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Overview 
End Child Poverty welcomes the ongoing commitment of the government to the goal of 
ending child poverty by 2020. We are concerned, however, that, while the strategy contains 
a number of positive measures, it lacks a coherent roadmap towards that goal. In the context 
of projections suggesting that child poverty is set to rise substantially under current policies, 
it worrying that the draft strategy fails to set out clear interim milestones, targets and 
measures by which the government will track its progress. 
 
 
Key points 
 
1. Introduction 
End Child Poverty is made up of more than 150 organisations from civic society, including 
children’s charities, faith groups, trade unions and others. The organisation is united in its 
aim to ensure that the important goal to end child poverty by 2020 is met. 

 
End Child Poverty was delighted that the Child Poverty Act received cross party support 
when it was passed in 2010 – including commitment to the four child poverty targets defining 
child poverty primarily in relation to income. We are also pleased that the coalition 
government currently remains committed to the child poverty targets, as defined by the Act.  
 
The second child poverty strategy represents an important milestone on the way to meeting 
the 2020 target, setting out the government’s vision for ending child poverty up to 2017.  
 
 
2. The first national Child Poverty Strategy 
However, End Child Poverty is concerned that, as this is the second Child Poverty Strategy, 
this consultation process has not taken as the starting point the outcomes from the first Child 
Poverty Strategy published in 2011. This strategy stretched over a three-year period and 
included a range of policies for tackling child poverty. It is therefore disappointing to note that 
no attempt has been made publicly to evaluate this strategy, the impact different measures 
have had on rates of child poverty, and to assess whether there are particular areas that this 
first Child Poverty Strategy failed to address.   

 
Members of End Child Poverty would like to highlight the analysis provided in the first report 
of the Social Mobility and Child Poverty Commission, which was published in 2013. This 
report demonstrated a number of problems with the government’s current approach to 
tackling child poverty, and our members believe the report provides a reasonably 
comprehensive overview of the problem, and the role that a range of different stakeholders – 
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including employers, the government, and third sector organisations – can play in tackling it. 
Looking in more detail at this report, including many of its sensible recommendations, would 
help ensure a second Child Poverty Strategy which takes a comprehensive view of the issue 
of child poverty, and the many different policies which need to be put in place to tackle it.  
 
 
3. Positive measures 
We welcome measures such as the Pupil Premium, free hours childcare for under-5s, plans 
to increase the amount of support towards childcare available under Universal Credit, and 
plans to extend free school meals – a welcome example of a firmly evidence-based policy. 
These are policies which will help children in low income families today – and their life 
chances in the future. 
  
 
4. Rising child poverty 
The Institute for Fiscal Studies latest projections are that rates of relative and absolute child 
poverty will soar over the coming years, by 900,000 and 1.4 million children respectively 
(reaching, respectively, 22.5% and 27.9% of all children by 2020).1 The consequences for 
the country will be great, both in terms of the damage done to those children affected and in 
terms of the cost to the state.  

 
We are concerned that the draft strategy lacks detailed analysis of the impact of government 
policy on the measures set out in the Child Poverty Act. In the context of the Institute for 
Fiscal Studies projections, it is crucial that we understand how different approaches set out 
in the strategy can help to either (a) directly counter these worrying increases, and/or (b) 
mitigate their impact. More sophisticated analysis is therefore required in the strategy that 
sets out how existing government policy impacts on rates of child poverty, and identifies how 
positive progress in key areas, such as increasing rates of employment among certain 
groups – such as single parents – or tackling low pay would help reduce the numbers of 
children living in poverty.  

 
 
5. Immediate steps 
We note that the Child Poverty Strategy sets out three key themes to tackling child poverty 
now and across the generations – supporting families into work, improving living standards, 
and raising the educational attainment of poor children. We welcome these themes as 
providing a good framework for identifying key policy measures for tackling poverty. The 
strategy lacks, however, new policies in each area that can be taken in the short term, and 
should provide these, alongside estimates of their likely impact on poverty and their cost. 
 
The Social Mobility and Child Poverty Commission has set out a number of good examples 
of such policies. End Child Poverty would be keen to work with the government to identify 
the most effective measures that can be taken in the short and medium terms. Some 
examples of practical and immediate actions the government could take to begin to address 
these concerns are set out below. 
 
