
Comments from submissions to the response to 
'More Great childcare' at 11 February 2013

“Your proposed changes to my profession horrify me, I really feel that increasing the adult to child
ratios will not only have a huge negative impact on the children of the UK but also lower the high
level of care we now provide for these children

I don’t agree that any qualification will allow a single person to care for 4 babies, this would have a
huge impact on the care provided and honestly believe that you would have both stressed staff,
babies and families. How can you care and have time to form true attachment to babies when you
are caring for 4 of them.

Also caring for 6 toddlers would stop the staff following the children’s own interests, as I cannot
ever imagine 6 toddlers having the same interests at the same time. 

Increasing ratios will increase the paperwork for individual staff who don’t have enough time now
with the current ratios.
Deputy Nursery Manager NNEB EYPS

The govt.'s evidence for the ratios in other countries is seriously flawed. Norway for example does
not count the nursery assistants in their numbers; state-run childcare is much more likely to be in
purpose-built facilities; oh and I hear that Denmark are now considering reversing de-regulation.
Reports I have had from Holland show how parents who can afford to pay generally choose the
settings which retain higher numbers of staff.

The characteristics and needs of infants mean that there are no criteria which I would consider
appropriate to enable them to care for 4 babies! Just talk to the parents of quads and listen to their
experiences.

I cannot believe that the Fire Service would agree that 1 practitioner can evacuate 4 babies from a
setting, especially as in the PVI sector many baby rooms remain upstairs.

The characteristics and needs of two year olds mean that there are no criteria which I would
consider appropriate to enable them to care for 6 toddlers! Equally, talk to the parents of sextuplets
and listen to them explain how much support they needed!
Early Years Adviser

I am a graduate leader however I do not think I would be able to care effectively for 13 children
aged 3 and offer free flow play inside and outside, a free flowing snack bar and promote all the
children’s next steps and interests. Young children often require a lot of physical support which
takes time. Also due to a lack of funding we are being expected to care for children with significant
SEN with no additional support. I have recently supported two children with no additional support
who have gone to SEN units in Reception.
I think each setting should be run by a graduate leader but I do not think a ratio of 1 to 13 is
appropriate to provide quality care.
Pre School Leader BAHons EYP 

Re Q4 & Q5 on childminding ratios
I think that this question and the above question are worded unsuitably in favour of a response that
the government requires to the detriment of childminders and in the favour of nurseries.  I do not
believe that either provision would support any benefits to the parent ultimately but there is more
chance with the childminding profession that there may be a reduction in fees for increased child
numbers but again I do not think this would provide a suitable, safe, learning environment for any



child.
Parent   

The government should fund early years and childcare in the same way as they do where it is
highest quality and affordable (e.g. Denmark), and stop pretending that it can ever be cheap and
high quality at the same time. The investment in children’s first five years would amply pay off later
in reduced costs to education, health, the justice system and emotional and mental wellbeing for
all citizens.

Teachers in nurseries are highly skilled at leading the curriculum and understanding the best
provision for children’s development and learning, and at interacting with them. They do not aim to
‘teach’ them in large groups (an inappropriate method for children under five) and they cannot
magically change more than one nappy at a time!

The higher staff qualifications are to be welcomed but would in no way be a justification for a
higher ratio of children to staff.
Maintained Nursery School Head

Qualifications are no help when one person needs to toilet at least two children who are both
screaming for the toilet and they are responsible for six children.
When all six two year olds are squabbling over toys qualifications are of no real benefit.
In my experience there are far too many “qualified”  idiots who have no experience and cannot
care for the children. 
In one nursery they had a graduate trainee who after three years of training did not know how to
and had never been taught or shown how to change a babies nappy!
Grandparent

I am concerned that the greater numbers of younger children per childcare practitioner would be
detrimental to child development, security and happiness and also pose a serious risk to health
and safety.  One on one provision is an ideal scenario for young children and we should be moving
towards that target rather than away from it.  Children need highly stimulating, vigilant and
imaginative care and this cannot be managed by greater child-worker ratios.  
Parent

Increasing ratios cannot and will not do anything but ensure that less adults (whatever their levels
of qualification) will be ‘coping’ (the words of Elizabeth Truss in her recent speech, introducing the
document) with the same number of children – or to put it the other way round, the same number
of adults will have more children to care for and to educate.

