Anne Longfield, the 4Children Chief Executive, was invited to give evidence to the Savings Account and Health in Pregnancy Grant Public Bill Committee on Tuesday 2nd of November. This Committee is made up of MPs. 
This Public Bill Committee is looking at legislation that the Government have introduced to scrap the Child Trust Fund, Saving Gateway and Health in Pregnancy Grant. 
The following is the transcript of the Committee proceedings that took place in Parliament: 

The Chair:  I welcome our two witnesses. We will try to be constructive in our questioning. Harriett Baldwin, I think there was something you wanted to say before we commence the questioning.  

Harriett Baldwin:  I wanted to declare my interest that I am on the board of a social investment business with Anne Longfield.  

Q 157 Mr Hanson:  I would like to start with Anne Longfield, if I may. In your evidence submission to the Committee you described the abolition of the child trust fund as a “disappointing and retrograde decision”, which will impact upon low-income families who will miss out most. Could you perhaps give an indication to the Committee why you believe that?  

The Chair:  Before you do so, following an oversight on my part, may I ask the two witnesses to introduce themselves for the record?  

Anne Longfield: I am Anne Longfield, chief executive of 4Children, which is a national charity for children and families.  

Marc Bush: My name is Marc Bush. I am head of public policy at the disability charity, Scope.  

Anne Longfield: Thank you for inviting us. It is a pleasure to have an opportunity to talk more about the submission. The starting point to my comments, is that at a time of clear economic uncertainty, one of the things we feel, and families tell us, is that what would help them with their finances is support to enable them to get their finances in order, not only now but to enable them to plan for their children’s future. We have just undertaken a major survey of around 10,000 families’ views around the country, and a large proportion of them—24%—said that one of the things that kept them awake at night was their children’s future. Another 38% said that finances kept them awake. So we know that finances press hard on families’ worries about their future.  

We believe that the child trust fund was a really important step to help families plan for their future and build an asset that their children could rely on in future, but it would also get them in the habit of saving. We know from all the evidence that the families who are least likely to save are inevitably those with least money. The evidence that we have seen coming through the child trust fund is that the largest amount of money is actually getting to those families on lowest income, with 50% of the funds going to those on less than £16,000, and also that the take-up has been good, with a real increase in families taking up savings, with up to 50% of families where there is an active provider doing so. Clearly, that can build for those families who are least likely to save in the first instance, but also for those children who will most benefit and be least likely to have that financial saving in the future.  

Q 158 Mr Hanson:  Do you have any specific statistics that show that people who prior to the child trust fund were not saving for their children’s future—who are in the lower quartile of income—are now doing so?  

Anne Longfield: The statistics show that those 31% of families who are better off are likely to save and only 18% of those on lower income were saving. That increases, with the take-up now of 50% of families in some areas. That is the real increase across the piece.  

Q 159 Mr Hanson:  Do you believe the previous payments that were made prior to August—and indeed the current payments still being made—form the catalyst for that saving?  

Anne Longfield: I do. I think saving is about habit. If that is wrapped up in wider support that is there on a constant basis for families, that helps support and encourage them to save for the future, that can be a real catalyst—the nudge—that makes them do that. You also have the potential for a really good partnership. I know you have had people throughout the day from the financial institutions, which can use the marketing powers and experience they have and reach out to families and help them to start to put quite modest investments into their trust funds. When those add up—and we are talking now about £24 being the average investment—over time, you are talking about nearly £10,000 of savings. Clearly, we all know that the future is uncertain for our young people. Given decisions that have been made on higher education, that could be a real boost that would enable children to make real choices. At the moment, if you are from a middle class family, you are likely to do it anyway. If you are not, it is something that is less likely to be there. Therefore, that could really be the bridge that enables futures to open up.  

Q 160 Mr Hanson:  In this imperfect world, if we moved away from universality and provided a scheme after the Bill is passed that supported provision for either the poorest third of families, looked-after children or children in receipt of disability living allowance— Mr Bush might like to comment on that—do you think that such a scheme would still be a benefit?  

Anne Longfield: Clearly, there are choices to be made. Personally, I think that the universality of the scheme is important. It reflects a wider concern that we all benefit from children being brought up and that if we support all parents to get into the savings habit we will see those children have assets for the future, so it is money well spent. If you look at the proportion of money that goes to those on lower incomes, you will see that a vast amount of money is going into the trust funds of those with the least income. It is a simple system, and one that people understand. It is a system that everyone can feel part of. Because all children receive it, it has now become part of life, and we have some examples of teachers using it as part of their own financial literacy and capability. They know that it is something that is part of all their children’s lives. That is an important lesson, and a factor that we should take into account. Clearly, however, there are choices that can be made.  

Marc Bush: I will just add that universality is really important because it does not stigmatise families with disabled children, which is why there tends to be a good uptake in benefits from families with disabled children when there is a universal element. However, given the current financial climate, I think that there is merit in looking at some of the alternative proposals, such as ResPublica’s ABC account, which sets out asset building for children. Effectively, you would use means-testing to create some kind of fund that could be reinvested back into the most disadvantaged families.  

Q 161 Mr Hanson:  How aware are you of the proposals that the Minister has announced on a child trust ISA? Do you believe that that proposal would be in any way similar to the child trust fund, in terms of the objectives that you have outlined to date?  

Anne Longfield: A lot of the principles are covered within the introduction, and that proposal is welcome in many ways, but one of the things that has been very reassuring about many of the decisions that have been made over the past few months is the commitment not to change structures where they do not need to be changed for the sake of it. I think that we do have a structure here. There has been a massive investment in getting the information out to parents, and it is becoming very well known. For very little money, that could be maintained and built upon. If we change the system, we would have to not only reinvest in a completely new mechanism, but start to get that information out to others, which is bound to cause confusion. There would also be a time delay. On the grounds of keeping things simple, there is much to be said for building upon what is already there and already works.  

Marc Bush: I definitely agree; it is about building on the solid base that we have. However, we have to keep it in mind that child trust funds, particularly for disabled children, work so well because there are no alternative savings products that work for families with disabled children, mainly because of the penalties that are inbuilt within the benefits system. That said, we have talked to many parents who have had officials question whether the child trust fund is an asset. They then see a reduction in their benefits, which is a bit worrying. I think that it is really essential that we have some form of asset-building mechanism that recognises the extra cost incurred by having a family with a disabled child. That is why the payments that came through the child trust fund were so important. The Government have said that they will redirect some of those payments to short break provision. Short break provision for families with disabled children is essential, but it is not mutually exclusive to building towards their future.  

