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Introduction 
 
1. The London Child Poverty Alliance are a coalition of charities committed to tackling the high levels 

of poverty in the capital. This LCPA response is made on behalf of the following members:  4in10, 

Child Poverty Action Group, Trust for London, Zacchaeus 2000, London Voluntary Service Council, 

Timewise Foundation and Peabody. 

2. We welcome this opportunity to respond to the government’s consultation on its new child 
poverty strategy (CPS). The Child Poverty Act (CPA) 2010 provides the government with a robust 
framework for action and accountability. After a year-long period during which the essence of the 
CPA 2010 has been questioned, we are pleased to see the government recommit itself to the targets 
and measures contained in the Act (Annex A, paragraph 7). We hope that the publication of this 
draft strategy marks a new phase for government, with all efforts directed once again at reducing 
child poverty.  
 
3. Both cross-national and longitudinal studies show us time and again that child poverty is not 
inevitable. Instead, it is highly policy responsive; we know what a low-child poverty society looks like. 
Our consultation response assesses the government’s proposed actions against this evidence, and 
offers a judgement as to whether the strategy is likely to deliver enduring reductions in child 
poverty. However, before we turn to the specifics proposed in the CPS, we first provide some 
general observations on the approach which underpins the new strategy. 
 
 
Overall observations 
 
4. The draft CPS clearly acknowledges that growing up in poverty impacts negatively on children’s 
future outcomes (Chapter 3, paragraph 28). It appears, however, far less concerned with the way in 
which poverty blights children’s lives in the here and now. In our view, in a city as wealthy as London 
with more billionaires than any other city in the world1, it is unacceptable in itself that children are 
growing up in poverty, not just because it has effects that endure into adulthood.  
 
5. As a result of this approach, the strategy focuses a great deal on correcting for the effects of 
poverty, setting out interventions that aim to mitigate the impacts of poverty rather than address 
child poverty itself. Yet the evidence suggests that this is unlikely to be successful even on its own 
terms. A recent meta-review shows that the key way in which low income transmits into poorer 
outcomes for children is via parental stress associated with poverty, rather than through lacking 
specific items.2 This has profound implications for policy. It suggests that, while efforts by 
government to provide substitute goods may take the edge off poverty, it is policies that support 
family incomes and thereby reduce parental stress which will have the enduring effects on children’s 
outcomes that we all seek. 
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6. This primarily instrumental approach to child poverty may, in part, explain why the draft CPS lacks 
any benchmarks against which the government can measure progress over the course of its term. 
These ‘missing metrics’ represent a serious shortcoming: without indicators, any strategy dissolves 
into a mere list of actions.  
 
7. It is important to recognise the very high level of poverty in the capital. 36 per cent of all children 
in London live below the poverty line3, and London has the highest rate of child poverty of any 
English region with as many poor children living in London as in Scotland and Wales combined. If the 
Government does not address and prioritise London it is unlikely to meet its child poverty targets.  
High costs in the capital, particularly for housing, childcare and transport, coupled with a highly 
competitive jobs market lacking high quality part time opportunities make it particularly difficult for 
London families to move out and stay out of poverty. These high housing costs also mean that 
London has been hit disproportionately hard by welfare reform, with almost half of all households 
hit by the benefit cap coming from London. 4 Allocation of public resources need to reflect these 
higher living costs. 
 
8. Child poverty forecasts provide us all with a sense of the current direction on two of the four 
measures encoded in the CPA 2010. Table 1 sets out projected relative and absolute child poverty 
rates given current policies up to the target year 2020. This makes clear that not only are the targets 
likely to be missed by a considerable margin, but also that past progress towards those targets is set 
to be reversed. 
 
Table 1: Projected relative and absolute child poverty rates 

 
 
9. We believe it is critical that the Government considers the income of a household after housing 

costs (AHC) especially in London, which has high housing costs. The before housing costs (BHC) 

measure is based on income that includes housing benefit, which in London can be substantial. But a 

family in London is not materially better off by receiving more housing benefit than a household 

elsewhere as in both cases the benefit pays for the rent and goes to the landlord. An increase in rent, 

if accompanied by a corresponding increase in housing benefit, can lead to a household being lifted 

out of poverty on the BHC measure. This is clearly misleading as their disposable income has not 

risen at all. 

