Tackling Child Poverty and 
Improving Life Chances: 
Consulting on a New Approach

The Government’s response to the consultation exercise
 

Introduction 
 

 
In December last year, the Government published Tackling Child Poverty and Improving Life Chances: Consulting on a New Approach, a consultation document which aimed to get views on potential new ways to tackle child poverty.  

The Government is grateful for the responses which have helped to inform our thinking and shape our child poverty strategy.  We were pleased with the level of response and the constructive approach taken by many respondents. There was a great deal of engagement and interest in the development of the strategy.
The consultation closed on 15 February. 280 responses were received from national and local charities, local government, delivery partners and individual members of the public. In addition to the formal written response, Ministers and officials conducted a series of meetings, roundtables and presentations with local child poverty networks and with national child poverty organisations. 

 

We also consulted children and young people via the Office of the Children’s Commissioner and the National Children’s Bureau, reviewed material on children’s views from the past decade and read all submissions reporting the views of children (eg Save the Children’s response).  We believe that this represents a full and complete consultation, in line with the requirements of the Child Poverty Act.

Shortly before the consultation was launched, Frank Field MP reported to the Prime Minister on his review into poverty and life chances.  During the consultation period, Graham Allen MP published his first report into early intervention.  Both these reports provided recommendations and guidance which we asked respondents to consider in this consultation, and which we have also been considering when drafting this strategy.  
  

In this consultation, the vast majority of respondents stressed their support for the Government’s ambition to address the wide range of issues affecting the quality of life and opportunities of poor children in the UK. The Government has responded with a strategy which we believe puts tackling child poverty at the very centre of our concept of social justice and our wider ambition to promote social mobility. 
We have used the responses to the consultation in a number of ways. 
In particular, it has helped clarify our thinking about how to improve children’s life chances and how policy can support what is most important to changing children’s lives positively.  We have heard about the role of good parenting and relationships, the need for a good home environment, the role of education in raising aspiration and the importance of health and well-being. Many saw these factors as ways to escape poverty.  The strategy sets out how we ensure early, sustained, decentralised and targeted support for children and families through reforms particularly to funding structures, such as the fairness premium which targets disadvantaged children and young people through a range of policies. 
We have also listened to concerns about not losing sight of the importance of income levels to disadvantaged families.  Respondents have pointed both to the importance of promoting the value of work as the route out of inter-generational poverty, and to the need to protect vulnerable families who cannot work.  A concern by respondents was to ensure that children who are in families that are in work, are lifted out of poverty.  We share this concern and our proposals for benefit reform should enable most families with children who have a parent in full time employment to have an income that lifts them out of poverty.  For those who we do not expect to work, we will bring forward proposals to enable these families to live with dignity through reforms to disability payments. 
The question on defining socio-economic disadvantage brought forward a range of responses. We had many views, with some stressing that the definition lacked a ‘social’ focus and others that it lacked an ‘economic’ focus. The advice will help us refine and measure progress on outcomes. 

The consultation has informed our thinking on issues including housing quality, school transport, highlighted by children in particular as an important consideration, providing extra-curricular activities to disadvantaged children in school, and data-sharing to improve family services.  
We have heard the call for the strategy to address the specific barriers facing the most disadvantaged groups of children. The strategy reflects that there has not been enough progress on narrowing the gaps for children at particularly high risk of poor attainment and development outcomes. We will have an increased focus on the impacts of policies on the most disadvantaged groups. 
We heard from many respondents who are keen for the Commission to begin its work immediately. As this will involve amending legislation, we have set out a clear plan for interim arrangements, ensuring that progress on tackling child poverty is not delayed.
  
 
Key views from the written consultation 
 
Below we summarise the most consistent themes that were highlighted by respondents drawn from both written and oral evidence during the consultation. 
 
1.  Coverage of the Child Poverty Strategy

 
The consultation focused on finding the right long-term solutions through prioritising opportunity, fairness and social mobility across society. These themes were broadly accepted by most respondents. However, some felt that they did not fully reflect those policy areas identified as building blocks within the Child Poverty Act 2010
. In particular, respondents suggested that there should be greater importance placed on income, employment and education and that the period beyond age five, particularly adolescence, should not be neglected.
 
 
	The Government’s response

 

Despite not explicitly addressing each building block in turn, consideration has been given to all areas made explicit within the Act. Relevant policies are incorporated across the strategy which recognise the importance of place and local delivery, and ensure that disadvantaged groups who are disproportionately affected by socio-economic impact are considered.
The strategy recognises that income is important for families living in poverty now.  However, the Government believes that focusing resources on lifting people above an arbitrary income line alone is a limited and unsustainable approach which detracts from investment in longer-term approaches to eradicate child poverty. 
 
While looking to provide better support for those who cannot work, such as parents with disabilities that prevent them from doing so, the strategy emphasises work as the best route out of poverty.  It outlines our policies, such as the Work Programme, to help more parents to enter, stay and progress in employment. 
 
The strategy focuses on radical systems transformation to break cycles of disadvantage by improving children’s life chances.  By focusing on improving services and targeting resource on the most disadvantaged through policies such as the Pupil Premium, increasing health visitors in Sure Start children’s centres and early years investment the Government believes it will empower families to lift themselves out of poverty.
 


   
 
2.   The life chances approach

By taking an approach that focuses on the multi-dimensional causes of poverty, the Government plans to help the most disadvantaged families and increase longer-term social mobility in the UK. Too often, the circumstances that children are born into, rather than their natural talents and efforts, drive their educational attainment. This, in turn, affects the attainment of their own children. 