One key anxiety of parents with disabled children is that when their children go through transition—around age 14 to 24, depending on the child—they do not have any assets, and that tends to be when life becomes very expensive: when they move from much better children’s service provision to adult care, particularly social care, and have to subsidise their own care. That is when that lump sum could be extremely useful, in tie-over. I am not saying that it should subsidise inadequate state provision, but it can bridge that gap. My concern is that if we do not continue to recognise the extra costs that families with disabled people incur and their difficulty finding appropriate asset-building mechanisms, those children will be the most disadvantaged, and when they come to 18, they will not have the extra money that they need to bridge the gap during transition.  

Q 162 Harriett Baldwin:  I can completely see why, in a world of unlimited resources, it would be nice for every 18-year-old to have a trust fund, but what I do not understand is that apparently, a quarter of families did not even take the voucher that was given to them. Do you have any insights into why that happened?  

Anne Longfield: The figure drops down to about 15% when they were asked or prompted, in terms of take-up. About 15% did not take it up, but of course the mechanism allows that to be invested on behalf of the child. I think that it is fair to say that family life is complicated and complex. One reason why we are so in favour of this as a positive idea is that we know that good intentions often get lost in the day-to-day busyness of life. We also know that a lot of families absolutely have all the best intentions for their children around the birth of the child, and that is a moment to capture, but undoubtedly, some families, for whatever reason, will not take advantage of it. They may lose it; they may not understand it; they may not be prompted. It may mean that they do not think that it is appropriate for them. The vast majority—85% is a high take-up rate—do. That means unreservedly that it is being met positively by families.  

Q 163 Harriett Baldwin:  It is lower than child benefit take-up, though, is it not?  

Anne Longfield: Sure. I guess the other thing is that it is relatively new. Clearly, there was a voucher issue, and then there was a greater mechanism around that, whereas child benefit is known by people and seen as part of life.  

Marc Bush: I would add that there is definitely an incentive built within it, and that is why the uptake was fairly high. The concern that we had was that people were not really getting the proper financial information and advice that they needed, so families really were not sure what impact building an asset through the child trust fund would have on their other benefit income. That disincentivised some families with disabled children; they ended up in quite complex arguments with local officials about what that asset meant. That is of real concern to us, because it was effectively one of the only saving mechanisms.  

Anne Longfield: Although if you dig you can find out, if you are not used to looking at financial documents or being involved in savings schemes of this kind, there is a general wariness of them anyway. It is new, and all those reasons mean that families may need more time, explanation and support to take it up.  

Q 164 Harriett Baldwin:  You mentioned earlier that 50% of families were making additional contributions to their child trust fund.  

Anne Longfield: It rises to that with some providers.  

Q 165 Harriett Baldwin:  I know the IPPR said that it was about 25%, so I wondered whether you could go through the evidence base on which families tended to have the higher take-up and so on.  

Anne Longfield: The evidence that I have says that 31% were taking it up, but where you had an actively engaged provider, that could rise as high as 50%. What that means is exactly what we are talking about. That is about providers who market themselves well. That is another great asset that we have been able to release from the private sector. They will market to parents, make contact with parents and promote this in an active way. From that, it seems that parents are willing to go that extra mile. They are willing to add to that.  

Again, if it is left to parents—if they have something, they make a decision at one point and they do not get any more information after that—it is likely to stay wherever it is. Clearly, this is the financial organisations’ day job. Where we can release and harness that for the good, we see positive results.  

Q 166 Harriett Baldwin:  May I ask just one more question, please? The estimated savings from not having the child trust fund are about £500,000 a year. If you had £500,000 a year, what do you think would be the best use for it in terms of tackling child poverty and so on?  

Anne Longfield: We could talk for many hours about that and have a great debate about it. I think the starting point would be that both are important. You can spend money on actively engaging with families to help reduce poverty, and you can look at giving financial support—that is important, too—but we do not necessarily have to choose between them. There are choices to be made that do not look at putting children and families first. We can look beyond that. Information has been widely disseminated that shows that families with children have been adversely affected by some of the decisions around cuts so far. From our point of view, that is the wrong place to start. Actually, they have already been hit—a lot of the cuts are cumulative. Both of the approaches are very important: we need to help parents get out of poverty now but we also need to help them plan for the future.  

Q 167 Harriett Baldwin:  So you would put the child trust fund quite high up your ranking in terms of how you use £500,000.  

Anne Longfield: I would put help for children and families very high on the priority list. They clearly are not coming out as high as they might in some decisions.  

Q 168 Harriett Baldwin:  But specifically the child trust fund contributions?  

Anne Longfield: I think there are merits in keeping the child trust fund within a broad package of support for families, especially those who are on lower incomes. Actually, the evidence is that the child trust fund is very good value for money—invest now, to help families help themselves in the future. That is an important factor. This is not about giving families money as an investment in itself; it is about helping families help themselves in the future.  

Q 169 Harriett Baldwin:  So it would be one of the top things that you would spend £500,000 on.  

Anne Longfield: It would certainly be part of the package of support. It would be important enough to keep it in the mix.  

The Chair:  It would be helpful if when people ask for just one more question, it really is just one more question. Mr Bush.  

Marc Bush: I really support that. There is a misconception a lot of the time around what makes up poverty. Underlying poverty are both income inequality and asset inequality. The previous Government did some commendable things in trying to tackle asset inequality, and to see that drop off the table would be really worrying, particularly for groups such as low income families and disabled children, who are very asset poor.  

Anne Longfield: If I may give one further answer to one further question, one of the things that makes the child trust fund work is that it is wrapped up in wider support around things such as Sure Start, so that there is added value and benefit from running these kinds of things alongside each other. The fact that you have Sure Start people who are actively engaged with families to help build their own strengths and assets for the future means that they can also advise and support those families not only on how they can make the most of savings like this but on how they can build their own financial capability. Many Sure Start centres have advice sessions, drop-in sessions and the like which actively help families build their own financial security for the future. This is a powerfully important tool to help them do that.  

Q 170 Alison McGovern:  I have two brief questions. We heard testimony from the Institute for Fiscal Studies this morning that it is not necessarily in the interest of lower-income families to save. It suggested to us that in fact money ought to support income or pay down debt or whatever before families start saving. I would be interested to hear your comments on that, and on whether you think people at the lower income level have reason to save.  