10. High housing costs in London contribute to its high level of poverty5. Private rented 
accommodation in Inner London is around double the English average, and average mortgage 
payments are three times as high. These higher housing costs do not mean low-income Londoners 
have a higher standard of accommodation than those on low-income outside of the capital. 
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Child poverty measure

2011-12 

(actual) 2012-13 2013-14 2020-21

2020-21 

target

Relative poverty, before housing costs, percentage 17 18.3 19.4 22.5 10

Absolute poverty, before housing costs, percentage 20 22.0 23.7 27.9 5

Source: HBAI, Department for Work and Pensions, June 2013; and Institute for Fiscal Studies, January 2014

Year

http://www.london.gov.uk/who-runs-london/mayor/publications/society/facts-and-figures/focus-on-london
http://www.london.gov.uk/who-runs-london/mayor/publications/society/facts-and-figures/focus-on-london


Increasingly Londoners are having to privately rent6 their accommodation and it is more likely that 
this it to be of poorer quality. 
 
11. Poverty in London is changing. At the start of the 2000s, just 38 per cent of children in poverty 
lived in working households; this has now risen to 57 per cent. Child poverty in inner London has 
fallen by 10 percentage points, but risen slightly in outer London. Ten years ago, there were more 
people in poverty in the social rented sector than owner occupied and private rented sector 
combined. Now, there are 100,000 more private renters in poverty than in social rented sector.7 The 
strategy must recognise that families in London are now living in more expensive privately rented 
accommodation and finding that working is not always a route out of poverty.  
 
12. In addition, we know that BME families and families with a disability are less likely to be 
employed and more likely to be living in poverty. Employment rates for BAME Londoners are 14 
percentage points lower than for white Londoners.  Although employment rates for disabled people 
in London are rising, they are still 1 per cent lower than the UK average and 17 percentage points 
lower than people without a disability.8 
 
13. Child poverty imposes social costs. Some of these are linked to reduced life chances, but the 
majority come from the ‘fallout costs’ of child poverty, such as personal social services, school 
education, and police and criminal justice. Research undertaken by Donald Hirsch for Child Poverty 
Action Group estimates that child poverty costs £4.3 billion in London in 2013 in financial terms 
alone.9 While we recognise the challenges involved in upfront funding for tackling child poverty, 
given the huge cost of child poverty, this offers significant value for money in the medium and long 
term. 
 
14. Finally, we are concerned that the government may be seeking to prioritise some children in 
poverty at the expense of others, through its suggestions at various points that certain types of 
poverty should be prioritised: persistent poverty (Chapter 1, paragraph 2) and poverty experienced 
by large families (Chapter 1, paragraph 22), for example, are singled out in the strategy. In our view, 
in a country as wealthy as the UK and a city as wealthy as London, conceding that we cannot help all 
children in poverty would be a major failure of government. The consultation asks us to be cognisant 
of fiscal constraints. We recognise that we now live in a period where funds are tighter than 
previously, but dispute that this means we must abandon our collective ambition of reducing child 
poverty rates to those of our international comparators. Instead, if we are serious in our ambition of 
ending child poverty, we must institute policies that are logically connected with this end and 
prioritise them in funding rounds. The extent to which it has done this in its new strategy is the 
question to which we now turn. 
 
 
Chapter 1: Tackling Child Poverty Now 
 
15. We agree that supporting families into work is an important element in overcoming child 
poverty. The CPS must include a strategy for supporting parents, and particularly second earners and 
lone parents who currently have very poor gains from work under Universal Credit, into work. The 
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introduction of 85 per cent childcare support under Universal Credit has helped here, but work 
allowances and tapers still need to be improved. 
 
