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Annex

NORWAY, OSLO 12. — 14. November 2007

MEETING AT THE ROYAL NORWEGIAN MINISTRY OF LABOUR AND SOCIAL
INCLUSION, MONDAY 12 NOVEMBER

Presentation on labour inclusion policies and measures aimed at vulnerable groups in

Norway:

The Norwegian Government recently published a White Paper “Work, Welfare and
Inclusion’ outlining strategies and measures aimed at improving inclusion of inactive
people of working age and people who are at risk of dropping out of the labour market.

The White Paper primarily relates to the policy instruments managed by the new, merged
employment and welfare administration. The main strategies are:

— Improved measures and services to support access to employment, including targeted
measures to support disabled people and migrants.

— A joined-up approach to services based on the individual’s need to improve
employability.

— A new, merged temporary income security benefit within the National Insurance
Scheme (NIS) to replace the current medical and vocational rehabilitation benefits and
invalidity benefits.

— A transition from passive (administration of benefits) to active measures and early
intervention.

— A new qualifications benefit for people with limited capability to work.
— A new rights and responsibilities contract.
The White Paper defines the new welfare contract as follows:

“The rights will entail economic security, predictability and labour oriented measures
that are adapted to individual needs. Obligations will entail active participation in
appropriate programs and measures that can both provide motivation and provide a
transition to activity and working life, and improving the responsibility for one’s
own life. The obligations are also intended to ensure that those who are able to work
do not remain passive recipients of benefits.”

Compared to other countries the employment rate in Norway is high, and unemployment
is low. This generally indicates that the overall Norwegian labour and welfare system
functions well. On the other hand, Norway is among the OECD countries with the highest
percentage of the population outside the labour market due to illness or disability. The
graph below shows that at any given time, about % of the adult population below the
pension age (67) is out of work, receiving social security benefits.



Figure 1:

Norway: 4.7 million inhabitants

Norway: 4,7 million inhabitants

The Labour force: Outside / at the margin: 700.000 - 23 % of
2,5 million 16-66 years old

295000
35000
120 000
45 000
58 000
45 000
12 000
4000
50 000

disability pension

intermediate disability benefits
sickness leave benefits *
unemployment *

vocational rehabilitation benefits
medical rehabilitation

single parents allowances
waiting positions benefits

social cash benefits > 6 months

* Part of the labour force

+700. 000 old age pensioners

115

The table below shows that over the past 10 years there has been a sharp growth in the number of people who
live on subsistence benefits. This growth has taken place in spite of the fact that the overall health of the
population has improved. Much of this growth reflects an ageing population, although this can not explain the
whole increase.

Figure 2:
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In Norway everybody is insured under the National Insurance Scheme who is either
resident or working as an employee in Norway or in permanent or movable installations



116

on the Norwegian Continental Shelf. It is financed by contributions from employees, self-
employed, employers’ contributions and contributions from the state. Contribution rates
and grants are decided by Parliament.

The contribution rate for employees is 7.8% of pensionable income (gross wage income).
The contribution rate for self-employed is 10.7% of pensionable income (income from self-
employment). The contribution rate for other kinds of personal income (pensions etc.) is
3%.

The employers’ contribution is assessed as a percentage of paid out wages. The employers’
contributions are differentiated according to where enterprises are established. There are
regional zones based on geographical situation and level of economic development. The
employers’ contribution rates in these zones vary from zero to 14.1%.

Persons insured under the National Insurance Scheme are entitled to old-age, survivors’
and disability pensions, basic benefit and attendance benefit in case of disablement,
rehabilitation benefits, occupational injury benefits, benefits to single parents, cash benefits
in case of sickness, maternity, adoption, unemployment, medical benefits in case of sick
ness and maternity funeral grant.

Figure 3: Income compensation within the NIS

Type of risk Compensation Min** Max* *
ratio*
Unemployment 62% 120 245
Birth Leave 80%, 100%*** 33 400
Sickness Leave 100% 33 400
Rehabilitation 66% 120 265
Disability Pension 50-60% 120 265
Old Age Pension 50-60% 120 265

* Per cent (%) of previous income from work
** NOK per year 2007. I EUR = 8 NOK. 1USD= 6 NOK
% 42 weeks: 100%. 52 weeks: 80 %

The Government’s objective is to reverse the trend of increasing numbers of people on
subsistence benefits and their dependency on such benefits. To this end, the Norwegian
Government has recently introduced a new Employment and Welfare Administration,
merging the Public Employment Services, the National Insurance Administration and the
Municipal Social Cash Benefit Administration. The model for the new Administration is
Jobcentre Plus. It aims to better coordinate benefits and improve services for jobseekers.