This paper muddles up quality, cost and parental choice in a way which obfuscates the issue and
undermines the need for care and education which is developmentally appropriate (which won’t
necessarily be cheap!).

I cannot see how any provider who has the needs of young children at the heart of their practice
would entertain the idea of 1:13 ratios, even with graduate leadership (which incidentally many
settings already have).

This is an opportunity to comment rather than a consultation – it seems that decisions have
already been made.  There is much evidence available which completely contradicts the claims
made in the document and there are many experts in early years who would value true
consultation as a way of trying to do the very best for children and their families as well as
improving the pay and status of those who work in early years.
Independent Early Years Consultant 

Governments have to make decisions about childcare that are long term. To have high quality
childcare and education costs a lot of money but in the end we have a better educated and calmer



society. The child who is subjected to poor childcare today is the hoody of tomorrow. There is
OVERWHELMING evidence that this is true. (Ypsilanti project started in the mid 70s and followed
through to today) every dollar spend on high quality nursery education yielded eleven dollars to the
country later on. Mrs Thatcher was swayed by this evidence when she was education minister and
promised universal nursery education.   

Get real – Ms Truss, even the most qualified person still has to deal with wet pants, spilled paint
and children who need a cuddle. The fewer the children the better the emotional and intellectual
support.  Parents will  be very angry with a government that wants profit  making businesses to
flourish at the expense of their child’s intellectual and emotional well-being.
Children are holistic beings – when you are dealing with a snotty nose and a quivering lip you are
also dealing at the same time with a growing brain and a vulnerable nervous system.
 I have seen the awareness of good quality – what it looks like rise in this country over the last 10
years. However I speak to hundreds of practitioners each year and know that quality is still pretty
patchy. Were you to raise the ratios, I know the quality would plummet. We are on a knife edge
and this way to cut costs for parents will be at the cost of quality.

Good childminders will not choose to be ‘flexible’ with the numbers but competition from cheaper
minders who take more children may drive them out of the market. We will lose a lot of the good
and principled child-minders. 
Many who choose to ‘baby farm’ in this way with a lot of children will be in the poorer areas where
parents have the least resources and where child-minders are likely to be the least qualified and
charge least. 
How cynical this ploy is to disadvantage the most disadvantaged.
Of course the articulate and aware parent will choose the child-minder who has the fewest children
but that parent will also probably have the extra cash to pay more. 
A good government protects the most vulnerable.
Independent Early Years consultant 

Why on earth would you, or anyone else with any common sense and knowledge of the needs of
young children, want one person to work with a group of 13 children aged 3 to 4?
Retired pre schoo practitioner

I am writing to express my concern that the quality of care of children is at risk under present
government proposals. I cannot see how this can be enhanced under the new proposals which are
designed to increase the ratio of children to childminder. I do not think these proposals have been
thought through with the best interests of children in mind. I also think the argument that this will be
cheaper for parents is quite unfounded. I would urge the government to scrap these proposals
which I strongly believe will be detrimental to children’s wellbeing.
University Lecturer

think that is very unlikely that these changes in ratios would result in lower prices for parents. Most
parents who can afford to send their children to nurseries with lower staff ratios will continue to do
so and the proposals risk creating a two tier system, further disadvantaging children from poorer
families. 

I also fear that over emphasis on qualifications and targets risks repeating the mistakes made in
the NHS in the early years setting. 

However, I do agree that childcare professionals are under paid and under-recognised and would
like to see that addressed.
Parent

Private and voluntary sector providers are right not to "take advantage" of this so-called "flexibility"
to increase the number of children per adult. If the government wishes to encourage greater use of



graduate-led groups, this should be done on the basis of increased funding to the sector as well as
improved help for parents to pay for high quality childcare. Parents do not want childcare costs to
be driven down by a reduction in the quality and safety of the provision or the opportunities for their
child to receive one-to-one attention. By way of example, one of my sons attended a pre-school
playgroup run by a private provider with appropriate and safe ratios of staff to children. The
manager was not a graduate but she was a respected member of our local community with
considerable experience in childcare. We never had cause to complain about our son's
experience. On transfer to a school nursery at the age of four, with a graduate teacher in charge,
he came home crying because she had failed to ensure all the children had had a drink of water on
a fiercely hot day. On another occasion he came out with a soaking wet coat because the nursery
teacher had left the coats rail outside even though it was raining. This teacher had too many
children in her charge to ensure their basic needs were catered for. The fact that she was a
graduate with several years experience of teaching older children did not help her to ensure our
child had a satisfactory experience. In addition, she could not understand why we were so
incensed with her failure to attend to his needs. Do not assume that having someone with a
graduate level qualification means adult-child ratios can be safely changed.