The second question is a follow-up to the previous one. The choice is paying down debt or the child trust fund savings account and so on. There is obviously an argument going on about deficit reduction, which is important and all the rest of it, but how would you say the child trust fund’s impact on families has a wider impact in the community? I was interested in your comment about how it plays out in the Sure Start in terms of general financial responsibility. If we are looking at deficit reduction versus these kinds of measures, what are the on-costs to the economy of removing this?  

The Chair:  I know where that question came from, but it is relevant to ask the question in terms of the importance of the particular provision. We could go too far with the whole opportunity-cost argument. By all means answer the question, but I am anxious that we do not get into a more general debate about the macro-economic policy of the Government.  

Anne Longfield: There is no danger of that. I heard the report of what was said this morning and I think that is a little bit simplistic. I guess that lots of people sitting around the table here would have had payments that their parents made—often £1 or £2 a week—over many years. Certainly I remember having three or four of those. They added up to something as heady as about £250 by the time I was 16. It was part of what we did; a small amount was put away as part of the habit of saving for the future. Some £250 did not release an immense amount, but it was important enough to be treated as an asset about which a decision could be made that could actually do something really valuable.  

I question whether you had to spend every penny you had no matter how small your income was. There are positive habits around saving, on which we would probably all agree. Parents want to save for their children. They are clearly very worried about their children’s financial future and they know that many of the things they thought they could take for granted in the past might not be there in there future. We are talking about 17 or 18 years into the future. It is something that I think parents want to do and see as being a responsible thing for them to do. In that way, they can be helped and encouraged to get there.  
In terms of opportunity costs, clearly if we can encourage children to understand finances, budget for themselves and plan for their future, there are immense benefits we can talk about in terms of how they can run their own lives in the future and the kind of skills they can gain from that. But in terms of distinct opportunity costs, that would probably take a bit of a longer session with a few others here as well.  

Q 171 Sarah Newton (Truro and Falmouth) (Con):  You will be relieved to hear that I have quite a short question. Anne, you mentioned—I could have got this wrong, so please do correct me if I have—that 18% of families on the lowest incomes were making extra payments into some additional savings. Have you got any sort of information about how often they might save or how much they save?  

Anne Longfield: You are absolutely right. You have picked up on a problem figure there. It was actually 18% of families who were saving, and that increased to 31% with a child trust fund. That figure can be increased to 50% when there is an engaged provider. I do not have a figure for those on a lower income who are saving, but on the amount that is being saved, the average deposit has increased from £15 to £24.  

Q 172 Sarah Newton:  So there is no information by income decile or income quartile, or any sort of breakdown on those actually doing the saving?  

Anne Longfield: I have not got that income breakdown.  

Q 173 Kate Green:  One of the things that, as yet, we have relatively little information on is the junior ISA, although we understand that the Government intend to replace child trust funds with it. That will obviously offer a tax-free savings vehicle for children, which will benefit tax-paying households, but not non-tax-paying households. What do you think the likely impact of that kind of product will be on savings patterns in low-income households?  

Anne Longfield: The first thing is clearly about confusing people. It is really important to avoid that, and keeping it simple needs to be the absolute starting point, in terms of where we look in the future. There clearly will be a gap in terms of take-up of the system as well. When we get into language such as “junior ISA”, that feels far removed from what many families have experience of, and that will add to the difficulties in encouraging families and explaining to them what that means.  

There are some clear principles that are set down. The money needs to be saved in the child’s account, and it must be protected—that is important. It must be directly linked to personal financial education, so that future adults are taught that responsibility. I think, however, that the language of ISAs is far removed from the vast majority of low-income families, and that in itself will mean that a lot of families self-select from there.  

Q 174 Sheila Gilmore:  On the question of the add-on value of this method of helping families, do you think that it has merit over and above the amount of money that is going into it? If we compare it, for example, with simply making a cash payment to a child on reaching a certain age, do you think there is an additional merit to it?  

Anne Longfield: The number of families who are having real concerns and problems with their finances at the moment—we know from our own children’s centres that the demand for debt counselling sessions, advice, support about finances and debt financing is high—means that this is an issue which is not a luxury for most families. It is absolute reality for an awful lot of families. The value of this method is that it tackles that at the birth of a child. You have a window there, where all families would say that they want to do the best for their children. They are prepared to make sacrifices at that point, and we can harness that. The habits that they can get into really will build a valuable asset for the future, so the answer to your question is yes. Also, that is what families want to do; they want to get into those habits.  

We all know that those families who are just coping have, in the main, the best possible intentions, but life events knock them off course. A loss of housing here, a relationship difficulty here, problems with work or loss of a job there, mean that those good intentions often get knocked sideways and can constantly set people back. The beauty of this is that it sets people up in a way that they can build on at their own pace and in their own way, and they can really invest for their children’s future. On the anecdote about the school being able to use this, the fact that the fund is part of life for all children means that it becomes part of the grain of the way that people live. Schools can use that within their own lessons, confident that it affects all children.  

Marc Bush: There are two benefits, one linked to the child and one linked to the parent and the wider family. In terms of the child, disabled children have told us and many other organisations that they feel financial hardship on their family, mainly because the costs incurred through disability affect not only the immediate family, but the wider family as well. Many disabled children grow up thinking that they should not save and that they should invest within state benefits, because if they save they will just have to spend it on a wheelchair, a piece of equipment or a housing adaption that they could not get funded. Seeing an asset grow with you is a great way of giving disabled children a positive attitude and confidence that they can build assets and can contribute towards their finances. That is something that disabled people have found very difficult, because historically they have been one of the most financially excluded and dependent groups, through state regulation and state policy.  

In terms of the family, families with disabled children feel great anxiety about what the future holds for their children, and a lot of that is bound up with finance. We hear a lot about families with children with learning difficulties, who ask, “What happens when I die? What happens to that child when they transition?” This method guarantees that during that transition bracket there will be some stability. We cannot say that there will be definite stability in adulthood because of the inadequate funding of social care. There is, however, some kind of stability, not only for the parents, but for the wider family as well, who are concerned for the child’s financial future.  

Anne Longfield: Can I possibly do an add-on to that? I have a 17-year-old teenager, and in a period when children are faced with 24/7 communication, instant gratification, celebrity culture and things that seem to be grabbable, instant, achievable or not achievable, a lot of young people will tell you of the disillusionment that they go through at 13 or 14 years old, when they realise that things are not going to happen. To be able to ingrain some of these habits around building for the future, personal responsibility and the fact that small savings can actually build into something worth while, is a worthy and worth while thing to do. In terms of families, not only are you putting in place the habits of finance for children, but these children will also be the parents of the future, so actually you are putting in place a system that will have an impact for generations to come, where people will have a much sounder grip of finances, planning and building for the future.  