An overwhelming feeling among respondents was that this was the right approach by Government. It was felt that life chance indicators would be an effective means of assessing the wider causes of poverty, though respondents stressed that improving life chances and increasing family incomes were not mutually exclusive choices. 
 
Respondents highlighted numerous factors which made the most difference to the life chances of children including: education; aspiration; good parenting; health; household income; access to support; housing; working parents; social inclusion and security. 
 
 
	The Government’s response:
The strategy reinforces the view that there should be a focus on both income and the broader range of life chances. However, the approach is based on our belief that a focus on life chances is a sustainable way to invest to achieve positive long-term outcomes. 
Children should be equipped to break the cycles of disadvantage that can lead to huge social and economic costs in the future, to make the best of their own ability and ensure that their own families do not suffer.  

The strategy recognises that policies need to represent value for money.  Investment in individuals, families and communities now can secure returns in future, but these have to be the right investments, in the right areas, in order to ensure that children benefit from them.


 

 

3.    Focusing on the early years

 
Respondents suggested that many of Frank Field’s recommendations should be incorporated into the child poverty strategy.  Field made a number of recommendations, including giving greater prominence to the early years or "Foundation Years" (pregnancy to age 5); opening up providing these services to new types of providers; better sharing of data on disadvantaged children; better use and collection of evidence about what works; and continuing efforts to minimise the gap between richer and poorer children, especially by improving parental engagement.  Respondents also stressed that the focus on early years should not be at the expense of critical stages throughout children’s later lives.
  
	The Government’s response:
We agree with Frank Field’s emphasis on targeting funding at the most disadvantaged wherever possible, narrowing gaps as early as possible and refocusing Sure Start to achieve that, whilst retaining some universal services.  This is reflected in the strategy which sets out the importance we place on the early years of child development in tackling poverty. 
We will be working closely with others to develop the evidence in this area and will also need to consider Dame Clare Tickell’s review of the Early Years ‘Foundation Stage’ which will be published shortly. The strategy affirms the vital importance of early years and looks to strengthen this work, but not at the expense of later childhood. It strongly reinforces a life stages approach to ensure life chances are improved throughout key stages of life.




 
 
4.    The benefits of early intervention

 
Respondents acknowledged the importance of early intervention and proposed that it be incorporated as an approach into the child poverty strategy. Intervening early in children’s lives was highlighted as important as it puts more of a focus on 0-3 year olds when their cognitive and non-cognitive skills are developing at their fastest. 

It was suggested by respondents to the consultation that parents in need of support should be identified early and that there should be better guidance and support for practitioners and agencies involved with families with problems.  However, respondents also highlighted the importance of intervening early at any time a child or young person exhibited problems to make sure their development was not compromised.  Adequate funding and training was seen as key to its success. 
 
Many said that the child poverty strategy provided an opportunity to bring together the findings of both the Field and Allen reviews, along with Alan Milburn’s work on social mobility in one coherent strategy. 
 

	The Government’s response
 

The evidence from the Allen review has informed our new approach towards improving life chances. Through the Child Poverty Strategy, we are building a co-ordinated, locally-led structure that aims to support children throughout childhood and youth, and builds the capability they need to move forward into positive adulthood. The strategy seeks to ensure early, sustained, decentralised and appropriate support to improve life chances. 

 

This strategy responds to some parts of the Allen review, whilst the Social Mobility Strategy sets out the Government’s high level response to both Frank Field and Graham Allen’s recommendations. We will also issue an early years policy statement later in the year. We accept that early intervention is one of the best ways of ensuring that children’s life chances are improved, but have to ensure that such interventions represent the best value for money and achieve the best results for children. 



 
5.    The definition of socio-economic disadvantage

 

Several respondents welcomed the importance of linking parental resources, access to meaningful activities and relationships to future outcomes. However, others felt that the proposed definition of socio-economic disadvantage was too vague, open to misinterpretation and unquantifiable. 
Some felt that the definition lacked a focus on income and the importance of material deprivation.  It was suggested that more established indicators, such as the relative poverty measure would provide a better benchmark for comparison with other countries.   

There was a view from some that the definition placed too much focus on parents at the expense of wider social conditions which led to disadvantage, such as inequality of access to opportunities, worklessness and provision of services.
 

	The Government’s response:
 

The child poverty strategy acknowledges the need for a broader understanding of poverty that goes beyond simply looking at income, whilst emphasising that the new approach does not detract from measuring and tackling immediate material poverty.

 

In developing our framework for monitoring progress we have considered the targets in the Act, our definition of socio-economic disadvantage and our wider understanding of what it means to live in poverty today.  We have been open to the concerns raised in the consultation response that the broad definition was open to misinterpretation and unquantifiable.

We will therefore have a suite of indicators, incorporating the measures in the Child Poverty Act, that reflect our strategic priorities in a quantifiable and precise way while putting an increased onus on children’s outcomes. As a result, we will have a set of headline indicators that capture outcomes related to health, education and worklessness, alongside the numbers engaging in risky behaviours that can have negative effects, including teenage pregnancy and youth offending. 
Much work is being carried out across Government to improve the evidence base around children’s outcomes and factors that drive child poverty.  

 


 

 
 

6.   Enhancing local partnerships and innovative delivery

 
Many respondents strongly called for a more co-ordinated approach between all agencies contributing to helping disadvantaged families. It was felt that eradicating child poverty required a multi-agency approach to ensure the development of shared outcomes across services, with budgets streamlined and pooled. This would encourage collaboration at every level.
 