Maintaining local welfare assistance 
Local welfare assistance schemes delivered by local authorities are a crucial form of 
support. However, from April 2015, the Department for Work and Pensions will no longer 
provide the £180m fund which local authorities use to provide the schemes.   
 

                                                           
1
 Measured before housing costs. Projections from ‘Child and working-age poverty in Northern Ireland over 

the next decade: an update’, Institute for Fiscal Studies, January 2014. 
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This crucial emergency support is used to provide furniture and goods for those fleeing 
domestic violence. It is needed to provide emergency aid for food, or to pay to heat homes 
which otherwise would be cold and damp. The withdrawal of this support will mean many 
more children and families will find themselves trapped in a vicious cycle of poverty and debt 
– unable to access support when they most need it.  
 
The Department for Work and Pensions should continue to fund the provision of local 
welfare assistance from local authorities. This funding should be ring-fenced to 
ensure that local authorities spend this on local welfare provision. 
 
Supporting early intervention services 
Funding for early intervention services has been significantly cut since 2010 – a trend set to 
continue in the near future. The Early Intervention Grant, which provides funding for 
children’s centres, will be halved in real terms between 2010 and 2015, from £3bn a year 
down to £1.5bn. 
 
We would like to see a commitment from the government to ensuring that early intervention 
services are placed on a more stable footing, and do not face further cuts to support.  
 
The government should commit to maintaining at least the current level of funding for 
early intervention services over the course of the next spending review period. 
 
Restore In Work Credit and Job Grant funding 
In Work Credit and Job Grants were both removed in October 2013 in anticipation – at the 
time the policy was set – that Universal Credit would be well on the way to being fully 
operational by then. However, Universal Credit has since been subject to delay, meaning 
that work incentives for those previously eligible have been reduced. These two benefits 
were of great help to many families who were struggling during the transition into work. 
 
We would welcome a commitment from the government to ensure that work incentives are 
restored for the interim period before Universal Credit is fully implemented.  
 
The government should restore In Work Credit and Job Grants at previous levels 
(adjusted for inflation) until Universal Credit is fully operational. 
 
 
6. An effective strategy 
We recognise and welcome the coalition government’s ongoing commitment to maintain the 
goal of ending child poverty in the UK by 2020; as well as the fact that the Secretary of State 
for Work and Pensions has recently publicly reaffirmed that the 2020 target will be met.2 
However, we do not see in the draft strategy as it is laid out either a sufficient set of actions 
to put the UK on a clear downward trajectory of child poverty between 2014 and 2020, or a 
set of actions which are sufficient to outweigh the forecast increase in child poverty as a 
result of recent welfare cuts. 
 
In order to be meaningful, the Child Poverty Strategy must be both credible and measurable 
against the key Child Poverty Act 2010 indicators and targets. Indeed, the Child Poverty Act 
states that the strategy must: ‘describe the progress that the Secretary of State considers 
needs to be made by the end of the period to which the strategy relates if the targets in 
sections 3 to 6 are to be met in relation to the United Kingdom in relation to the target year’. 
In this context, it is of particular concern that the draft strategy says so little in terms of 
setting out clear interim milestones, targets and measures by which the government will 

                                                           
2
 Radio 4 Today programme interview, 26 March 2014 
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track its progress. The Chair of the Social Mobility and Child Poverty Commission went so 
far as to describe the draft strategy as ‘a document without teeth. That’s because it lacks any 
clear measures against which the Government can be held to account. A strategy which 
cannot be measured is meaningless’.3 
 
The End Child Poverty coalition supports and advocates a broad approach to ending child 
poverty, which uses a broad suite of indicators, while recognising the centrality of income 
measures to any valid measurement of poverty and poverty reduction. We also strongly 
support the equal focus in the Child Poverty Act 2010 on tackling the root causes of poverty, 
specifically by tracking progress against the ‘building block’ indicators of: 

 Parental employment 

 Financial support for children and parents 

 Information, advice and assistance for parents 

 Health, education, childcare and social services 

 Housing, the built environment and social inclusion. 
 
We would therefore strongly encourage a greater focus in the draft strategy on the structural 
and institutional factors behind many of the root causes of poverty – rather than the undue 
focus on individual factors as outlined in the accompanying evidence review. 
 

 
7. Consultation questions 
1. To what extent do you agree that the draft Strategy achieves a good balance between 
tackling poverty now and tackling the drivers of intergenerational poverty? 