Q 175 Fiona Bruce:  Some of the provisions that the Minister has talked about, and that the coalition Government are putting in place in light of the rearrangement that they are having to make regarding finances and the reduction of provision under the child trust funds, include: the pupil premium; 15 hours of free nursery care for all two-year-olds; an annual financial health check for every family; and, as you have said, Marc, respite care for the disabled. In an ideal world, I would have loved to have seen the kind of provision for every family that you have talked about, Anne, and a continuation of child trust funds, but we do not live in that ideal world. We have had to make choices. Would you not agree that it is better that we target those choices at the most vulnerable, and that that is what the coalition Government have done in making the kind of provision that I have just outlined?  

Anne Longfield: First, those are all very welcome. There has been a clear commitment to and investment in children in their early years, and that has been very welcome. I think that families are reassured by many of the things that they have heard, certainly in terms of some of the announcements around Sure Start and two, three and four-year-olds; they are very good. But evidence is out there—clearly, it is not my evidence—that shows that children and families are taking quite a hit here, and often they are the ones on a low income or on the margins.  

As for the figures on those who have said that they stay awake at night and worry, 24% of those are families who actually earn between £40,000 and £50,000, so there are many families who are doing their best. They are working hard, but they have got reductions in the child care element of the tax credit, they are losing their child benefit and there are rises in VAT. A whole raft of things have been thrown their way. If you are a family living in London with two or three children, you will not feel financially secure if you are earning £40,000.  

There is a recognition that we, as a country, need to give to the importance of families bringing up children. The measures that you talked about are very important and, as I said, very welcome, but we have to recognise that it is actually families on low incomes with children who have been shown to be disproportionately worse off following the cuts, rather than those without children. It has raised an important debate about universality and what we, as a country, value in terms of the jobs we do. If that leads to more debate about the importance of bringing up children and families, that is welcome, but at the moment those with children are not coming off best. Those families without children, and, indeed, old people, are showing as having taken a much smaller hit, following the decisions that have been made.  

Q 176 Mr Hanson:  We have talked a lot about families, and the ability of the child trust fund to encourage saving among families. What about those children and young people who are in care? At the age of 18, under the current scheme, they would have a financial asset, but if the scheme and their eligibility end, as is proposed in clause 1, they will not have that asset. What do you feel should be the general approach to try to provide some form of support for those looked-after children?  

Anne Longfield: Anyone who has gone near the care system knows that children who come out of it are some of the most vulnerable, in terms of the experience that they have had, and also in terms of the lack of assets with which to take themselves forward into the future. Additional payments for children in care were particularly welcome. That was a really important recognition, and one that we need to hold on to. There are children coming out of care who are still relatively in their infancy, if you like, and they are having to cope with budgeting, buying food, dealing with further education, and getting to work or training, too. Experience of dealing with those children shows that that is so much to take on. The fund would be an important asset for those families. It was important that it was there, and it is important that it is not lost.  

Q 177 Mr Hanson:  How do you feel a tax-free individual savings account will assist the development of an asset for children in care?  

Anne Longfield: This is an area that must be scrutinised in immense depth. There is recognition of the vulnerability of children in care across the parties, and a recognition that those families and children need additional support. That has to be built into a system, however, which must be absolutely scrutinised.  

Q 178 Mr Hanson:  Do you have any indication of how many children and young people currently leave care each year at the age of 18?  

Anne Longfield: Well, 60,000 children are in care—I do not have the exact figure of how many leave it every year, but clearly it is a proportion of that number. I reinforce the point that children who come out of care do not have the support of a family behind them to help them to bridge that transition. They do not have that support financially or in terms of advice, and it is a time of utmost vulnerability, so it is important that we recognise that.  

Q 179 Mr Hanson:  So in the event of the Committee agreeing to clause 1, to ending child trust fund eligibility on 3 January 2011, and to the establishment of a tax-free ISA—to which there is no parental contribution available because there are no parents—what other suggestions do you think the Committee or the Minister should examine in relation to meeting that need?  

Anne Longfield: We have to look at children in care as a special case. We must look at the corporate responsibility of parenting and take that role seriously in its entirety. Those children cannot be left to fall off. It is really important that the provision has been built in, and it cannot be allowed to fall away.  

Q 180 The Chair:  I think that Mr Bush has been trying to say something for some time.  

Marc Bush: I was waiting patiently. I want to make a wider point that links to what you were saying about scrutiny. There is real concern that, as with other measures, there has not been assessment of the impact that the measure will have on specific groups. Groups that will be disproportionately affected by the reform are families with disabled children, and disabled people themselves. My concern is that if we put a new saving mechanism in place and it does not have that level of scrutiny or, especially, that impact assessment, we will not know what the impact will be of transitioning from a child trust fund to a junior ISA. For us, that is a real concern, given that when the independent think-tank, Demos, looked at the financial impact of the emergency Budget, it showed a substantial financial impact on families with disabled children.  

Q 181 Mr Hanson:  Without putting words in your mouth, does that lead you to suggest that the date of 3 January 2011 is too speedy even if, ultimately, the coalition wishes to end the child trust fund at a suitable date in future?  

Marc Bush: I think that a phased approach would be sensible, given that you do not want to create a cliff edge for families who already face a cumulative number of them because of the recent range of reforms. So yes, that date probably is too soon. More important, particularly from our perspective, is to see what mechanism is going to replace that. It would be extremely disappointing to think that we were not investing in a generation of children and allowing them to build assets.  

Q 182 Mr Hanson:  How much work do you think is being done, from your assessment of the situation, to provide a scheme that would ensure that there was help and support for looked-after children at the age of 18?  

Marc Bush: We have generally asked both the Department for Work and Pensions and the Treasury for their impact assessments on those measures. They have said that at this stage they cannot give us impact assessments, because they have not done enough of the work to underpin them, but that the Departments will subsequently publish them. For us that seems a bit worrying, given that, as you said, the reform, if passed, will come into effect in January.  

Anne Longfield: We would also be very worried about the time scale. We think that there are huge risks of children falling off. There are some good basic principles in place, but there is a huge risk of throwing out the baby with the bathwater. There needs to be a responsibility to look at the aspects in great depth and really to scrutinise what they will mean and what the impact assessment will be. We owe it to those children whose expectations we have already raised on this to look at the issue and make those decisions properly.  