One central piece of the planned reforms is also early intervention in the workplace to
prevent many people going off sick long-term and ending up on disability benefits.

Another central piece of the new strategy is a new ‘qualifications’ programme, led by the
new Employment and Welfare Administration and aimed at long-term Social Assistance
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recipients. Jobless people without benefits entitlements from the NIS have to rely on Social
Assistance. SA is intended as a short term support, but more than 60 000 people receive SA
for more than 6 months during a year. SA is means tested, with weak incentives for work.
The Norwegian Government has therefore decided that it needs to include more SA
recipients in work oriented activities.

However, the main poverty prevention strategies in Norway (housing, education,
employment and social inclusion) are universal and the poverty measure a relative
measure. Poverty in Norway is at 3 % of the population below 50 % of median income for 3
years, or 6 % of the population when measured as below 60 % of median income for 3
years. A recent study by the Department of Economics at the University of Oslo also shows
that earnings mobility is generally greater in the Nordic countries than in the US and the
UK. It also shows that unlike in the Nordic countries, married women with children and
husbands from affluent backgrounds tend to drop out of the labour market in the US and
the UK. A copy of the study is circulated with this note.

MEETING AT NOVA (NORWEGIAN SOCIAL RESEARCH INSTITUTE), TUESDAY
13 NOVEMBER

Overview of Norwegian welfare policy with special emphasis on child poverty.

The Scandinavian countries had managed to combine high levels of welfare with
competitiveness in their economies. Norway spent 26.3% of GDP on social protection, the
same proportion as the UK. However, given Norway’s higher per capita GDP, this
translated to higher social protection spending per capita.

40% of Norway’s social protection spending was on benefits in kind (such as provision of
childcare and services for the elderly); the country tended to prioritise provision of services
rather than cash transfers. The two countries spend similar proportions of total social
protection expenditure on sickness and health care (30.4% in UK compared to 33.1% in
Norway), but the UK spent a higher proportion of its total expenditure on the elderly
(44.6% compared to 29.9%), whereas Norway spent substantially larger proportions on the
disabled (18.7% compared to the UK’s 9.2%). This was partly due to differences in
classification, as 43% of 67 year olds in Norway received a disability pension.

Figure 3: Structure of social protection expenditure as percentage of social benefits 2004

UNITED KINGDOM NORWAY
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The UK spent 6.7% of its social protection expenditure on families and children
compared to 11.9% in Norway. In the UK, 78% of social protection expenditure on
families and children was in cash payments (compared to 58% in Norway); the
difference was attributable primarily to provision of childcare. In the UK, a low income
couple with two children could expect to pay 22% of their net income on childcare,
compared to 13% for the equivalent family in Norway.

Recent comparative studies had indicated that the UK provided the most generous
packages of child family benefit in Northern Europe, after taxes, benefits, childcare and
housing costs. However, the operation of the labour market in the UK was identified as
the reason for the higher rates of UK child poverty: there were lower rates of labour
market participation and greater earning inequalities.

Figure 4: Employment rates of women 25-54 by presence of children (2003)

No children One child Two or more
children
United Kingdom 81,6 72,4 61,8
Norway 82,9 83,3 78,0
OECD 75,1 71,5 62,2

Source: OECD

Employment rates for women in the UK fell from 81.6% to 72.4% after one child to 61.8%
after two children; in Norway, the rates went from 82.9% to 83.3% to 78%.

There was a strong consensus that mothers should stay at home until the child was one,
and that she should return to work after the child was three; there was debate about
mothers of children between one and three. The impact of the introduction of the “cash for
care” benefit payable to mothers who did not take up state kindergarten provision had not
been as significant as had been expected. 10,000 mothers of children aged 1-3 who would
have gone to work now stayed home with their children; however, it had been introduced
at a time when employment rates of women had been rising. The benefit had contributed
to the development of a illegal private provision (black market nannies).

There was no official minimum wage, but there was a basic minimum equivalent to c.£9
per hour agreed between social partners. The Norwegian labour market was still tight, and
there had been little “McDonaldisation” of wages, although concerns had been expressed
about immigrant labour from eastern Europe pushing down wages.