16. London’s high rates of child poverty are driven by low rates of maternal employment.10 These 
low rates are driven by a poor supply of part time jobs and expensive childcare. However, it is also 
important to recognise the growth of in-work poverty in London, and that action is needed to make 
employment a route out of poverty. There are now over 1.1 million Londoners living in low-income 
families where at least one adult is working11. Now 57 per cent of adults and children in poverty in 
London are in working families, an increase of 450,000 over the decade to 2011/12. Of these 1.1 
million, most (59 per cent) are in part-working households, these are either families where all the 
work done is part-time, or couple households were one works full-time and one does not work. A 
quarter (24 per cent) of those in in-work poverty are from fully-working households where every 
adult in the households works and at least some of that work is full-time. Finally 17% were in 
households were someone was self-employed. 
 
17. In-work poverty is a function of three variables: earnings, hours and in-work support. We 
consider each of these areas in turn. 
 
Earnings 
18. London has a significant low pay problem. 17 per cent of jobs, or 600,000 jobs, in London pay 
below the London Living Wage, an increase of 30 per cent between 2010 and 2012.12 570,000 
Londoners, equivalent to one in seven London workers, have been stuck in low pay for at least a 
year.13 Around one third of low-paid Londoners see their wages increase by less than the national 
average, pointing to challenges with Universal Credit as its successful implementation depends on 
over a million low-paid workers increasing their earnings. Addressing this is an essential part of the 
mix in ending child poverty, and promotion of the living wage is an important element of that. The 
Living Wage recognises the higher costs associated with living in London and the need for a higher 
wage to meet these costs. The National Minimum Wage is set nationally and does not recognise this 
difference. The Resolution Foundation has suggested that businesses in London could afford to pay a 
higher minimum wage.14 We recommend that a London Minimum Wage is introduced as outlined in 
research undertaken by Centre for London and Trust for London.15 
 
Hours 
19. The strategy asserts that only 100,000 children in families where all parents work full-time are in 
poverty (p.22), suggesting that all parents working full-time would be a poverty-reducing outcome. It 
is true that the child poverty risk is lowered the more hours are worked by parents in their family. 
Yet it does not automatically follow that all adults in a household working full time is a desirable 
outcome in all circumstances, given the time needed for parenting responsibilities. Research 
conducted by CPAG into public attitudes into how many hours parents should work showed a 
striking consistency across voting patterns, age, gender, social grade and region that the lead carer 
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should be expected to work significantly fewer hours than a full-time job, and that this should be 
lowest when their children are at their youngest. Indeed, the government’s own universal credit 
guidance suggests that lead carers should not be expected to work full time when their youngest 
child is below 13, or at all before that child reaches 5.16  
 
20. In London, there is a lack of quality part time jobs that would help parents move into work and 
balance work with caring responsibilities. In 2012 over 40 per cent of part time jobs were low paid 
compared to 10 per cent of full time jobs.17 Only 3 per cent of vacancies in London are for part-time 
roles with a salary of £20,000 FTE or more, which sharply contrast to the full-time market where the 
majority of roles pay over £20,000.18 Increasing the supply of jobs that support parental employment 
is key to tackling child poverty in London.  
 
In-work support 
21. The strategy appears to be based on the assumption that families can, and should, ‘work their 
way out of poverty’ with the implication being that the objective should be to cut themselves free 
from the welfare state. This analysis fails to recognise the costs of a child and the fact that the 
majority of families (54 per cent) in the UK will be eligible for UC. It also cuts against the strategy’s 
own analysis that 63 per cent of family benefits go to in-work families (note 49). High housing costs 
in London mean that London families will need to have higher earnings than other parts of the 
country in order to no longer be eligible for UC.  
 
22. Similarly, the strategy implies that social security should be seen as residual: ‘but for families 
who can’t work we will continue to provide a welfare safety net’ (p27) is the only explicit reference 
to social security. Yet family benefits must play a key part in any child poverty strategy. Research 
conducted in March 2014 for CPAG 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.19 Indeed, in the UK, much redistribution through social security, especially 
regarding children’s benefits, is across the lifetime of the individual, not vertically between rich and 
poor. 
 