Q 183 Mr Hanson:  I just have one final question, particularly for Mr Bush. You have talked about some of the additional stresses, strains and costs associated with disability for young people reaching the age of 18. Could you, in a short paragraph, indicate to the Committee what you believe the extra financial support might assist them in dealing with at that age, so that we can have some real clarity about what the benefits would be of the additional payments, and also of the general payments? If we agree amendments to the Bill, we could maintain the scheme for disabled children, as per the Conservative manifesto, following the abolition of the trust fund in a wider sense, although obviously I believe in universality.  

Marc Bush: Could you repeat the beginning of the question?  

Q 184 Mr Hanson:  I am just interested in what the additional costs are that the additional payments would have gone towards meeting for those children who would have matriculated at the age of 18, and in why you think it was important that those additional payments were made in the first place.  

Marc Bush: I think it would have been a range of things. It would help people who perhaps wanted to move on to further education, given the reduction in the number of placements in further education for disabled young people, particularly in specialist further education. The payments would have gone towards new equipment, if these people wanted to move in with their friends, or if they wanted to live in their own house and the adaptations for which they had received grants were no longer suitable. The payments would have given them extra finance for life opportunities, so that they were able to go out with other people in their local community. Fundamentally, the payments would have allowed them to have an asset that they could invest in whatever they saw as their priority. We know that families with disabled children need those assets, not, as the media suggest, to spend on a PlayStation or a trip round the world, but for fundamental care or life costs.  

Q 185 Mr Hanson:  Would either of you agree that the measures in the Bill will increase inequality at the age of 18?  

Marc Bush: I would say that, cumulatively with some of the other reforms and wider policies, the Bill will increase inequality, particularly for families with disabled children. The reason for that is that they are the most asset-poor groups. At the age of 18, when they incur a lot of cost, such children will not have that extra resource to call on to deal with those unexpected life events that can occur during the transition process.  

Anne Longfield: I would agree with that. The Bill will clearly increase inequality, but also reduce social mobility. This could be an opportunity to give a really important boost to social mobility and to life chances at a key time, but I think that opportunity has been lost.  

Marc Bush: Just to return to that, our concern is with our not having an impact assessment. We would feel much more comfortable if we knew: first, what the impact was going to be; and secondly, what the alternative saving mechanism was going to be. We have seen the junior ISA, but we do not know enough about it—just that the Government probably will not contribute to it. If we knew those two elements, we would have much more confidence in moving forward. But as you said, if no more detail comes out, that would be of concern if the reform goes through by January.  

Q 186 Claire Perry:  I hate to return to the macro-economic situation, but clearly no one goes into politics to take things away from disadvantaged groups, particularly from disabled children and children in care. However, the point is that of the £3.2 billion that would have been paid out over the course of this Parliament, the Government would have had to borrow £800 million, given the current public finances. If we are trying to recapitalise the country, surely incurring extra debt it is an odd way to go about it. To pick up on the point raised by my hon. Friend the Member for Congleton, there is so much going on. There is a commitment to Sure Start, 5,000 additional health visitors and targeted help for the poorest families, so is this really the highest priority?  

Going back to your point about inequality, Anne, the child trust fund is a universal benefit, so there is no change in inequality when the children get to 18, because they are all getting the same amount. There will be no impact on equality, other than for the disabled and looked-after children, who receive a higher payment. There is incontrovertible evidence that, unfortunately, it is the most financially literate and the richest families who, as with ISAs, took advantage of this mechanism, and it is not the poorest and the most financially excluded families who benefited from it.  

Marc Bush: I totally agree with you in some respects, given that I have not ruled out not going forward with universality. The key reason for that is that we need to ensure that we are targeting resources at those who will be most disadvantaged by the proposed measures. I am concerned that, if we do not target intervention, people who incur more costs and who are more disadvantaged will not receive the boost that they need. My other concern relates to the fact that universality is important, because you see a higher take-up of schemes when they are universal, but we have to weigh those things up. Without any form of impact assessment it is difficult to know what the impact would be of withdrawing child trust funds from disabled children from higher-income families, or from disabled children who do not receive disability living allowance.  

My final point is that the Government opened a child trust fund for those families who did not save, paid in a higher rate for disabled children, and were going to do even more for those in receipt of disability living allowance. There are families with disabled children who want to save, but cannot find the products and do not know what to do, so it was great that the Government were incentivising them or, on their behalf, investing in products that the families did not feel they could invest in at the time.  

Anne Longfield: Or, indeed, taking the products to them, rather than just having a market of products that such families would not normally enter into. Clearly, these choices have to be made, so it is very welcome that the measures that we talked about earlier have been committed to.  

This is a simple scheme. On the universality argument, the vast majority of money already goes to those on lower incomes. If we are looking at inequalities and changing the pattern of saving behaviour, clearly we have to ensure that those on lower incomes are the most protected. In terms of the rationale of where we are in the economic recovery, it is our responsibility to help people build for their future.  

When we have talked to families, the thing that they tell us time and again is that they want to be the architects of their own solutions. This is one way in which they can do that. They want to be financially independent, and they want to be able to plan for their future and their children’s future, and this is one way in which we can go with the grain of that ambition and support them in a cost-effective way. Of course, it is those who will not save and those who are on low incomes that have to have to be given the utmost priority.  

The Chair:  Can we move on to the saving gateway.  

Q 187 Kerry McCarthy:  Have either of you had much experience of the saving gateway pilot, or have either of you looked into it? We have gone into quite some detail on the importance of creating a savings culture, encouraging people and giving them incentives to save. What is your view of how the pilots worked? Were they a good thing? Do you think that they should be rolled out?  

Marc Bush: The pilots were a good thing in that they gave people an opportunity to save without penalty at a reasonable rate of return, which is really important, because those products just do not exist for disabled adults. The national roll-out would have pushed that forward to a whole group of disabled people who are financially excluded from the products that are on the market at the moment.  

Q 188 Kerry McCarthy:  Could you say a bit more about that? Is there evidence that people with disabilities are excluded from mainstream banking services?  

Marc Bush: Yes. The most comprehensive piece of analysis is again—because of where investment tends to go—from families with disabled children. Family Fund and Social Finance have done a very large-scale piece of work that has proved that the current market of products does not work because it cannot navigate the very complex interactions between benefits and family income, and the flexibility that needs to go with that.  