It was believed that local authorities could employ a joined-up approach, improve their provision of services, within the constraints of reduced budgets, reduce worklessness and recognise the role which wider partners could play. 
 
In particular, there was considerable interest in the role of the voluntary, community and private sectors. It was widely felt that these sectors could support local approaches to help combat poverty and improve life chances by providing community services, working in partnership with statutory agencies and supporting education.  It was considered that the VCS could be helped in this through more sustainable funding, a simpler commissioning process, promotion of their services and access to premises and expertise.      
 
 
	The Government’s response:

 
Across government, we are undertaking a radical programme of reform to deliver our long-term and sustainable strategy for achieving social justice and improving social mobility. However, central government cannot drive this transformation alone. 
 

We believe that the services that transform family lives must be prioritised in line with the evidence, and be at the forefront of local delivery. Services must be more diverse, more cost-effective, better targeted, more trusted and less bound by bureaucracy. The strategy promotes the view that where alternative providers can step in with more effective provision than traditional agencies then they should be encouraged to do so. 
We have already provided non-statutory guidance to facilitate local child poverty needs assessments and strategies to tackle child poverty to support local partners. The national strategy highlights good practice and points to shared resources across partners such as the Child Poverty Community of practice website.
We believe that local communities should be empowered to address local issues, and have also removed much of the ring-fencing and prescription that the previous Government relied upon.  Reform therefore includes the drive to push power away from the centre to local government and beyond - to communities and community organisations, to voluntary groups and private sector investors.
  


 
 
7.   The Child Poverty Commission

 
Respondents generally agreed that the role and remit of the Child Poverty Commission should be broadened. Respondents believed that the Commission as set out in the Child Poverty Act should have ‘teeth’ to enable it to hold government to account and should be representative of those it sought to help. It was stressed that the Commission should be set up as soon as possible.  Some respondents suggested that the Commission should be able to advise retrospectively on the child poverty strategy.     
 
	The Government’s response:

 

We believe that Government action on child poverty must tackle the causes and not just the symptoms of poverty. It is therefore important that the framework underpinning Government action can drive progress towards improving life chances and increasing social mobility as well as reducing child poverty.

 

In this context we have considered very carefully the requirement in the Child Poverty Act to establish a Child Poverty Commission. We share the view of most respondents that such a body would not contribute sufficiently to our goal of reducing child poverty.  We have therefore decided to strengthen its role in holding Government to account, whilst amending its advisory functions. We plan to set up a broader Commission which will monitor and drive progress towards ending child poverty, improving life chances, and increasing social mobility. 
Until the new Commission is in place, robust interim arrangements are necessary to ensure work towards reducing child poverty progresses. Until legislation is amended, Alan Milburn will extend his role as Independent Reviewer on Social Mobility to include child poverty. To provide continuity between the work of the Review and the work of the new Commission, Alan Milburn will also be Acting Chair for a short interim period after the Commission is established, while a permanent Chair is appointed through open competition. We intend to appoint a Chair and Vice Chair providing scope for both the social mobility agenda and the child poverty agenda to have strong representation on the Commission.

 


 

Summary of responses to the written consultation
The organisational breakdown of respondents was as follows:
Voluntary and community sector organisations                                
92
Local authorities and organisations of local authorities                    
68
Practitioners working with children, young people and families
32
Other*                                                                                                 
30
Central Government                                                                          
16
Research bodies and academics                                                        16
Public bodies and named partners in the Child Poverty Act

13
Families and organisations representing families and children    
  8
Social Enterprises                                                                                 5
*Those which fell into the ‘other’ category included unions, consultants, partnerships and individuals. 
As some respondents may have offered a number of options for questions, total percentages listed under any one question may exceed 100%.  Throughout the report, percentages are expressed as a measure of those answering each question, not as a measure of all respondents.  

The report starts with an overview, followed by a summary analysis of each question within the consultation. 

 

Annex 1: lists all non-confidential respondents to the consultation document.  
Q1
What do you think are the key points from the Frank Field Review which 
the Government needs to incorporate into the child poverty strategy?
Respondents generally welcomed the recommendations from the Frank Field Review.

151 (68%) considered that the child poverty strategy should focus on the foundation years (pregnancy to five years) and on early intervention.  They agreed with Frank Field that this stage should be given prominence alongside the primary and secondary school phases, given that helping to reduce disadvantage in a child’s early years would help to improve their chances later in life. Similarly, early intervention was viewed as an important method for identifying need at an early stage so that measures could be put in place to deal with problems associated with child poverty. The proposals for improved anti-natal care for ‘at risk’ mothers such as many teenage mothers and the universal assessment of children at age two to identify any delay in development were both believed to be important ways of implementing measures to ensure that every child was able to make the best start in life.
97 respondents (44%) agreed with Frank Field’s recommendation to improve services, such as introducing measures to develop service quality, encouraging data sharing and ensuring robust evaluation to ensure that services were cost-effective and meeting the needs of users. Respondents approved of the recommendation to refocus children’s centres to their original remit of targeting the most disadvantaged families, but also providing universal services such as the registration of births. It was felt that this would help to remove any possible stigma of ‘failure’ in accessing them whilst also providing a greater social mix. Respondents considered it right that children’s centres became the hub of the community providing a ‘one-stop-shop’ of services such as midwives, health visitors and Jobcentre Plus advisors.