Norway had been the “laggards” of Scandinavia in terms of healthcare provision, but the
teaching unions had prioritised quality in personnel employed in childcare. Childcare was
highly rated as a service. Tone Flotten noted that childcare personnel were trained as
teachers; a certain number of teachers were required by law in a kindergarten. Even home-
based kindergartens needed a pre-school teacher to attend at certain times during the
week.
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The “cash for childcare” benefit had had a surprisingly small effect on women working and
had to be seen within the context of very high levels of participation of mothers in the
labour market. Strong cultural norms that women should work overrode the financial
incentives. Kindergarten was provided for children until they started school at 6; the
educational component of kindergarten was increasing.

Income packages for families with children (two-parent families, one-parent families,
families with handicapped children)

Individuals in Norway were all taxed separately, regardless of their family situation.
However, tax credits were paid for families with one supporter, for example where one
partner did not work and single parents. No tax credits were paid for children other than
tax deductions for child care expenses for children under 12 and disabled children under
18.

Where both parents were wage earners, 44 weeks of paid leave could be taken, divided
between both parents; a minimum birth benefit was paid to non-earning mothers. Child
benefit was paid at the same rate for each child and was not taxable; it was estimated that
the benefit paid for around one third of a child’s consumption expenditure.

The “cash for childcare” benefit (kontantstotte) had been introduced in 1997-98, and was
paid to parents with a child between ages of 1 and 3 who was not in a day care centre.
Social norms that encouraged mothers to work and high wages had meant that the benefit
had had limited impact. The biggest impact had been probably to delay mothers’ return to
work; also the number claiming the benefit had fallen as the numbers of places made
available by the state had risen. A place in childcare was expensive; parents paid 25%, and
the national and municipal governments paid the rest.

Means-tested transitional benefit was payable for a maximum of three years for single
parents who were not working because of childcare obligations (for children younger than
eight). Childcare benefit and educational benefit were also paid to single parents. Single
parents were also entitled to claim child benefit for one extra child and additional child
benefit was paid to single parents on full transitional benefit with a child under three.

Since 2003, separated parents were supposed to share estimated children’s expenses,
proportionately with income and the amount of contact each had. Most child maintenance
was collected and paid through the Maintenance Contribution Collecting Agency.
Advanced Maintenance could be paid to single parents in cases where the non-resident
parent was unknown, had no income, refused to pay or was late with payments. The
Agency had strong powers to take money from a non-resident parent’s wages.

The following table gives a worked example of the total benefits payable in a year for four
different families, each with one child aged two. The yearly cost of childcare to parents is
approximately K25,000, equivalent to £2230. Total yearly benefits payable to a non-
working one parent family amounted to £19,417.

Figure 5:

Two parent family One parent family

Both working One working Working Not working
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Tax relief for one

earner families 19,300 19,300
Tax deduction

daycare expenses 7,000 2,450

Child Benefit 11,640 11,640 23,280 23,280
Extra Child

Benefit 7,920
Transitional

Benefit 112,296
Child Care Benefit 16,250

Cash Benefit 39,636 39,636
Advanced

Maintenance 15,240 15,240

Benefits for families with disabled children comprised a range of benefits which varied with
needs and diagnosis:

¢ Basic benefit to compensate for additional expenses;
e Attendance benefit to pay for extra care support; and

e Extended Attendance benefit for those with greater needs than could be provided from
attendance benefit.

Parents were also entitled to paid leave when a child was in hospital or was seriously ill; full
wages were payable for the first year and 50% of wages in subsequent years. Parents with
seriously disabled children were also entitled to municipal benefit payments to pay for care
for a number of hours each week (provision varied widely between municipalities).

Presentation on income sources and poverty rates among Norwegian families with
children:

Low child poverty rates in Norway are not the results of a focused effort to combat child
poverty. Since child poverty emerged as a policy concern in 2001, child poverty had been
on the rise in Norway. However, child poverty is still at a very low level compared to the
UK.

The reasons for the low levels of child poverty in Norway are a complex interplay of
welfare and employment policies: Norway manages to combine high levels of basic benefits
with high employment rates, particularly for mothers.

Graphs presented to the Committee showed that child poverty in the UK is almost twice as
high in the UK as in Norway. In the UK, the level of child poverty is higher than the rest of
the population, compared to Norway where children are only half as much at risk of
poverty compared to the rest of the population.
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There is also no simple correlation between child poverty and unemployment: the level of
child poverty is much higher in the UK (20% in 2000) than the level of unemployment (5%
in 2000) compared to Norway where unemployment was low (4%) and child poverty rates
(5% in 2000) not much higher. Norway and the UK also have comparable employment
rates, although the levels of child poverty differ widely.