Our own research found that there are three aggravating features that compound disabled people’s financial exclusion, which saving gateway was moving towards resolving. The first was the inadequate financial capabilities and skills that disabled people have. They are one of most financially excluded groups. The previous Government and the current Government have said that they want to roll out personalisation. Personalisation involves, in many cases, people having devolved to them a large sum of money. You are asking adults, who have never had any savings, to look after £50,000 and effectively commission their own services. That is a massive jump from people who have no money to the financial capability and skills that they need. This could have started to build on that. All of the work that was done by the previous Government around generic financial advice did not—although it was very worth while—touch disabled people, because it could not look at the interaction between benefits or the interactions that disabled people have within their own financial circumstances.  

The second aggravating feature is inappropriate, or a lack of, financial information advice. That links into that fact about the lack of generic financial advice, or appropriate advice services for disabled people. When they go to banks, banks do not really know how to deal with them. We have quite a lot of data—in fact, I have 90 pages of qualitative data if you really want to sift through it. That led to quite a large survey that we did with 50% of respondents—disabled people—telling us that they preferred to go to family or a friend, rather than someone who actually knew about the financial services industry, because they did not think that they were compassionate and did not really want to find the solution for them. On top of that, we have to remember that because of cuts to local government there are reductions in local information advice and advocacy services, which means that disabled people who rely on those services to be able to get financial inclusion or financial advice will not be receiving it. People, particularly with a limited mental capacity, need advocacy services in order to know the value of money, how to use it, and how they are going to use that budget that is devolved to them. Sorry, I know I am going on a bit.  

The third aggravating feature, which is the one I started with, is the absence of appropriate financial products. They are not flexible enough. They tend to penalise disabled people. Let me give you a really clear situation. A disabled person could not manage their direct payment through a normal, basic bank account. They were forced to take out a business account, which meant that they incurred significant costs on the transactions on that account. That is just bizarre given that both the previous Government and the current Government have been pushing towards personalisation and many more disabled adults are going to find themselves in those situations.  

Finally, the real risk of not having appropriate financial products is that disabled people rely on riskier and highly expensive forms of credit. We know that that spirals into debt. Particularly since the election we have had lots—hundreds and hundreds—of disabled people calling our helpline and talking about financial distress that they are now finding. We have found that the only time disabled people feel like they get true financial advice is when they are in financial or mental distress, which is very concerning.  

Q 189 Kerry McCarthy:  Presumably, there is a greater vulnerability, among some people with disabilities, to loan sharks and people lending at extortionate rates—the sort of doorstep lenders you hear about.  

Marc Bush: Obviously, there are groups who are more vulnerable to that, but actually all disabled people and their families are vulnerable to that. The reason for that is that they just cannot get the right products elsewhere and therefore have to rely on something else.  

Q 190 Kerry McCarthy:  Could you just elaborate on that? What are the barriers to them getting the mainstream financial products?  

Marc Bush: A lot of it is about the flexibility of what is seen as income. If people are receiving a benefit as income, it is not seen in the same way. People do not really like to see that as a saving or an amount of money within their account. There are various other things around the credit rating of disabled people generally and the status in which they find themselves when trying to access financial institutions, which are some of the most inaccessible institutions within Britain.  

Q 191 Kerry McCarthy:  You mean physically inaccessible?  

Marc Bush: Physically, and attitudinally on top of that.  
Q 192 Fiona Bruce:  Thank you for drawing to our attention so clearly the challenges that disabled people have when they seek financial advice. The Government are bringing in a new provision from spring whereby there will be a national financial advice service and everyone will have the opportunity to have a personalised financial health check and talk about their individual financial needs and savings plans. I want to take this opportunity to ask you what particular aspects of that you think would be beneficial to disabled people, because clearly, the Government are serious about supporting people in terms of financial education, and particularly, obviously, the most vulnerable.  

Marc Bush: We obviously welcome that. I think that the Government have an opportunity that the last Government missed. There was a large review of generic financial advice, which was implemented from 2008. Financial capability was implemented within school curricula. However, none of that met the needs of disabled children and young people, mainly because they were also thinking about the interaction with benefits and their finances more generally.  

It is a great measure. My concern is that it did not work last time; how do we make it work this time? That is why, cumulatively, I am worried about removing more of the existing structures that can create financial capability, such as the saving gateway. I am concerned by the lack of specificity about how tailored and personalised generic advice can be. At least the saving gateway builds a generic savings culture among disabled people. It starts them on the road to having assets and gives them the confidence that they need to get over the hurdle of interacting with benefits and navigating a complex system.  

Anne Longfield: We should not underestimate the distance that an awful lot of poor families feel from the financial world. Again, we can sit in this room and feel comfortable talking of financial products, advice and decisions, but for families who have never experienced that, feel vulnerable and have financial pressures that bear down on them or come out of nowhere, the hurdles to get them into a situation where they are confident, comfortable and able to make good financial decisions, even with that welcome advice, are immense. We should hold on to that challenge. One benefit of the saving gateway, again, is that it takes the financial world and translates it in a way that those on the lowest income—the poorest—feel is accessible. Again, that is an important principle that we should hold on to.  

Q 193 Sheila Gilmore:  I have a question for Marc Bush from earlier. How would you have seen the saving gateway working in practice for disabled people? What would be the provider of choice, and how would that be better than what might be available for people now?  

Marc Bush: I am glad that you asked me that, because I do not want to give the impression that the saving gateway was the panacea. It was not. It would have replicated many of the barriers—particularly the three that I listed—that disabled people ordinarily face within financial institutions. The real benefit would have been that it went to people, as Anne said, and created a mechanism by which they could start rationalising savings behaviour. That was the main benefit.  

The other thing was that, obviously, it was targeted at people who were on particular benefits. The national roll-out would have targeted many disabled people, particularly through the migration from incapacity benefit to jobseeker’s allowance or employment and support allowance, in which they receive a reduction in their income. Therefore, at the same time, they could be building an asset to compensate for that reduction in income.  

The Chair:  Thank you. I want to move on now to health in pregnancy grants.  

Q 194 Sheila Gilmore:  I suppose the first general question would be about—I do not know what involvement you might have had and, therefore, what your view is—the benefit of that grant, particularly to families and pregnant women in the lowest income groups.  

Anne Longfield: I think that those on low incomes are disproportionately affected by health inequalities—that is the first starting point—which is an important issue for those families, for those individuals, for those children and, indeed, for all of us. If we are looking at the economic cost of that in years to come, I think it immense. So, we know that is an important issue.  