88 respondents (40%) thought that the importance of parents and the home environment should be incorporated into the Child Poverty Strategy as reflected in Frank Field’s review. It was acknowledged that the impact of positive parenting was the greatest influence in a child’s life.  Many respondents emphasised the relevance of the ‘Think Family’ culture, stressing that supporting parents was an integral part of improving the life chances of the most disadvantaged children. Respondents supported the development of parenting programmes which focused on imparting good parenting skills such as engaging in a child’s learning, setting boundaries and recognising the importance of healthy eating and sleep. 
82 responses (37%) agreed with the premise in Frank Field’s review that child poverty was determined by a wider range of indictors than income alone.  However, many were of the opinion that this should not lead to the devaluing of the significance of household income as a major factor in determining a child’s life chances.  The importance of sufficient finances to buy essentials, pay bills etc, it was felt, could not be understated and respondents suggested that lack of attention to this element of disadvantage could result in failure to meet national targets on child poverty.      
In line with this view, 75 respondents (34%) proposed the adoption of Frank Field’s ‘life chance indicators’, alongside income-related measures, as part of the Child Poverty Strategy.  There was support for the indicators and it was believed that they would have a number of advantages, such as:

· providing a more comprehensive approach to measuring child poverty
· providing a complete measure of the causes of child poverty to help inform policy 

· enabling effective measuring of the quality of services for the most needy

· potential to link to the government outcomes framework
· potential to provide international comparisons.
Respondents cautioned that the introduction of the new indicators should not increase the burden on service providers to collect and monitor data and that the process should not be overly bureaucratic.

79 respondents (36%) highlighted the importance of education in helping disadvantaged children to improve their life chances and increase their social mobility. The recommendations for schools to narrow the attainment gap between richer and poorer children and to improve engagement with parents were welcomed. 
Including parenting in the national curriculum was considered to be a positive move and it was suggested that a number of other useful life skills could be included, such as sex and relationship education and financial management skills.  

47 respondents (21%) supported Frank Field’s recommendation for high quality, graduate-led childcare from age two for the most disadvantaged families.  It was proposed that such a measure would help to support parents back into education, training or employment and would provide valuable early years development for some of the most disadvantaged children.  
20 respondents (9%) touched on employment issues, particularly promoting the importance of work to help break the cycle of disadvantage within the poorest families, providing positive role models for children and discouraging the benefits culture.  
Q2
What are your thoughts on the best way to incorporate early intervention 
into the child poverty strategy? (Note: We expect that the Graham Allen 
Review's interim report will be published before our consultation closes 
on the 15th February 2011. Respondents are welcome to include any 
reflections on the report in their responses).
Respondents welcomed the outcomes of Graham Allen’s interim report, many believing that investment in early intervention, and preventative measures, was the most cost-effective means of improving the lives of children in poverty. The concept of helping people to help themselves by strengthening the capacity and resilience of families was considered to be a key factor in helping them to escape poverty and reduce the need for reactive services.  

106 respondents (56%) thought that providing support for parents was the best way to incorporate early intervention into the child poverty strategy. It was noted that early intervention at this stage would better equip them for parenthood, which would in turn reduce their dependence on public services. Suggestions on how parents could be helped were many and varied and included: 
· increasing the number of health visitors and expanding access to the family nurse partnership programme for first time young mothers
· providing parenting courses for mothers/fathers to be, and new parents, to instil good practice at the earliest stage

· helping with affordable childcare and transport costs to enable parents to take up training/employment opportunities 

· providing early intervention action plans for families with the greatest need, such as where a child is disabled
· providing emotional and practical support pre/post-birth, e.g. via professionals in children’s centres

· providing outreach to encourage the engagement of hard to reach families

· instilling aspiration, confidence and motivation to help parents into training and employment

· encouraging family-friendly employment practices, such as ensuring full maternity/paternity leave was taken and allowing flexibility around school holidays.
Whilst there was much support for focus on the early years phase, 70 respondents (37%) cautioned that early intervention meant identifying and acting on a problem at an early stage and that, as such, could be applied to children and young people at any age.  Adolescence was singled out as a particularly important period when early intervention could be essential, given that it was during this phase of development that young people were likely to experiment with risky behaviours which could result in teenage pregnancy, brushes with the youth justice system and substance misuse.  
50 respondents (26%) advocated a joined-up approach to early intervention whereby statutory and third sector organisations worked together to provide integrated and seamless services.  There were a number of suggestions about how this joint approach could be most effective, including: 
· improving communication and information-sharing across agencies

· use of lead professionals, keyworkers and ‘teams around the child’ to provide continuity for ‘at risk’ families where a number of agencies were involved
· increased use of the common assessment framework as the first stage in determining the need for support
· improved links between children’s and adult services for a whole family approach 

· sharing good practice and providing an evidence base from which to develop policy, e.g. lessons learned from the Early Intervention Place pilots and research/evidence collated by the proposed Early Intervention Foundation 

· co-location of services, such as health and education in children’s centres 
· joint commissioning e.g. GP consortia working with local authorities to commission evidence-based preventative interventions. 
37 respondents (19%) said that early intervention could be incorporated in to the Child Poverty Strategy through education, particularly around Graham Allen’s concept of ‘school readiness’.  It was accepted that a good educational start in life had the potential for long term benefits in that it could improve a child’s life chances and social mobility, however poor their background.  Respondents suggested that children could be encouraged to become school ready through interaction with their parents and attending early years settings. It was suggested that parenting programmes could be used to stress the importance of stimulating babies and children through play, talking, counting, reading etc. from the earliest stage of cognitive development, so that they were receptive when they started formal education.  Respondents also suggested educational early intervention for the 14-19 age group, such as learning life skills in readiness for adulthood and having a range of vocational opportunities for those who opted for this pathway, rather than the academic route.  
36 respondents (19%) indicated that funding would be necessary to ensure that the early intervention measures outlined in the Graham Allen Report were realised, such as increasing the number of health visitors and family nurses.  Whilst respondents welcomed the introduction of the Early Intervention Grant, there was some concern that it did not match previous funding streams and that it was not ring-fenced. There was a suggestion that early intervention should be considered as part of mainstream services, so that funding was not project-based and therefore likely to be short term. 