23. In-work support for families with children performs several functions. It tops up wages, the need 
for which can be reduced through increasing wage levels, for example through rises in the national 
minimum wage. It provides extra support to account for the costs incurred by parents in raising 
children. And it is an acknowledgement of and compensation for parents’ reduced earnings potential 
as a result of their caring responsibilities. At present, the IFS projections suggest that, in spite of 
forecast economic growth, child poverty will continue to rise due in particular to cuts in support to 
families with children.  
 
24. Childcare costs in London are 28 per cent higher than the UK average20, meaning that financial 
support for childcare is particularly vital for Londoners. Although Working Tax Credit covers up to 70 
per cent of childcare costs, families frequently tell us about the struggle to pay for 30 per cent of 
childcare costs. Therefore we welcome the decision to increase childcare support to up to 85 per 
cent of costs, but are aware that some families will still struggle with paying the remaining 15 per 
cent. In addition, given that the average weekly cost for a nursery place for an under 2 in London for 
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25 hours is £140.1221, we are concerned that the maximum weekly costs of £300 could be 
unworkable for larger families, families with younger children or families wanting to work full time. 
 
25. Work incentives are being increased by structural reform (UC), but also by reducing entitlement 
(through the benefit cap, as well as various real terms cuts). This strategy of impoverishment as a 
way of increasing work incentives will ultimately fail to tackle poverty, impoverishing those who are 
unable to work or to find work, and doing nothing to tackle in-work poverty (indeed, lower out-of-
work benefits are likely to depress wages). London households are being hit particularly hard by the 
cuts to Housing Benefit. Almost half of all households hit by the benefit cap live in London. 
Households in London on average are hit 22% harder than the rest of the country, losing almost £7 
more per week than households outside of London.22  Research that is soon to be published by Child 
Poverty Action Group shows that these cuts are not acting as a work incentive for many London 
families. Instead, many are being driven deeper into poverty or moving to overcrowded or poor 
quality accommodation. 
 
The strategy 
26. We strongly welcome the implementation of universal free school meals for infant school 
children. This will have widespread educational benefits, as well as improving health outcomes, 
supporting family incomes, and increasing work incentives. We welcome, also, the more recent 
commitment in Budget 2014 to increased support for childcare under Universal Credit, and the 
additional £50 million for an early years Pupil Premium. 
 
27. Overall, however, the key policies designed to tackle in-work poverty are ill-targeted and 
inadequate. The increased personal tax allowance is regressive, predominantly benefitting middle 
and upper-middle income deciles,23 with many on low-incomes not earning enough to pay tax in any 
case,24 with those who do benefit losing most of the gain through benefit clawback.25 Investing in UC 
through increasing personal allowances or reducing the taper rate would be more effective in 
supporting low earners, while increasing work incentives. 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.26 
 
28. Increases in the national minimum wage are welcome, but a significant proportion of these will 
be absorbed through benefit clawback, and are in effect in large part a transfer from private 
companies to the state. Investing the gains to the Exchequer in boosting low wages and improving 
work incentives through UC would yield a double benefit from any increase in the minimum wage. 
 
 
Chapter 2: Supporting families’ living standards 
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29. The range of measures to reduce living costs is welcome, but many are generic rather than 
focused on low income families. Of those which are targeted, their effects are likely to be limited. In 
addition, targeted subsidies risk creating further cliff-edges in terms of work incentives. One area 
where something might usefully be done on living costs – but of which mention is absent – is where 
people on low incomes are poorly served by markets, i.e. where there is a poverty premium, for 
example by ensuring that all pay the same unit price for fuel. Recent research by Toynbee Hall in the 
London Borough of Tower Hamlets found that residents pay a £1,014 poverty premium per year.27 
 
30. A more rational approach to addressing living costs, where this is deemed more appropriate than 
protecting incomes, would be to proceed from the basis of the additional costs associated with 
children.  
 