We also know that a lot of families on low incomes say that they have real concerns about not having enough money to feed their families properly. We have figures that show that a huge 39% of families on lower incomes say that they worry about not having enough money to get through the week and feed their family. Again, 31% of families say that they do not think that they can afford to provide nutritionally balanced food. Now, there is a lively debate about the cost of nutritionally balanced food—whether it is cheaper or more expensive—but I think that we know that a lot of families rely on food that is accessible, near to their home, but which can often not always be the most nutritional food. We know that that is an issue and also that pregnancy is a key time.  

This is about changing habits and is part of a wider range of support, again from midwives and antenatal workers, and through Sure Start, which is all around giving people confidence in being able to make good decisions about their health and welfare and giving them some practical support—a bit of a nudge, if you like, to put that good intention into effect. It is something that should be seen as part of the wider measure of support for families in that kind of pregnancy period. You can say that £190 is not much, and that no one would notice it, but it is an important recognition that pregnancy is a crucial time, and that healthy eating during that time is absolutely essential for both baby and family. It is that nudge that can go as part of a wider set of information and support, actually getting people on to a healthy eating programme.  

It is not what you can purchase by going out and buying there on one day, it is much more often part of that reminder—the support and practical help that can make all the difference for families who have not actually got much money during that time.  

Q 195 Sheila Gilmore:  One of the things that has been said is that, while it is a good idea, it might not have been targeted at the right time. Would you agree that, if there were issues around whether the 25th week was the best time to make this payment, it would have been better to look at the evidence for whether, arguably, there might have been a better time, rather than simply saying, “Don’t do it”?  

Anne Longfield: Again, I think this has been an important recognition that has been new. It has been something which has I think been wholly welcomed by parents. Again, the experience of Sure Start centres shows that, in its interaction with parents. It needs to be based on evidence. We need to look at where that money can be best spent. We need to look at the impact if it has been withdrawn. So, yes, I would agree—we need to look at it much more in the round and, again, at the wider impact on the work. We have a situation in which there is positive investment in Sure Start and in more health visitors, as part of this, but actually this is a really important tool for a lot of those health visitors to use. We need to look at the impact of taking away there and at the added burden for health visitors and the ability for them to be able to do what we all want them to do, which is to help get those poorer families to a best start.  

Q 196 Sarah Newton:  There is absolutely no doubt that maternal health is incredibly important, both to the mum and to the unborn child. I have quite major concerns about this grant, because it is so late in pregnancy and we know that the health benefits are really derived before a baby is conceived and during the early stages. Of course, there is no way of knowing how this money is going to be spent, although I am sure that anyone who has had a baby knows that £190 is very welcome because of the cost of having a child. I am wondering what analysis you have made, because of course we have got the Healthy Start programme, which targets nutrition pre-conception and throughout pregnancy especially for people on low incomes. That is very much welcomed by Sure Start centres. There is the Sure Start maternity grant, along with additions to family tax credits and, as you said, the Government’s absolute determination—with the support of Sure Start centres and increased resources for health visiting—to support families on low incomes. I am wondering what analysis you have done on the Healthy Start programme.  

Anne Longfield: I think this needs to be part of a wider assessment of how we support families, and how we support parents during that important phase. It is complicated, it is new and there are different measures in place. We perhaps need to look at some realignment of that. I think that we need consistently to look over the programmes; we need to look at the evidence base; we need to look again at the impact assessment; and we need to enter into dialogue about the right time to look at support and how that can be best be done.  

Certainly, it is an important recognition around the health visitors. There is important support there for parents in terms of the Sure Start grant, although of course that is just for the first child now. Again, this is absolutely the most crucial time for families. It is the poorest families that we are looking to support, and we need to get it right, because otherwise there will be a generation of children who do not get off to the best start that we know they need. Parents will know that this is on the way; expectations have been raised, and I think that we need to be very careful if we are going to remove some of those. We need to know why we are doing so, and what the consequences are.  

Q 197 Kate Green:   It has already been mentioned that women need to eat a healthy diet much earlier in pregnancy and indeed prior to conception, and if they are not able to do so that has an impact on the birth weight of their baby. Low birth weight leads to a whole range of negative outcomes for child development and child well-being later on. Everyone can accept that the health in pregnancy grant is currently structured so that it does not meet all those needs. In your view, does it have any benefit at all?  

Anne Longfield: Absolutely. First, there is an important recognition about maternal health, and its impact on the baby and their future life chances not only in childhood but for years to come. Secondly, in that wider measure to support families—I am talking a lot about Sure Start because I think that has been a really important introduction in terms of support for families—the introduction of more help is important, but we need to recognise that we cannot just spirit these changes. These people need their tools too. The impact on families is to be able really to put into practice what they want to do, which is to create the best start for their children. If you look at middle-class families, such as members of my staff team, I have people who are planning for conception in three or six months’ time. This is not the case, clearly, in a lot of families who are living on a much more day-to-day basis. If we can give them some help early on, couple that with advice and actually stick with them throughout the pregnancy—so it is not just a one off either in payment or in support—and if there are problems make sure that they are referred on to support once the child is born, I think we stand the best chance not only of tackling the welfare of that child but of breaking some of the cycles that we know will be generationally there for many families.  

Marc Bush: I do not want to repeat too much, so I will just say that it is an important recognition. Of course we do not want to replicate efforts, and we want to make sure that we are targeting efforts. A really good thing about the new Government is that they are very committed to early intervention. Trying to get that right, and to get that intervention period right, is really important. I would just return, however, to the fact that this feels a bit too fast. It feels as though there is not an alternative, or that in-depth research underpinning where you place that intervention as an alternative.  

Q 198 Claire Perry:  On that point, these are all nice-to-haves. Before the introduction of the grant, where is the evidence that it would actually be taken up and used effectively, particularly in buying better nutrition? I know the grant has been in place for only a short period of time, but is there any fact base at all that it either acted as a bribe to encourage people to see their health visitors at 25 weeks, which is effectively what it has become, or indeed that it was used to buy fruit and vegetables and improved health? Are these just nice-to-haves or is there any specific evidence base that can help us rank these programmes? Are these all just part of a parcel of things that we would all love to have if we were not up to our elbows in debt?  

Anne Longfield: The first point is that it is fair to say that a lot of these programmes have evolved over time and they have been incrementally added, which may not present a perfect situation now, and some of them might bump up against each other. There is an opportunity here—with a clear commitment to early intervention and the best start for children during this period to break the cycle of poverty—to look properly at what the evidence says and what the impact is, and, if there is a better alternative, what that might be. I think that that is taking responsibility seriously. It is capturing the recognition that is already there in terms of the reason that many of the programmes were introduced, but it is taking the new situation and the opportunity within that to look again at whether these can be streamlined, and even improved on where we are so far.  