24 respondents (13%) said that training would be an important consideration in order to effectively embed early intervention into the Child Poverty Strategy, for example to equip practitioners to deliver parenting programmes.  Ensuring that the workforce had the capability to identify cases where preventative measures, intervention or referral was needed were considered essential.  Respondents also felt that development of frontline staff would be necessary to ensure that they were aware of the issues relating to poverty and how to tackle them, were able to engage with hard to reach families and understood the importance of multi-agency working. 
13 respondents (7%) considered that the benefits system would need to be reviewed and that there should be more encouragement to work.  It was felt that the current benefits structure provided little incentive for lone parents to work and encouraged large families. Respondents welcomed the Welfare Reform Bill and its intention to ‘make work pay’ and hoped that this would help to break the inter-generational cycle of welfare dependency.  Job clubs, work preparation schemes and more flexible job opportunities were suggested as methods of intervention to help workless families to enter the labour market. 

Q3
Do you agree with our working definition of socio-economic 
disadvantage?
There were 210 responses to this question.

Yes 87 (41%)
No 48 (23%)

Not Sure 75 (36%)

There were mixed views on the working definition of socio-economic disadvantage. 
Where respondents disagreed or were unsure, it was largely down to the belief that the definition was too vague and open to subjective interpretation.  The terms ‘resources’ and ‘meaningful’ were highlighted as being particularly unclear. Respondents also questioned how the definition could be used as a means of assessing outcomes when there were no performance indictors with which to measure progress.  It was suggested that a link to the life chance indictors proposed in the Frank Field Review could be used for this purpose. 
64 respondents (30%) thought that the definition lacked a focus on income and the importance of material deprivation and, as such, did not reflect the definition in the Child Poverty Act. It was suggested that using a recognised measurement of poverty, such as 60% of the national median of household income, would allow quantification of performance in eradicating poverty and would provide a benchmark for comparison with other countries.   
19 respondents (9%) were of the opinion that the definition failed to reflect environmental influences, such as home life, housing, neighbourhood and the local community.   There was a view from some that the definition placed too much focus on parents at the expense of wider social conditions which led to disadvantage, such as inequality of access to opportunities, worklessness and provision of services.
Several respondents also commented that the definition did not pick up on a number of target groups which were particularly susceptible to socio-economic disadvantage, such as:

· looked after children
· disabled children

· gypsy, Roma and traveller children

· children from minority ethnic groups

· refugee and asylum seeking children
· young carers
· young people not in education, employment ort training (NEETS).
A range of alternative definitions was suggested, such as those used by DWP, UNICEF and the Joseph Rowntree Foundation, and several respondents suggested their own wording. 

Q4
Are these the right areas for the child poverty strategy to cover?
There were 213 responses to this question.

Yes 107 (50%)
No 38 (18%)

Not Sure 68 (32%)

Half of all respondents who answered this question agreed that the right areas for the child poverty strategy had been identified for the strategy, namely:

· Early Intervention and the ‘Foundation Years’

· Employment and Skills

· Financial Support

· Devolving Power 
Where respondents disagreed, they felt that there had been omissions and suggested that the list should reflect the building blocks set out in the Child Poverty Act 2010, particularly:

· Place: housing, the environment and social inclusion

· Development/promotion of parental skills and provision of information, advice and guidance

· Physical and mental health, education, childcare and social services.
87 respondents (41%) highlighted the importance of income and employment in addressing poverty.  Supporting families to help themselves was viewed as an integral factor and respondents suggested:

· Increasing the financial literacy of families in poverty by providing advice on how to maximise their income, whether by making them fully aware of their welfare entitlement or helping them to manage their finances and stop the cycle of debt
· Improving financial inclusion amongst the poorest families by helping them to access bank accounts, avenues for credit which avoided high interest ‘doorstep’ borrowing and low-tariff energy

· Alleviating the trap of ‘in-work poverty’ where the income of people in low paid jobs was barely at subsistence level, by improving pay and conditions and providing opportunities for progression into better paid employment
· Creating pathways to employment by providing training/reskilling to make people ‘work ready’ and affordable childcare and flexible working hours to enable them to take up employment opportunities. 

39 respondents (18%) whilst welcoming the inclusion of early intervention and the ‘foundation years’ within the Child Poverty Strategy, noted the lack of reference to support beyond the early years. It was felt that attention should not be deflected from other key transition points in a child’s life such as between foundation stage education, through primary, secondary and on to post-16 options. Timely intervention at adolescence was thought to be particularly important in order to provide information, advice and guidance on education, training and employment options and sex and relationships pre-parenthood.
25 respondents (12%) thought that the role that education played in helping disadvantaged children to fulfil their potential should be more clearly set out in the Child Poverty Strategy.  The value of a good home learning environment and attendance at a high quality early years provider was acknowledged in improving a child’s capacity to learn at the earliest stages. Respondents considered that these were useful interventions which could help to narrow the attainment gap between richer and poorer children, break generational patterns of underachievement and reduce the number of young people not in education, employment or training. 