 
We welcome the recognition in the strategy that we need to do both: child poverty matters in 
itself, not just instrumentally. It is worth particularly noting that income affects both poverty 
now and intergenerational poverty. There is strong evidence that low income affects 
children’s outcomes in itself, through the mechanism of parental stress, and thus a trade-off 
between current and future poverty cannot be attained.4 Fundamentally, however, it is 
difficult to assess this question, since the strategy does not set out clear measures with a 
timeframe and anticipated impacts. The comments below are thus necessarily kept at a 
general level. 
 
Positive steps on universal free school meals and childcare help under Universal Credit are 
very welcome but do not change the big picture: the UK is embarking on a steep rise in child 
poverty not seen for a generation. 
 
The strategy focuses strongly on growth and jobs. While these are welcome, they are not the 
same as reducing child poverty, and run counter to the Prime Minister’s assertion in 2006 
that trickle-down economics is not working.5 The focus on work underplays the challenge of 
working poverty: 66 per cent of poor children are in working families, a proportion that has 
been steadily growing. 
 
While the strategy lauds the poverty-fighting potential of Universal Credit, this is being 
overplayed: the real child poverty impact is lower than the quoted 300,000 reduction, as this 
excludes the effect of the minimum income floor for self-employed people, with the figure 

                                                           
3
 https://smcpcommission.blog.gov.uk/2014/02/27/first-impressions-on-the-child-poverty-strategy-a-

missed-opportunity/  
4
 See summary of the evidence in ‘Does Money Affect Children’s Outcomes?’, Kerris Cooper and Kitty Stewart, 

Joseph Rowntree Foundation, October 2013 
5
 ‘Scarman Lecture’ David Cameron November 2006  

https://smcpcommission.blog.gov.uk/2014/02/27/first-impressions-on-the-child-poverty-strategy-a-missed-opportunity/
https://smcpcommission.blog.gov.uk/2014/02/27/first-impressions-on-the-child-poverty-strategy-a-missed-opportunity/
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amounting to 150,000 if this is included.6 Moreover, the potential of UC is being denuded as 
its budget has, regrettably, faced repeated raids. For example, the freezing of work 
allowances for three years announced in the 2013 Autumn Statement will significantly 
reduce their value. And, while increased support for childcare under UC is welcome, we are 
concerned that this is to be found from cuts elsewhere within UC. 

 
The UK has a significant low pay problem, and addressing this is an essential part of the mix 
in ending child poverty. We welcome the recognition in the strategy of the importance of 
tackling low pay, and note that the Social Mobility and Child Poverty Commission has 
engaged with this issue, and provided a range of suggestions with which the government 
could usefully engage. We would be keen to work with the government to assess the mix of 
policies – including an increased minimum wage, the Living Wage, skills development, 
childcare costs and support for working parents through Universal Credit – that is most 
effective in tackling child poverty, and would welcome specific statements of commitment on 
each of these issues from government.  

 
Support for one-parent families has the potential to reduce child poverty numbers, since this 
group is highly policy-responsive, as evidenced by previous substantial increases in lone-
parent employment rates (from 44.7 per cent in 1997 to 60.2 per cent in 2013),7 and 
decreases in poverty rates. The evidence shows, however, that one-parent families have 
been hit particularly hard by benefit changes, and this risks reversing progress made. 
 
We welcome the recognition of the higher poverty risk for children in large families, but no 
targeted help is proposed (and there is no analysis of how some policies are likely to 
increase poverty risk for these children). This recognition underlines the importance of 
maintaining financial support per child, rather than imposing an artificial cap. Any move to 
limit entitlement to support on the basis of numbers of children will substantially increase the 
poverty risk for children in large families.  
 
In the section on living costs, we welcome the recognition that parents are struggling to 
afford the basics. This is about income as well as costs. There is a crucial role here for 
children’s benefits, and for Child Benefit in particular. Wages do not take into account 
children, and the associated costs of a child. Child Poverty Action Group and JRF research 
shows that it costs a minimum of £148,000 to bring up a child to age 18 and meet her 
minimum needs.8 With regard to fuel poverty, there is no mention that, under the new Low 
Income High Costs fuel poverty measure, children are likely to be the largest group in fuel 
poverty. 
 
