for parents,
but there is scope in the funding formula for additional
payments for the flexibility offered by the setting to
encourage quality provision when it is provided across
more flexible hours.

Q125 Ian Swales: Can I ask a related question? My
children are way grown up now; I am into the stage
of having grandchildren who are relevant to this.
Matthew Hancock: You don’t look it.
Ian Swales: I am. I have one of three who is going
through it right now. On the two-year-old situation,
how proactive will the Department be in making sure
that the right two-year-old provision is available? I
suppose that it is obvious that there is quite a
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difference between the needs of a two-year-old and a
three-year-old. Simply extending traditional schooling
downwards, for example, will not work. How
confident are you? I know that the chief executive
from Solihull gave us a one-word answer. He is
obviously extremely confident. Is everywhere going
to be like Solihull, or do you have real concerns? In
particular, will the Department need to put capital
proactively into some areas to ensure—we seem again
to be talking particularly about disadvantaged areas—
that the Government’s policies can be implemented?
Tom Jeffery: We will be and have been very proactive
with the system in developing what is called the two-
year-old offer. It has been around for a little while
now, and we have done a series of pilots with local
authorities to see how we can deliver for what, against
the ambition, is quite a small number—20,000. We
are about to launch further pilots with a wide range of
local authorities to look at all the issues involved in
taking this to considerable scale. We will work with,
and we have arrangements with, the Children’s
Improvement Board, which I referred to earlier, and
with which Mark Rogers happens to be closely
involved. The board will work across the piece on
developing the two-year-old offer.

Q126 Ian Swales: Remember that this is particularly
about value for money. What are you learning about
the funding requirements? Are you satisfied that the
policy makers have the right picture of what this will
cost?
Tom Jeffery: Ann might like to say something about
what we are learning so far from the pilots that we
have set up.
Ann Gross: The piloting that we have done over four
years has been evaluated and shows positive evidence
of the impact of high-quality early education on
children’s development at the age of two. It did show
that you need to have the right sort of education on
offer. As you say, it is not about extending formal
schooling down the age range, but about providing
that sort of supportive interaction with well-qualified
adults. That is really what is effective with two-year-
olds. What we are going to be doing now through the
further trial authorities is looking very hard at what
needs to happen to enable local authorities to roll out
that approach more widely.
We are inviting applications from local authorities at
the moment. One thing we hope they will do is test
out, perhaps in part of their area, whether they can put
in place the offer for all eligible two-year-olds. We are
going to look at what needs to happen in terms of
funding for settings, availability of settings and work
force to make that happen.

Q127 Chair: Is the funding per hour more generous
for two-year-olds than it is for three-year-olds?
Ann Gross: Yes, because obviously, two-year-old
provision operates to a higher staff-child ratio.

Q128 Meg Hillier: One of the problems that has
arisen in my area, which has some very good under-
fives provision, is that in schools—that is particularly
where I have picked it up—that have provision for
three and four-year-olds, because of the need to

provide the 15 free hours entitlement and, of course,
the desire, particularly in my area, to focus on the
most disadvantaged, the number of full-time places
has shrunk dramatically. In fact, they are non-existent
in many schools.
That has a particular effect on working parents, but
some children would fit very well into the full-time
model as they approach reception. People perceive it
as “Oh, well, some qualify and some don’t.” It is quite
a stark division. If you are a working parent, you have
to find alternative care. You cannot chop and change
very easily between a bit of provision in the school
and then something else in the afternoon. It is very
expensive and complicated to do that, so working
parents tend not to have the option. They have to go
somewhere else if they can afford it. If they cannot
afford it, many just find all sorts of complicated ways
to juggle hours. Have you looked at that? Your job,
quite rightly, is to look at the education of these young
people, but do you talk to BIS and other Departments,
for instance, about the impact of your policies on
parents? Parents’ working is pretty important to
households and to children’s opportunities, but it is
also very important to the economy. I do not know if
you have those wider conversations, and if you have
picked up these perverse outcomes as well.
Tom Jeffery: We do have those wider conversations,
not least because a lot of what we are doing here is
the Department for Education’s contribution to a
wider social policy agenda, particularly child poverty.
The particular instance you cite is one that is very
difficult if we are seeking to increase the numbers
taking up when there is a limit on the capacity in
which they take it up. I don’t know if Ann wants to
comment on that.
Ann Gross: Well, we are still seeing an expansion in
numbers of providers of early years and child care,
but I think you are right. We have seen a bit of a
rebalancing towards parents taking up sessional
provision. I am sure that there are a number of factors
influencing that. What we do know, for example, is
that most children’s centres in disadvantaged areas are
still offering full day care, so it is available for
parents, but it may be that at the moment parents are
having to make more difficult choices about how
much of that day care they are able to take up.