Where respondents commented on ‘devolving power’, the main concern was the ability of local authorities and partners to make sufficient progress in reducing child poverty, given the background of spending cuts and diminishing resources. It was proposed that local authorities would need central government to support the devolution process by providing guidance, training, data and a mechanism for accountability.  There was a view that ‘devolving power’ did not fit with the other three areas identified for the strategy in that it represented procedural reform rather than a means to reduce poverty.    

Q5
Do you agree that the role and the remit of the Child Poverty 
Commission should be broadened to reflect the new approach?
There were 194 responses to this question.

Yes 143 (74%)
No 11 (6%)

Not Sure 40 (20%)

The majority of respondents agreed that the role and remit of the Child Poverty Commission should be broadened to reflect life chances and social mobility in addition to poverty.  It was considered that this would strengthen the purpose of the commission, avoid duplication and provide a more holistic approach to tackling child poverty.  Respondents advised however that the broader remit should in no way dilute the focus on meeting child poverty targets or weaken the original premise for establishing the Commission.   
31 respondents (16%) said that the Child Poverty Commission must have the power to influence change and really make a difference.  It was felt that the Commission must be independent of government to enable it to challenge government policy and hold ministers to account for their progress towards meeting child poverty targets.  An annual report, produced by the Commission, which outlined progress towards implementing the Child Poverty Strategy, was proposed as a means of making government accountable.  
17 respondents (9%) noted that the Commission must be representative and comprised of people with the appropriate knowledge and experience to understand the issues surrounding families living in poverty. Suggestions for its membership included:

· practitioners who work with disadvantaged families
· people who had experienced poverty

· representative organisations from the third sector, such as NAVCA, ACEVO and NCVYS 

· Greater London Authority given the high levels of poverty in the capital.
Respondents also stated that the Commission should work with local government to understand how policy impacted on local practice, and that it should consult widely with a range of stakeholders to benefit from their expertise.  The Early Intervention Foundation was also suggested as a useful vehicle which could feed in evidence and evaluation of successful measures to the work of the Commission.  

A number of respondents mentioned the provision within the Child Poverty Act which stated that the Secretary of State should be advised by the Commission in preparing the Child Poverty Strategy. As such, they called for the Commission to be established without further delay and for it to be consulted retrospectively on the strategy, in line with legislation. 
Q6
What do you think makes the most difference to the life chances of 
children?
153 respondents (63%) identified education and aspiration as making the most difference to the life chances of children. Education was viewed by many as a gateway out of poverty and much research was cited in evidence of this.  Respondents stated that parental provision of a good home learning environment and engagement in their children’s education helped to support their progress through the education system.  High parental aspiration for their children was also thought to be a key factor in bolstering a child’s self-esteem, raising their educational expectations and determining their success in life
147 respondents (60%) highlighted good parenting, believing that the most important relationship in a child’s life and their greatest influence and role model was their parents. The benefit of a secure and nurturing attachment and the effect of positive parenting on a child’s life chances, such as providing praise and encouragement, setting behavioural boundaries and taking responsibility were acknowledged.
79 respondents (32%) thought that health and wellbeing made a difference and outlined measures which could be taken to give children the best chance in life, such as: providing a healthy diet, early identification of health problems, access to appropriate services and the absence of smoking, alcohol and substance misuse in the home.    
79 respondents (32%) said that household income was an important indicator of a child’s life chances, given the strong link between wealth and social mobility.  It was noted that income level was fundamental in determining the type of housing and neighbourhood in which children lived, the school they attended and the enrichment opportunities that were available to them. Moreover, the link between material poverty and social exclusion was thought to be a major factor. Pressure to fit in with their peers by having branded clothing, mobile phones, laptops and pocket money was highlighted as a major barrier to disadvantaged children being able to develop friendships and avoid bullying.    
68 respondents (28%) maintained that access to support and services, such as help with parenting, childcare and financial advice, made a difference to the life chances of children.  Being able to recognise the need for help and having the wherewithal to access it was viewed as an important first step, particular amongst hard to reach, disadvantaged families, towards building resilience. The need for universal, non-stigmatising services was acknowledged, such as the children’s centre model advocated by Frank Field.     
67 respondents (27%) thought that housing and the environment was a factor, many associating child poverty with poor living standards, overcrowding, temporary accommodation and homelessness.  Adequate living standards were thought to be essential in providing a child with basic facilities and their own personal space to play and learn. Community infrastructure and regeneration was also believed to be important with respondents mentioning the need for good local services, green spaces and play areas, transport networks (particularly in rural areas) and job opportunities.  Housing was identified as being a particular problem in London.

66 respondents (27%) highlighted the need for children to have working parents. Having positive role models and understanding the work ethic was thought to be vital in breaking the inter-generational worklessness and benefits culture and providing children with high aspirations. It was suggested that where families lived in unemployment, there was a greater propensity for the children to develop mental health issues, become young offenders or fail to engage in education, training or work. Respondents highlighted the need for childcare and cautioned against the need for parents in low paid jobs to work long hours which reduced the amount of time they were able to spend with their children.  
60 respondents (25%) mentioned social inclusion and engaging in activities. It was felt that widening a child’s experiences would support better life chances and social mobility. There were many suggestions such as: 


· school visits and after school clubs

· outdoor play, gym and sport

· music, drama and dance classes

· cubs, scouts, guides etc. 

· family days out. 