The recent DWP select committee report on housing costs summarised a number of 
concerns around reforms to housing support. It concluded in particular that the ‘bedroom tax’ 
is causing financial hardship to a significant number of households; that cuts to Housing 
Benefit support are contributing to rises in homelessness and leading to shortfalls for many 
families; and recommended that the government commission research into the impact of 
localised Council Tax support on poverty levels in different areas.9 The Child Poverty 
Strategy should reflect these concerns. 

 
 

                                                           
6
 http://www.theyworkforyou.com/wrans/?id=2013-01-

15a.137238.h&s=mcvey+minimum+income+floor#g137238.r0  
7
 ‘Working and Workless Households, 2013’, Table P. ONS Statistical Bulletin, August 2013 

8
 ‘The Cost of a Child in 2013’, Child Poverty Action Group 

9
 ‘Support for housing costs in the reformed welfare system: Fourth Report of Session 2013-14’, House of 

Commons Work and Pensions Committee, April 2014 

http://www.theyworkforyou.com/wrans/?id=2013-01-15a.137238.h&s=mcvey+minimum+income+floor#g137238.r0
http://www.theyworkforyou.com/wrans/?id=2013-01-15a.137238.h&s=mcvey+minimum+income+floor#g137238.r0
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2. Considering the current fiscal climate, what is your view of the actions set out in the draft 
Strategy? 
 
The strategy lacks an analysis of the costs of child poverty, which is a crucial element in any 
fiscal cost-benefit analysis of the actions taken under the auspices of the Child Poverty 
Strategy. Research conducted by Loughborough University’s Centre for Research in Social 
Policy, updating previously published Joseph Rowntree Foundation research, found the cost 
of child poverty to the UK would rise significantly from £29 billion a year in 2013 to £35 billion 
a year if relative child poverty increased by 1.1m by 2020 (as the IFS projected in 2013).10 
 
Given this, short-term cost savings may prove to be counter-productive over the medium- 
and long-term. Research conducted in March 2014 by the University of Essex’s Institute for 
Social and Economic Research demonstrates that even those countries with the most 
propitious starting points on child poverty require social security to play a major role in 
reducing their child poverty levels. The UK has the second highest child poverty rate in the 
EU27 before taxes and transfers but ranks thirteenth after redistribution.11 Cuts to social 
security as a result of the forthcoming overall AME cap risk driving up poverty substantially, 
rather than tackling the root causes of spending, for example low pay and high housing 
costs. Another risk of short-term savings is cost-shunting, for example short-term housing 
savings leading to homelessness and its associated costs. 
 
Spending on increasing the personal tax threshold is a very expensive policy in the context 
of fiscal decisions currently being undertaken. It is, however, poorly-targeted from a poverty-
reducing point of view, predominantly benefitting middle and upper-middle income deciles.12 
Even within the fiscal framework, there are far more cost-effective measures of helping low 
earners. For example, the IFS calculate that raising the work allowance by 20 per cent would 
exclusively benefit low-income earners, and would be a bigger giveaway in entitlements to 
working families in the bottom three income deciles than the gains to that group of raising 
the personal allowance to £12,500, despite costing £10 billion per year less.13 
 
 
3. At a local level, what works well in tackling child poverty now? 
 
The Child Poverty Act 2010 placed a duty on local authorities in England to put in place a 
child poverty strategy for their local areas. In 2012, research by 4Children showed that just 
87 (out of 152) responsible local authorities on England had a child poverty strategy in place. 
The charity has updated this research for 2014, with the new figures suggesting that 97 local 
authorities now have a strategy: this means that, for over one-third (36%) of authorities, 
there is no evidence that they have a strategy in place. 
  
Given the national picture, it is important to recognise that child poverty remains a persistent 
and growing issue even in areas with good local child poverty strategies.  

 
 
4. At a local level, what works well for preventing poor children becoming poor adults? 
 

                                                           
10

 Based on May 2013 estimates by IFS. ‘An estimate of the cost of child poverty in 2013’, Donald Hirsch, 
Centre for Research in Social Policy, Loughborough University 
11

 ‘Note on EU27 child poverty rates’, H. Xavier Jara and Chrysa Leventi, Institute for Social and Economic 
Research, University of Essex, March 2014 
12

 ‘IFS Green Budget 2014’, Institute for Fiscal Studies, February 2014 
13

 ‘IFS Green Budget 2014’, Institute for Fiscal Studies, February 2014 
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Please refer to our response to question 3 for background on local authorities and child 
poverty strategies. 
 