Again, in 2000 spending on social security did not differ much between the two countries,
but child poverty was much higher in the UK.

Presentation on the impact of low income on children’s wellbeing:

The presentation presented the findings of a qualitative and quantitative longitudinal study
(2003, 2006, 2009) on the impact of low income on children’s wellbeing. The aim of the
study is to identify connections between the family’s economic situation and certain
aspects of children’s daily life, particularly, how children and their parents cope with low
income so as to identify measures to support families.

The study uses two representative samples of informants from all parts of Norway. The low
income sample looks at children in families with incomes below 60 % of median and the
control sample looks at children in families across all income groups.

The sample:

2003: 1937 parents and 779 10-12 year olds

2006: 1303 parents and 1303 10-15 years olds

Overall response rate in 2003: 54. 4 % Overall response rate in 2003: 54.4 %

Opverall response rate in 2006: 67. 3 % Overall response rate in 2006: 67.3 %

The characteristics of samples show that the majority of the control and only one third of
the low income sample are two-working-parent families with Norwegian or western
background whereas lone parents, ethnic minority backgrounds and workless parents are
overrepresented in the low income sample compared to the overall population.

In terms of standard of living the two samples do not show significant differences in
material terms:

Owned house: 55 % low income sample - 85 % all incomes sample

Children own room: 69 % - 91 %

Almost all families owned a phone, TV and CD player

A car/PC: 80 % - 90 %

Annual holidays: 83 % - 96 %

However, the differences show in terms of health, stress and quality of life:
Health problems: Health 22 % low income sample - 13 % all incomes sample

Psychological stress: 35 % - 25 %
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Reduced quality of life: 26 % - 14 %

The study shows how many children from low income families do not feel particularly
disadvantaged in the areas below:

e Enjoying school: 8 out of 10 children

e Good relationship with teacher: 8 out of 10
e Good relationship with pupils: 8 out of 10
e Performing as well as others: 9 out of 10

e Participating in leisure activities: 7 out of 10 - compared to 9 out of 10 in all
income sample

o  Stable friendships: 7/ 8 out of 10
o Difficult economic situation: 6 % of low income children

However, the study still finds differences to the disadvantage of children from low income
families. They are over-represented in terms of those performing below average in
education (13% low income - 6% all incomes), in need of special education (22% - 14%),
rarely inviting friends home (28% - 15%) and less likely to be in possession of three
consumer items (55% - 79%). Children in ethnic minority families are particularly
disadvantaged.

The study concluded that there is a distribution of poverty within the family by which
parents try to protect their children from the negative consequences of poverty. However,
there is still evidence of differences in important areas that disfavour children of low-
income families. The researchers advocate a rights-based approach to combat child poverty
characterised by strong universal welfare arrangements that meet children’s needs. Quality
day care facilities for children are as important as earnings and social transfers.

The study suggests that the Government should evaluate welfare arrangements with regard
to the consequences for children and redesign current welfare arrangements to give them a
stronger focus on children’s needs. For example, access to educational institutions and
leisure activities should be free.

Presentation on fighting child poverty at the local level
In its Plan for action for combating poverty, the Government stated:

“To fight poverty among children is of high importance both in the short and long
run (...) The Government will implement measures to assure that children from
poor families are able to participate to the same extent as other children.” (Plan of
action for combating poverty 2006, p5)

Norway has 431 municipalities and their population size ranges from 214 inhabitants to
548 000. Poverty in those municipalities ranges from 0% to 8.6%. The highest rates are in
Oslo districts with up to 17%.

Some examples of the Government’s policies and measures are as follows:
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Reduce child poverty by increasing family income:

e The work approach (combining work and family life)

The tax system

Child benefits/child services (free/subsidised)

Child allowances in social security

Universal measures/services:

Universal school system and after school programmes

Public kindergartens

Child welfare system

Free health care

Public supported culture and sport activities

Alleviating the effects of poverty (schemes organised by the Ministry of Children and
Equality and the Directorate for Health and Social Affairs

e The Urban Children and Youth Projects grant scheme (involves 23 cities and has
6.43 million euros allocated in 2007)

e A special effort linked through the child welfare services (involves 30 municipalities
and has 1.25 million euros allocated in 2006)

o Initiative towards selected municipalities through the social welfare offices
(involves 46 municipalities and 5 city districts in Oslo and has 1.8 million euros
allocated in 2007)

The municipalities are selected by high poverty rates, high rates of families receiving social
assistance benefits, are geographically spread and have to apply for Government funding.
They are then free to select and develop their own programmes according to local needs
and priorities. The aim is to encourage cooperation between partners at local level to
develop local policies. The Government also aims for minimal bureaucracy at ministerial
level in allocating the funding.