Respondents considered that many children living in poverty did not have the same equality of opportunity to engage in such activities, especially disabled children or children living with/caring for a disabled parent.  Isolation within the community was also thought to be a major problem, particularly for children from minority ethnic groups who might face discrimination and find it harder to develop a network of friends. 

48 respondents (20%) identified security and stability as a means of improving the life chances of children living in poverty.  Factors such as domestic violence, conflict, family break-up, absent fathers, neglect, abuse, trauma and transience were thought to be negative influences, along with living in unsafe neighbourhoods associated with high crime rates.  Respondents stressed the need for constancy in a child’s life and a strong family unit.
There were also suggestions to:

· Consult children and young people to gain their perspective of what they felt made a difference to their life chances
· Look at evidence from other countries, particularly Scandinavia, which had seen improvements in the life chances of children living in poverty.

Q7
Are there additional measures, compatible with our fiscal approach, 
which could help us combat poverty and improve life chances?
There were 218 responses to this question.

Yes 146 (67%)
No 7 (3%)

Not Sure 65 (30%)

The majority of respondents agreed that there were additional measures, compatible with our fiscal approach, which could help us combat poverty and improve life chances.

Respondents welcomed measures such as increasing the number of health visitors, the introduction of the Work Programme and Universal Credit and changes to Child Tax Credits. However, 66 respondents (30%) were concerned that the fiscal approach was detrimental to combating poverty.  Cuts announced as part of the Comprehensive Spending Review and plans to reform the welfare system were believed to have the biggest impact on the poorest in society, for example:

· closure of community facilities such as children’s centres, libraries and leisure facilities  
· loss of public sector jobs and the impact on services with the reduction in local authority budgets
· loss of Housing Benefit for long-term claimants and a cap on Local Housing Allowance

· cuts to the childcare element of Working Tax Credits

· cuts to grant funding such as the Supporting People Grant

· increase in VAT rate.
It was suggested that an equality impact assessment on fiscal policy should be undertaken to determine whether the poorest sectors of society would be unfairly disadvantaged and where counteraction measures where necessary. 

39 respondents (18%) thought that additional measures could be introduced to improve employment opportunities, particularly:

· increasing the minimum wage to combat ‘in work’ poverty

· providing work tasters, volunteering opportunities and apprenticeship training to help young people into the workplace

· funding adult learning to improve jobseekers employment prospects

· providing childcare and flexible working patterns to support parents into the workplace

· investing in low-skilled jobs and manufacturing.
37 respondents (17%) thought that more could be done to help combat poverty and improve life chances through education.  Cuts to school budgets were mentioned as being unhelpful, though there was support for the introduction of the Fairness Premium.  Loss of Education Maintenance Allowance (EMA), the Connexions service and a rise in university tuition fees were considered to be detrimental measures in encouraging young people to continue their education, though it was acknowledged that an enhanced Discretionary Learner Support fund had been proposed to replace EMA.  Programmes to develop life skills, such as literacy, budgeting and parenting were proposed.

36 respondents (17%) recommended a review of the benefits system. The introduction of Universal Credit was viewed as a positive measure in providing an incentive to get more people into work, and particularly lower paid jobs, with its principle of ‘making work pay’.  However, other welfare payments were considered to have the converse effect. Respondents called for reform of those which discouraged couples with children to stay together and encouraged claimants to increase the size of their families to bolster their entitlements and avoid joining the job market.  It was suggested that there should be a cap on benefits in such circumstances to curtail the number of children being born into poverty. 
32 respondents (15%) identified multi-agency working as an additional measure which could help combat poverty and improve life chances.  The Community Budget pilot was considered to be a helpful move in that it would allow services to be integrated and configured around the family. A joined-up approach was also believed to be a means to reduce duplication and provide more efficient and coherent services.  


Q8
What further steps can be taken to help local authorities to reduce 
poverty and improve life chances?
83 respondents (65%) advocated a joined-up approach to help local authorities to reduce poverty and improve life chances, given that the child poverty agenda spanned a range of services such as: health, education and social care. A range of measures was suggested to support a more integrated approach, for example:

· collaboration across government departments to promote coherent policymaking 
· co-location of services, such as the Children’s Centre model
· pooling resources, such as the Early Intervention Grant and Community Budgets, to help families with multiple needs and target local priorities

· partnership working, such as Children’s Trusts
· sharing and tracking of data to identify target areas, focus interventions to those most in need of support and monitor/measure the impact of those interventions
· information sharing across agencies
· multi-agency training to ensure a coherent approach to intervention
· using the key worker approach e.g. Parent Support Advisor and Family Support Worker.
49 respondents (39%) suggested that local authorities should focus on improved provision of services, by, for example:
· making local authorities accountable by ensuring they met their legal duty to measure and tackle child poverty in their areas  
· protecting local facilities such as libraries 

· increasing the capacity of essential services such as social workers to support the early intervention agenda

· improving assessment and referral procedures

· involving stakeholders in the development and design of services to ensure they were fit for purpose 

· providing more early years childcare and after school care places to help parents into work, training or education
· embedding the early intervention approach into local authorities’ needs assessments to inform the commissioning of services.
Many respondents referred to the cuts in local authority budgets, following the Comprehensive Spending Review, and the impact this had made on their capacity to deliver essential services, particularly in the poorest areas where need was greatest.  Respondents proposed that the Early Intervention Grant should be allocated based on socio-economic disadvantage and was sufficient to enable local authorities to meet their commitments to reducing child poverty.   