Q129 Meg Hillier: I appreciate it is challenging, but
when you are going to expand the under-two-year-
olds offer, the danger is that it is like gold dust to get
a place for under-threes at the moment. If you then
make that the entitlement, the full-time places
effectively get watered down and that could have a
very big impact on parents and household income.
Tom Jeffery: But it’s something that we must look at
in the pilots to which Ann was referring.

Q130 Meg Hillier: So you will be including that kind
of granular level of detail?
Tom Jeffery: We will understand the full implications
of the two-year-old offer itself and on the wider
system.
Meg Hillier: That is just so important. My criticism
of the Education Department is that it focuses so much
on education—which is, of course, its job—that
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sometimes it forgets that there are real people
involved, and that these things will make a very big
difference to families. I shall reassure my families, Mr
Jeffery, that you are taking this seriously.

Q131 Chair: Can I ask a very final question, which
is: can you give us any examples of when you have
intervened on local authorities where they have failed
to uphold their statutory duty, and what you did?
Tom Jeffery: We can.
Ann Gross: We have examples of cases where
members of the public have raised with us concerns
about top-up fees, or the ways in which local
authorities are taking forward their sufficiency duties.
What we do in those cases is contact officers in the
local authority. We find out what has been going on
and ask questions. If necessary, we write formally to
remind local authorities of their statutory duties.

Q132 Chair: And on quality or quantity, or take up?
Ann Gross: We haven’t formally intervened case-by-
case on those factors. What we think we are doing at
the moment is putting in place the building blocks of
greater transparency and better data which will enable
us to have those conversations going forward.

Q133 Chair: And you can write formally to an
authority, and then?
Tom Jeffery: Well, the Secretary of State ultimately
has powers of issuing directions, but we have not got
to that point.

Q134 Ian Swales: Just on that point, Chair, in fact
paragraph 2.7 says that the Department did a survey
and mentioned that parents stated that one of the
reasons they did not get full entitlement was, “That
they could not receive the entitlement without
purchasing additional hours”. That is actually in the
Report. Did you take up every case in which the
parents said that? Have you got any examples?
Chair: My Mumsnet cases—I am going to give those
to them afterwards.
Ian Swales: The Department already has cases, but
yes. Have you actually taken all the cases up and
contacted the authorities and so on?
Ann Gross: I don’t believe we have.

Q135 Ian Swales: This is your own—this is not
NAO work, this says “the Department’s survey”, so

parents are telling you this information. How come
you don’t use it?
Tom Jeffery: When parents approach us, directly or
through a Member of Parliament, then we will follow
it up. We have followed a number of such issues up.

Q136 Ian Swales: But you just said that you had not
followed these.
Ann Gross: In the case of the survey, I understand
that we have not followed up all of those individuals,
but when we receive letters or e-mails—direct
representations from members of the public—then we
do follow them up.

Q137 Mr Bacon: Why didn’t you follow up the ones
in the survey?
Ian Swales: Isn’t the survey equally valid, if you
asked people and they gave you that information ?
Ann Gross: I believe that it is because it was a
research project, and I do not think that we have the
individual details of the people involved .
Ian Swales: Okay. That is clearly an issue.

Q138 Chair: Okay. I think all this demonstrates the
importance of extra information. I think parents, from
what I can see from the Mumsnet work I did this
morning, just don’t know—they don’t know what they
are entitled to. You will only get the very occasional
one that comes to the Department, I would have
thought.
Amyas Morse: Chair, I just wanted to mention that
this is likely to be Mr Jeffery’s only appearance
before us.
Chair: Is it? No, we will have him back. Are you
leaving?
Tom Jeffery: No, but Chris Wormald takes over as
permanent secretary of the Department in a
fortnight’s time.
Chair: Don’t worry, we like to have people who are
responsible and accountable for giving us evidence,
so whatever the traditions will be, I have no doubt
that if we look at further areas we would welcome
you back.

Q139 Mr Bacon: What will you be doing next, and
then we can make a special effort to look at that area?
Tom Jeffery: I shall be following up some of the
commitments that Ann and I have made now.
Chair: Okay. Thank you very much indeed.
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