I must emphasise my utter dismay at these proposals- it is as though those responsible for
producing them have no experience, as either a parent or professional, of caring for babies and
young children. Whilst parents want affordable childcare, they will not choose it in a trade-off
against ensuring child safety and well-being. It is not clear why the government is of the view that,
should the childcare setting employ a graduate, that means  safe ratios can be discarded. What
assumptions are being made in this regard? Good childcare staff must have sufficient experience
and understanding of young children's needs- whether they have a graduate qualification or not is
immaterial. These proposals are based on assumptions that might be relevant to a parent
choosing a secondary school for their child- where we would wish our children to be taught by
graduates with expertise in the relevant subject rather than teaching assistants with lower
qualifications- but one cannot make the same assumptions about parental choice of care for
babies and young children. These proposals provide evidence of a government that is totally out of
touch with what matters to ordinary families! In addition, it concerns me that this could result in a
two-tier system- where parents on high incomes can continue to choose a high quality setting with
low child to adult ratios because they can afford to do so and those on lower incomes are forced to
choose a setting with which they have reservations because they need to work. Any system that is
introduced should be one that government ministers would be prepared to use for the care of their
own child.
Phd graduate studied childcare 

I have concerns about  ANY diminiution  changes to staff ratios below graduate level classes for
older children. As a hard-working father it is of paramount concern to me that my son is well cared
for in a secure environment that offers lots of high-quality educational activities, physical play as
well as good emotional and practical care. This can only be provided by good quality, well-
resourced staff and low staff/child ratios. Child care such as this is expensive. This is never more
apparent than for  low-income earners such as myself, but i appreciate that quality child care is a
priority that i simply have to find the money for. My concern is that if the childcare ratio regulations
are weakened during times of economic austerity, such as we experience at the moment,
commercial imperatives may render increased competition between providers based on poorer
quality care provision unavoidable. Inevitably this would be at the expense of those providers that
have worked hard to improve standards within the nursery care environment over the past decade.

I do not believe that the child-minding profession will benefit. Those that enter this field of
employment solely for financial rewards will be further incentivised to act with a commercial
expedient of maximising the additional returns of looking after more children. There is no evidence
to suggest that the cost of childcare to parents will necessarily fall as a result of loosening
regulation of childcare-ratio regulations. Rather, it is likely that additional profits will be made by the
more commercially-focused care providers at the expense of quality standards everywhere.



There is unlikely to be any benefit , to parents who wish for sustainably good quality care
standards, which are only in place as a result of current careful regulation across the entire
childcare sector.

The current proposals look rather cynically like a poorly disquised political attempt to increase the
number of childcare places and reduce the costs of childcare, even though it is by no means
certain that any cost savings will actually  be passed on to parents themselves. Dressing the
proposals up as a legitimate attempt to improve quality standards appears to many people to be
purely an exercise in public-relations management.
Parent

It is taking along time to get private and voluntary providers to understand the quality of a graduate
leader and I have witnessed negative attitudes towards candidates and graduate leaders going
into settings to work/ train and practice.

However, it is a different issue employing a graduate as parents and carers will not go back to
work unless they know that their children are being cared for   with safe ratios … it is nothing to do
with qualifications really …. Ratios with small children must allow quality interaction and time to
spend with children… it shoudn’t be viewed as a cost cutting exercise to ‘get more nappies on
seats.’
Please put people in charge of these decisions that really know what they are talking about and
stop comparing the system to France!  
Collect together wise, experienced Early Years people who have helped form E.Y.F.S. docs,
E.Y.P.S. status, National Day Nurseries Ass. in the past etc and ask their opinion PLEASE.