In addition to the usual social work a multitude of programmes are implemented:
e After school programmes

Vacations

Participation in culture, sport, etc

Contributions to membership fees, admission fees etc

Training programmes for the unemployed
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e Arrange for transportation and use of equipment to enable young people to
participate in extra curricular activities and sport

e Assisting children and young people in doing their homework
e Support for children whose parents are mentally ill
o Internet cafes

The aim is to develop local knowledge and expertise and encourage local partnerships. The
graph below shows how the programme is designed:

National focus/goals/policies

v

Analysis of poverty and exclusion > National
at national and local levels level

|

Allocating resources to local level

v

|

\

\
Service A Allocation Service B Service C
of resources Allocation of Allocation of
cooperation resources/ resouces/ Local
cooperation cooperation > level
Implementing Implementing Implementing
programs <« programs < > programs y
Monitoring

Experience with the programmes has been that they are effective and an immediate
response to children’s experience of poverty and social exclusion. However, it has been
acknowledged that it is difficult to assess the impact of these programmes on tackling

poverty.

MEETING AT THE MINISTRY FOR CHILDREN AND EQUALITY, WEDNESDAY
14 NOVEMBER

Norway has a holistic approach to tackling child poverty. It has a strong welfare state with
generous universal benefits and services. The Government applies a work first approach in
terms of prioritising getting parents back into work. There is an acknowledgement that this
is not always to the benefit of the child.

At-risk of poverty groups are targeted with unstigmatised in-kind benefits such as support
for leisure activities, help with homework and more local initiatives. The consensus is that
it is harder to be poor in a wealthy country and particularly stigmatising to be socially
excluded.
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The state pays child benefits until the child is 18 (approx £80 a month) and child benefit for
one more child than is in the family for lone parents.

The Norwegian Government published an Action Plan in 2006 for the 2007 Budget. The
long-term goal is to eradicate child poverty. The measures used are the same as in the UK -
the OECD’s 50% or the EU’s 60% median income measure. However, the measure is a
relative measure and the focus of the Government is on social inclusion as poverty is a
particularly socially excluding experience in a wealthy country.

At-risk of poverty in Norway are lone parents, single people under 45, families with small
children and large families, immigrants and social assistance recipients.

Main measures introduced by the Government and administered by the Ministry for Work
and Inclusion are the new qualifications programme (as discussed on the previous
Monday), targeted measures for children and young people at local level and improved
housing and housing benefits.

The Directorate for Health and Social Affairs stressed that poverty rates vary and that the
Government is channelling additional support into certain areas to support families to
participate in vocations, leisure activities, homework etc.

The Ministry for Families stressed that it is still a challenge to detect poverty. Huge social
problems are not an issue in Norway - the Government is more concerned with the social
inclusion of children in low-income families. A particular focus is on the time of transition
from childhood to adulthood, when children are particularly vulnerable.

However, Norway has only 10 under 18 year olds in detention and no extra juvenile court
and justice system. Young people in Norway have a high organization rate. A majority of
young people are members of a youth organization, such as scouts or NGOs. The state
provides K80 million in subsidies to NGOs.

Another fundamental element of the Norwegian cultural outlook on the welfare state is a
strong gender equality policy. Female employment is high and parental leave entitlements
encourage fathers to be involved with their families. Parents are entitled to one year
parental leave - 44 weeks on full pay and 54 on 80% pay. Fathers have to take parental leave
if the family wants to take the advantage of the full leave entitlements.

Employees with small children have a right to flexible working and sick leave when their
child is ill. There are also near 100% daycare provisions which the state (federal and local
level) fund to 80%.

However, despite high female employment and fathers involvement in family duties and
care, there is still a 15% pay gap between women and men in Norway. The Norwegian
Equal Pay Commission is to report in spring 2008.

VISIT TO A SPORTSCENTRE IN OSLO DISTRICT BYDEL ALNA

The sports club for children and young people has around 2000 members and is in a
former farming district of Oslo. A very high percentage (90%) of inhabitants are of non-
western background. The sports centre fulfills an important part of social inclusion in this
community. It receives funding from central and local government.
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The sports club has been incredibly successful transforming the area from one of the most
notorious to one with the lowest crime rates in Oslo. The centre has been running for 3-4
years now. Education and employment of young people has also improved significantly,
with a high proportion of young people moving on to University.