31. The housing section fails to mention the private rental sector, which is an increasing source of 
accommodation for families with children, including those living in poverty. In London, 830,000 
people in poverty live in the private rented sector. The substantial difference between before 
housing costs and after housing costs poverty rates demonstrates the major impact which housing 
has on poverty.  In addition, improving security of tenure in that sector is vital to child well-being, 
and to their prospects for educational attainment.  Reductions in the levels of housing benefit 
available to families coupled with rapidly rising rents in the capital in acting to decrease the stability 
of housing in London as families are no longer able to afford their homes. 
 
32. 240,000 households currently live in overcrowded accommodation in the capital, an increase of 
80,000 in the last decade28. In total 24% of London’s children are growing up in overcrowded homes 
and the percentage in some London boroughs is much higher29. Independent research has found 
evidence of a relationship between overcrowding and the physical health of children, including an 
increase in respiratory conditions and meningitis30. There is also clear evidence of overcrowding 
causing developmental problems for toddlers and having a negative impact on educational 
attainment.31  
 
33. The credit section is strongly suggestive of the end of crisis support, with the implication that all 
should use credit to smooth one-off expenditures. While we believe that social security should be 
set at levels that do not force families into budgetary crisis, it is crucial that crisis support, as a crucial 
final safety net within the social security system, must continue to be provided in some form. The 
withdrawal of funding from the Local Welfare Assistance Fund would risk causing short-term 
problems to escalate, creating crises, and leading to destitution. 
 
 
Chapter 3: Preventing poor children from becoming poor adults 
 
34. We are pleased to see acknowledgement within the strategy of the importance of family income 
as a determinant of educational outcomes. The suggestion that this can be tackled by focusing on 
supporting parents into work is, as discussed elsewhere, while welcome, inadequate in isolation. In 
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addition, while income is accepted as a barrier to educational attainment, other listed barriers are 
also affected by income.32  
 
35. Educational achievement is a London success story, particularly amongst children on free school 
meals. Over five years to 2012, the proportion of London 16 year-olds entitled to free school meals 
who got five GCSEs at A* to C rose by 16 percentage points to 55 per cent.33 However, this is still 7 
percentage points behind the average for all London 16 year-olds. Continued work is needed to 
sustain this improvement and to further narrow this attainment gap. We would also welcome 
continued work and monitoring to ensure that this higher educational achievement has the desired 
effect of increasing social mobility and preventing poor children becoming poor adults. 
 
36. We welcome the continued commitment to the Pupil Premium, and to ensuring that action is 
taken to close the educational attainment gap. Without action on family incomes, however, this 
approach is unlikely to succeed, and it is crucial that the futility and undesirability of trading off 
current for future poverty is recognised. 

 
Chapter 4: Working with businesses and local areas 
 
37. There is a strong focus in this section on voluntarism - employers and local authorities as having 
responsibility to deliver on child poverty too – but this is not backed up with much by way of 
concrete action. Moreover, there is no acknowledgement that government is ultimately responsible 
for setting the rules and regulations within which other actors operate – which is particularly 
relevant in the case of the labour market.  
 
38. Many of the levers for tackling child poverty are operated at national rather than local level but 
there are still actions that can be taken on a local level. The high costs in London mean the challenge 
of tackling child poverty is different in this capital to other parts of the country. This was recognised 
by the work of the London Child Poverty Commission. Since this no longer exists, this strategy should 
consider other mechanisms for tackling poverty in the capital, including role for the Mayor and 
Greater London Authority. 
 
39. The London Child Poverty Alliance has also developed ten ideas for Local Authorities for to tackle 
child poverty and increase family resilience. These recognise the opportunities they can take locally. 
These are: 

1. Local authorities should open up their vacancies to flexible working so parents can fit work 
around family life 

2. Local authorities should become accredited Living Wage employers and encourage local 
businesses to also sign up 

3. Offer every child in primary school a healthy meal through a universal free school meals 
programme 

4. Families in London should have access to high quality, affordable childcare 
5. Placing children’s centres at the heart of early intervention services in the borough 
6. All low-income working families should be able to access the safety net of an effective local 

social security assistance scheme 
7. Families should have access to independent debt, employment and benefits information and 

advice 
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8. Local authorities should not pass on the cost of the removal of the national Council Tax 
Benefit 