Health visitors and parents will speak positively about the impact of the grant. I know there is always a worry about what it is spent on, but we could take you to a room full of 20 families at a moment’s notice and they will tell you that they will spend it wisely on their families’ needs and their own health. They will invest in their children, because that is what they need. But I do think there is a role there and a possibility to look properly at the impact of a whole range of measures and take a balanced view on whether there is a better, more streamlined way of moving forward. But I do not think that a more slicing approach benefits the important recognition that exists or the important task that we are looking at in terms of improving health.  

The Chair:  Before we proceed—we have about 18 minutes left—I am aware that at least three people want to come in. Does that include Harriett Baldwin?  

Harriett Baldwin  indicated assent.   

Claire Perry:  No more from me.  

The Chair:  That’s very kind. If we have short questions—not that the answers have not been short—and fairly condensed answers, we might get through it. I gave a commitment to the two witnesses at the outset that if there is anything that they wanted to say that has not come out in the questioning, I would give them the opportunity to do so. If we are very quick about it, we can get all that in, but we need to be very targeted.  

Q 199 Kate Green:  I find all these answers interesting, but there is a very simple point that I would like to raise with Anne. How important is it that parents are able to have a sufficient income to meet the costs that arise when they are expecting and when a new baby arrives?  

Anne Longfield: It’s the most crucial time and they absolutely need that income, and we know that those on low incomes are least able to provide for their children.  

Q 200 Kate Green:  How much do we know about how important that is for their emotional and mental well-being?  

Anne Longfield: In terms of the families themselves, one of the interesting and distressing things that we are seeing emerging through our Sure Start is a real increase in demand for mental health services, and that has increased over the last six to 12 months to the extent that we have to double our mental health support for those families at this time. We know that the things driving it are uncertainties about their financial futures and difficulties in balancing their finances and their work and home now. It is absolutely crucial. It is the time when there is most risk and most families are vulnerable. It is also the time when there is most opportunity to do something about it.  

The Chair:  I am informed by the Whips that a vote is imminent. I suggest that three more people ask questions. If all three can ask their questions quickly, that would give the witnesses the opportunity to respond.  

Q 201 Harriett Baldwin:  Very quickly. We received written evidence for the Committee from the Zacchaeus 2000 Trust, which focuses on the case of someone living on unemployment benefit: a woman aged 18 to 25, and how the Joseph Rowntree Foundation minimum income food standard would be £44 compared with the £51.85 they were getting for the benefit. When we spoke earlier about child trust funds, you were very positive about the universal nature of the child trust fund. All your evidence on the health in pregnancy grant has focused on its particular benefit for people on low incomes. I just wondered if you could give us a view of whether this is something that ought to be more targeted or whether it ought to be universal.  

The Chair:  That wasn’t a short question.  

Q 202 Yvonne Fovargue:  I have heard a lot about the fact that there hasn’t been an impact assessment of removing these measures so quickly. In that case, do you feel that January 2011 is too soon to remove all three measures?  

Q 203 Ms Ritchie:  Do you think that these changes, which could result in the removal of the health in pregnancy grant, could put a disproportionate burden for spending reductions on pregnant women and families with young children, particularly disabled mothers who need this type of funding if they are to increase nutritional levels?  

Anne Longfield: In terms of the universality you are targeting—universality, I think, in terms of recognition of the importance of bringing up children is a starting point for everything that I have said. But in terms of the health in pregnancy grant, there are particular pressures. There are particular changes that we are looking to see in behaviour, and there will be a prioritising in terms of the work that health visitors do in any case in supporting those parents. It is particularly important that they have the tools to be able to nudge those families along where £190 will be noticeable and make a difference. It is part of that kit bag of tools those health visitors have.  

January is too soon. The discussions we have had show that the impact assessment isn’t at a stage where proper decisions can be made. I fear that some of the very important recognition of the commitments that have been made to date will be taken away to the detriment of those on the lowest income—the poorest—whose futures we all agree that we want to change. We want to make a difference through wide agreement across political parties about the importance of reducing poverty and in changing life chances for those families, and breaking those cycles. This needs to be considered against that backdrop of coalition commitment, and commitment across all parties. Marc Bush will probably say that it is a disproportionate reduction, but clearly £190 for those on the lowest income will mean the most.  

Marc Bush: I will try to respond in a minute. The first question was not directed to me. Is January 2010 too soon? Probably. It seems a bit too fast. We haven’t seen the impact and we don’t know what the alternatives are. To be honest, we would feel much more confident in knowing what that impact is going be and knowing what the alternatives are going to be. Otherwise, there will be a disproportionate effect on disabled people and families with disabled members. We already know that the emergency Budget had a disproportionate impact. We already know that the spending review also had a disproportionate impact, despite the lack of impact assessment from the Government. My concern is that the cumulative effect of that will be a disproportionate impact on disabled mothers or mothers with disabled children.  

Q 204 The Chair:  Before we conclude, can I fulfil the obligation I made? If either of the witnesses want to add anything to what they have already said, now is the opportunity to do so—but they should not feel obliged.  

Anne Longfield: I suppose I should go back to my last point about the cross-party commitment to reduce poverty—child poverty—and to break the cycle that we know exists in terms of inequality and health inequality. It is an important commitment that I believe was taken seriously and it offers immense challenges.  

The measures we are talking about today were introduced in good faith as part of that programme to reduce inequalities. As part of that commitment to take the reducing poverty agenda forward, we need to think carefully about the issue and be absolutely sure that we are not making matters worse as part of this. We need to be absolutely sure that we are protecting those who are most vulnerable at a crucial time, because we all know that they are the ones who are being hit hardest at the moment, not only in terms of what the cuts seem to be doing to them but, in the future, when there will be reduced employment. They are the ones who will be much more vulnerable.  

Marc Bush: I would sum up by saying that the Government are making some very difficult decisions and, in lots of areas, the reforms will make a big difference. The coalition has always maintained that it should pay to work. The message I would like to come from this is that we believe it should pay to save as well, otherwise we will see a greater reliance on the state in the long run. That will be particularly true for disabled people who are having their income cut through other measures.  

The Chair:  That brings us to the end of our evidence for this afternoon.  

Ordered, That further consideration be now adjourned. —(Mr Goodwill.)   