The club is open every day in the week, including a disco evening for 13 - 18 year olds on
Friday evenings. Besides very good sports facilities and activities, the centre also works with
the local school to provide help with homework in after school clubs and meals together
are an important element too. Afternoon activities for first and second year students are
free and run until 8 pm. Afternoon activities in the school have proven more successful in
integrating girls from Pakistani backgrounds than the sports club.

The picture is slightly different for the sports club. Around 78% of the girls going to the
club have a non-western background, which is an under-representation of non-western
girls in the area.

The club recruits facilitators among young people from the area. This has proven very
successful in connecting with the community and providing role models for the children.
The club has 10 people working 10 — 15 hours a week. Eight members of staff are full-time.
Among the team is also a 72 year old lady who looks after the young people and acts like a
grandmother to them. She is the authority in the club and enjoys great respect from the
children.

The aim of the centre is to integrate everybody in the community. Parents come with their
little children for sports activities or language training; even the police take part in activities
at the weekend.
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Formal Minutes

Wednesday 20 February 2008
Members present:

Mr Terry Rooney, in the Chair

Miss Anne Begg Mrs Joan Humble
Harry Cohen Tom Levitt
Michael Jabez Foster John Penrose
Oliver Heald Jenny Willott

Draft Report (The best start in life: alleviating deprivation, improving social mobility, and
eradicating child poverty), proposed by the Chairman, brought up and read.

Ordered, That the draft Report be read a second time, paragraph by paragraph.
Paragraphs 1 to 391 read and agreed to.

Annex and Summary agreed to.

Resolved, That the Report be the Second Report of the Committee to the House.
Ordered, That the Chairman 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,
together with written evidence reported and ordered to be published on 24 October.

[Adjourned till Wednesday 27 February at 9.15
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Witnhesses

Wednesday 24 October 2007

Lisa Harker, Institute for Public Policy Research Qq 1-26
Fran Bennett, Senior Research Fellow, University of Oxford, Mike Brewer, Qq 27-63
Institute for Fiscal Studies and Tess Ridge, Lecturer, University of Bath

Wednesday 7 November 2007

Steve Broach, Every Disabled Child Matters, Martin Narey, Barnardo’s and Qq 64-105
Jason Streliz, Save the Children

Kate Bell, One Parent Families|Gingerbread and Kate Green, Child Poverty Qq 106-145
Action Group

Wednesday 21 November 2007

Richard Exell, TUC, Keith Faulkner CBE, FRSA, Working Links, and Alex Bax and Qq 146-215
Doreen Kenny, Greater London Authority 9
Monday 3 December 2007

Caroline Flint MP, Minister of State for Employment and Welfare Reform, Rt

Hon Jane Kennedy MP, Financial Secretary to the Treasury, Jonathan Portes, Qq 216-298
DWP and Jonathan Athow, HM Treasury

List of written evidence

1 Ruth Lister Ev 1
2 TUC Ev4
3 Citizens Advice Scotland Ev 9
4 YWCA Ev 13
5 Surrey Welfare Rights Unit Ev 18
6 Adrian Sinfield Ev 23
7 Remploy Ltd Ev 38
8 Institute for Fiscal Studies Ev 39
9 Fran Bennett Ev 42
10  Every Disabled Child Matters Ev 46
11 Scope, Treehouse and Working Families Ev 51
12 WorkDirections UK Ev 52
13 Barnardo’s Ev 56
14  Joseph Rowntree Foundation Ev 64
15  National Childminding Association Ev 66
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18
19
20
21
22
23
24
25
26
27
28
29
30
31

Save the Children

Poor Relations Project

| CAN

Family Fund

Mayor of London

One Parent Families/Gingerbread
CPAG

Family Welfare Association

Daycare Trust

Low Incomes Tax Reform Group

DWP

Working Links

Centre for the Economics of Education
Families Need Fathers

Tess Ridge

Transcript of You and Yours Radio Programme
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Ev 70
Ev 76
Ev 84
Ev 90
Ev 102
Ev 104
Ev 114
Ev 123
Ev 126
Ev 128
Ev 131; 140; 143; 187
Ev 151
Ev 153
Ev 163
Ev 164
Ev 170