9. Local authorities should ensure homeless families are rehoused in homes that are stable, 
suitable and affordable 

10. Local authorities should implement robust measures to drive up standards for the private 
rented sector in their area 

 
40. We would welcome Government support to Local Authorities to implement these policies, 
including providing incentives. The Child Poverty Act (2010) places a duty on Local Authorities to 
produce a child poverty needs assessment and child poverty strategy. However, this duty is currently 
not being enforced and a number of boroughs do have needs assessments or strategies. We would 
like to see greater accountability with councils reporting centrally on the progress of their local 
strategies. 
 
Recommendations for priority areas 
 
41. As we express above, we are disappointed that the strategy contains so little by way of a 
roadmap, and that it fails to set out clear interim milestones, targets and measures by which the 
government will track progress to the 2020 goals. We would like to see annual reporting including 
steps that are being taken on a regional basis. The three themes outlined in the draft strategy – 
supporting families into work, improving living standards, and raising the educational attainment of 
poor children – provide a good framework for identifying key policy measures for tackling poverty. In 
this section, we outline the key areas underpinning these on which, in our expert view, a successful 
overall CPS must outline a clear strategy. In each case, the LCPA would be keen to work with the 
government to help identify the policy measures that such a strategy might incorporate. 
 
42. Wage levels and low pay. As outlined above, and as articulated by the Social Mobility and Child 
Poverty Commission,34 addressing in-work poverty is increasingly central to reducing child poverty. It 
is incumbent upon the government to have a clear strategy in this area, encompassing such issues as 
the minimum wage, the living wage, and progression in work. This strategy should recognise the 
additional costs associated with living in London with a London Minimum Wage. 
 
43. Maternal employment is a crucial aspect of child poverty reduction in London, with second 
earners key to improvements in family incomes. As discussed, maternal employment in London lags 
behind the rest of the country. A strategy to change this will include work with employers to 
increase the quality and availability of part time work, ensuring the availability of high quality, 
affordable childcare, including financial support that matches London childcare costs and second 
earner incentives under Universal Credit. 
 
44. Value of children’s benefits. As discussed above, benefits for families with children must form a 
key element in any strategy to reduce poverty. The recent and forthcoming erosion of the value of 
such benefits in the UK, including child benefit, is a key factor in projected increases in child poverty. 
It is essential that the CPS contains a clear vision for children’s benefits over the next three years. 
 
45. Ensuring people receive the support to which they are entitled. We would urge that the 
strategy include a commitment to promote take-up of existing benefits and a commitment to 
investigate and deal with maladministration of benefits, where these contribute to hardship. In 
addition, it is vital that the provision of Local Welfare Assistance be protected. Welfare reform 
coupled with rapidly rising rent costs in London risk making the capital unaffordable to families 
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claiming Housing Benefit. We would like to see Government tracking the effects of welfare reform in 
London and adopting a strategy responsive to emerging impacts. 
 
46. Children’s services. Notwithstanding the evidence (cited above) that services, including schools 
and children’s centres, cannot substitute for decent incomes, they are nonetheless an important 
part of the policy mix in tackling child poverty. The CPS should include a strategy for how services for 
children will tackle child poverty, including poverty-proofing the school day and monitoring the use 
of the Pupil Premium. 
 
47. In addition, we would like to see recognition that the high numbers of children living in poverty 
in London mean that a successful national strategy needs to consider how to tackle to issues that are 
specific to London. High costs in the capital mapped against a highly competitive jobs market can 
make it particularly challenging for families to move out and stay out of poverty. The strategy for 
tackling poverty in London should consider the role that the London Mayor and Greater London 
Authority could be playing in tackling poverty. 
 
_______________________________________________ 
 
 
For further information, please contact Megan Jarvie, London Campaign Coordinator at CPAG, at 
mjarvie@cpag.org.uk or on 020 7812 5210 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