I am really pleased to see that Govnt has put ‘More great Childcare’ as a title for this document. It
is good to see it acknowledges the work that the last Govnt did for Early Childhood. Never has so
much been done for the most important small people as our future citizens by the last Labour
govnt.
Govnt yesterday was talking about building resilience in children. This will only occur with young
children if they get given quality care, low ratios, and time to learn and engage with significant
adults.
Please ask the people that know and not just those that are in Govnt and happen to be on the
edge of involvement with these issues.
Thank-you. I think you have a bit of a challenge on your hands as we are talking about future
citizens not cattle and it takes a whole nation to raise a child.
Let battle commence!
Early Years Consultant and Grandparent

“We now know from neuroscience and imaging that the way a baby is treated plays a crucial part
in determining the kind of child and adult that he or she will grow into. Young babies, who are
nurtured, talked to and played with attentively by one secure attachment figure – most often, but
not always, the mother – with other caring adults as secondary attachment figures, will almost
invariably thrive.

What About The Children? has worked for public policy to be better directed towards helping

parents to have  the time, skills and resources to invest in their children, particularly in the

essential first years of life, supported by more highly skilled and knowledgeable midwives,

Health Visitors and Early Years Professionals who have the time and skills to support them in

caring for and investing in the emotional development of their children.”

 Parent

Providers should not be encouraged to do this, it is not safe; the standard of care is significantly
reduced. It is the case, as I have experienced, that practitioners don’t get any office time,
regardless of how many key children they have, to complete pathways including next steps, a
qualified practitioner could have a minimum of 13 key children with no office time. It’s ridiculous. 



I agree that graduate leadership can be beneficial for planning and implementation of activities as

well as next steps but there is no reason for them to be solely responsible for the care of those

children; there must be an assistant for high quality care. A lot of 3 year olds are still in nappies, it

is not like in a school where the teacher just has to provide and assist with activities, 3 year olds

need toilet assistance which takes up a lot of time, without an assistant the majority of the

graduates time is in the bathroom o, assisting with snack/lunch times and not to mention

spending a large amount of time with those children who have development or behavioural

difficulties. ‘Average ‘or ‘above average’ children will be left to their own devices risking under-

stimulation leading to boredom and therefore practitioners fighting a losing battle.

Nanny

I would- without hesitation if this ridiculous suggestion went ahead, rather give up my full time
work (that I love) and home educate my 10 month old (and be supported by the system) than put
her in a situation that was not only dangerous as how on earth would it be physically possible to
watch my child at play, attended to her intimate care needs, routines and personal requirements
when tired, etc (well unless this wonderful government also plans to dictate that she needs to be
tied into a high hair for half the day, or placed into a bubble wrap suit and muzzle) sorry know that
sounds ridiculous but so does their idea of doubling ratios for qualified staff!!! I have met many
qualified and unqualified staff in my years of working in the sector but just because you have a
piece of paper it doesn't make you wonderful in hands on practice. I have some wonderful staff
with basic qualifications, but LOTS of experience and common sense, also known other staff,
degree trained but USELESS in practice. Not in any way would it be possible to meet my
daughters basic needs under the new ratio plans. What has happened to 'The welfare of the child
Is paramount'?  Nursery is where are young children should be nurtured, guided, supported and
cared for. Our little sponges absorb so much within these early years and is key to the start of
Education and skills needed thought out their young lives. 
Early Years Practitioner 

 childminder I feel we are already over stretched, we offer a flexible family orientated service. I
currently care for a 10mth old, 14mth old, 17mth old and a 2 year old through continuity of care
and this is exhausting. To physically leave the house I have had to invest in a triple pushchair and
that doesn’t take into account the 2 year old, as we have to ensure after we have walked two
children to school and back that we aren’t out too long as he is exhausted.

Two babies is very hard work and you just can not give the time to them when they are teething,
wanting cuddles.  Having 4 children in term time is bad enough with the school runs but to go to 4
everyday would mean less time out and about in the community which is what a childminder is all
about. In the school holidays there will be 6 children all under 5 years, all needing love and
support. Not to mention the paperwork. I currently have 7 children in the EYFS this means 7
learning journeys, planning individual and group, and 7 daily diaries that need filling in. Obviously
I don’t  have the 7 all at once but just having another child each day going from 3 to 4 will mean
more time taken away from the children for general care and daily diary writing.
Childminder