The Child Poverty Strategy Evidence Review highlights the role that non-cognitive skills can 
play in a person’s life and how it may affect their life chances, and it is now widely 
recognised that the development of such skills is key to preventing poor children becoming 
poor adults. The Millennium Cohort Study (MCS), a multi-disciplinary research project 
following the lives of around 19,000 children born in the UK in 2000-01, shows that a child’s 
development score at just 22 months can serve as an accurate predictor of educational 
outcomes at 26 years, highlighting the importance of action to support children in the early 
years including through parenting programmes, early years education, and high quality 
childcare to help children reach their full potential. 
 
Ofsted’s first annual Early Years Annual Report (2014) reported that children from low 
income families taught by highly qualified staff, including those with graduate level 
qualifications, made strongest progress. Research from the Sutton Trust (2010) has also 
found that ‘children with insecure attachment are at risk of the most prominent impediments 
to education and upward social mobility in the UK’. Furthermore, the Chief Medical Officer’s 
2012 Annual Report highlights a number evidence-based parenting programmes which are 
effective in improving children’s outcomes (including benefit-to-cost ratios based on US 
analysis) such as the Family Nurse Partnership and Incredible Years, which are widely used 
in the UK today.  
 
 
5. What more can central government do to help employers, local agencies and the 
voluntary and community sector work together to end child poverty? 
 
If parents are to be adequately supported to re-engage with the labour market and move 
back into work, there is a definite need for both central government and employers to 
support flexible working arrangements, and enable parents to manage their childcare 
responsibilities effectively. 
 
The Joseph Rowntree Foundation have undertaken particularly significant work in this area, 
and in 2012 published a report on ‘Building a Sustainable Quality Part-time Recruitment 
Market’. This found that part-time work was skewed towards low-paid work (i.e. jobs paying 
less than £20,000 FTE), and there is a need to correct this market failure and improve the 
availability of part-time work in skilled jobs, particularly for women with children. 
 
If we are to make work a genuine and viable route out of poverty, then we must ensure that 
the nature of the jobs available to those who are looking to return to the labour market, whilst 
also balancing childcare responsibilities, do not simply lock parents into a low-wage 
economy. Recent government reforms around support for childcare costs are positive 
developments in this regard, but much more is still needed. 
 
Ultimately, ensuring that high quality, part-time jobs are available to those looking to return to 
work is something that will demand action, and an element of culture change, on the part of 
employers themselves as well as central government. Ensuring that employers understand 
the value of taking on and supporting skilled part-time workers should therefore be a key 
priority for central government moving forward, as well as the implementation of measures 
which help facilitate this. 

 
Support advice providers – given cuts & changes 
There is a clear need to ensure that local agencies and advice providers are able to provide 
effective support to those in need, despite the extreme financial pressures that they are 
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currently encountering. In this context, central government should do all it can to help local 
agencies to join-up and work collaboratively, in order to preserve vital services wherever 
possible. 
 
Given the children’s centre network has a significant reach amongst disadvantaged families 
(4Children’s latest ‘Children’s Centre Census’ has found that around two-thirds of 
‘vulnerable’ families are registered with their local centre), building services around such a 
local hub represents a particularly effective way of reaching those in greatest need. 
 
Therefore, in an environment where local agencies are under significant funding pressure, 
there is a clear need to enable effective join-up to ensure that service levels are maintained, 
and this is something that central Government should look to promote wherever possible. 

 
 

6. Please use this space for any other comments you wish to make. 
 
The draft strategy lacks an assessment of the previous Child Poverty Strategy (2011 to 
2014), as required under the Child Poverty Act. 
 
The draft strategy fails to provide an assessment of the expected impact of the measures set 
out on the four child poverty target measures outlined in the Child Poverty Act. In the 
absence of this, it is unclear what will constitute success with regard to each of the 
measures in the strategy. It is also unclear what the roadmap towards achieving the 2020 
targets, the relative contribution of each of the elements contained in the draft strategy, and 
the mechanism through which they do so, are intended to be. 
 
 
7. Please let us have your views on responding to this consultation (e.g. the number and 
type of questions, whether it was easy to find, understand, complete etc.). 
 
N/A 
 
 
 
 
END CHILD POVERTY 
May 2014 