24 respondents (19%) thought that local authorities should focus their efforts on supporting parents into training or employment to reduce poverty and improve life chances.  It was acknowledged that helping workless parents to help themselves rather than depend on benefits would, in turn, have a positive impact on their children.  Respondents suggested providing more training places, paid work experience placements or community work to help prepare them for employment. 
20 respondents (16%) proposed that local authorities should recognise the role that the voluntary and community sector could play in reducing child poverty, given the experience and expertise of such organisations in working with local disadvantaged families. It was believed that those in need of support were often more likely to engage with third sector organisations, rather than statutory services, fearing, for example, that the latter might deem them incapable of caring for their children adequately and remove them.  Respondents considered that the private sector could help in terms of investment and local enterprise to create jobs. It was noted however that the loss of the Regional Development Agencies had hampered local authorities’ influence on relocation of businesses.  
Other suggestions included:

· acting on leadership from central government

· increasing investment in social housing estates 

· conducting research into the causes of poverty and identifying those approaches which had proved effective in reducing it

· acting on the outcomes of Community Budget pilots evaluation
· utilising the expertise of the Child Poverty Commission.
Q9
How can the voluntary, community and private sectors contribute most 
effectively to local approaches to tackling child poverty and improving 
life chances?
Many respondents recognised the valuable contribution the voluntary and community sectors (VCS) could make in tackling child poverty and improving life chances. Their strong local focus, independence and flexibility, it was felt, helped in engaging those families who were less likely to seek help from statutory services. They were viewed as being able to bridge the gap between local authorities and the community, by gaining the trust of local people, having greater credibility and lacking the stigma associated with more ‘official’ means of support.  Respondents considered that they were ideally placed to help build strong, resilient communities by engaging and empowering families in poverty, thereby strengthening the localism agenda and the Big Society ethic.    
94 respondents (53%) said that this could be achieved by providing a range of services within local communities, such as:
· credit unions to help with debt management and encourage saving

· advice on accessing welfare entitlements 
· drop-ins for advice on parenting, budgeting, housing, health matters etc.
· one to one outreach services such as counselling
· community coaches and mentors working with families to navigate routes to statutory agencies
· advocacy to help less confident families in dealing with authorities

· childcare and playgroups

· housing associations
· volunteering opportunities as a gateway to employment

· personal development courses, such as parenting, communication skills and career planning.
Respondents thought that employers could contribute by:

· providing more pathways to work such as apprenticeships and on the job training

· adopting family-friendly work policies to support working parents

· improving pay and providing frameworks for progression

· providing more sustainable job opportunities
· working with schools to provide an introduction to the world of work for young people 

· taking corporate social responsibility for their communities by investing in and sponsoring local initiatives
· energy providers advising on energy efficiency and providing more economical tariffs. 
74 respondents (42%) said that the VCS would need adequate funding in order to be able to tackle child poverty and improve life chances.  There was some concern that cuts to local authority budgets and the impact of the recession on the private sector would reduce the funding available to the VCS, which could restrict their capacity to continue to provide local services. Respondents noted that the VCS was a value for money option given that much of their workforce gave their time voluntarily, and that, as such, it was unwise not to capitalise on this.  The lack of sustainable funding was thought to be problematic as VCS organisations often had to curtail successful interventions as grant funding came to an end.  Respondents suggested that clearer funding streams and a less risk-averse attitude on the part of local authorities would help to support the work of the VCS.     
71 respondents (40%) identified partnership working between local authorities and the VCS.  It was suggested that working together would bring about the greatest success in tackling child poverty and improving life chances, given the VCS’s strength in community engagement and the local authorities’ capacity and infrastructure. It was proposed that such an arrangement would help to reduce duplication, promote the sharing of knowledge, evidence and data and help in the development of workable local solutions to reducing child poverty.  Respondents highlighted the children’s centre model as a vehicle by which statutory and VCS services could work together to improve life chances.      
29 respondents (16%) identified a range of means by which the VCS could be supported in order to make it more effective. Simplifying the commissioning process, by reducing the bureaucracy associated with tendering was suggested as an important step. Respondents felt that valuable VCS resources were wasted in completing lengthy and complicated bids, often for short term funding, which added to their costs and diverted them from providing frontline services. More transparent specifications were requested, which clearly set out the expectations for successful applications along with help for smaller, local groups who lacked expertise in this area. Respondents also thought that more could be done to promote VCS services, such as through local authorities ‘signposting’ people to the appropriate VCS organisation.  There was a suggestion that the VCS could be supported, particularly by the private sector, through the provision of premises, expertise and shared services, such as communications.          

22 respondents (13%) believed that the VCS and private sector could focus their attention on education.  Volunteers were viewed as being able to make a valuable contribution through:

· running after-school clubs, playschemes and youth clubs
· helping out as reading assistants in schools
· running clubs such as brownies and organising church activities 

· delivering life/work/parenting skills classes for young people
· teaching English to those with poor English to help improve their employability.


Q10
Please use this space for any other comments you would like to make
Many of the comments made by respondents in response to this question have been covered in the questions above.  Other recurring issues included:

· the lack of identification of high risk and disadvantaged groups (such as disabled children and children with special educational needs, such as children in care, teenage parents, minority ethnic groups, refugees and asylum seekers and travellers) who might not appear in official poverty datasets and who warranted particular attention in the Child Poverty Strategy

· the need to include in the strategy a trajectory, with appropriate interim targets and milestones leading up to 2020, along with an implementation plan and measurement criteria

· the need to consult children, young people and parents about their experiences of living in poverty and acting on feedback to identify those interventions which had been successful for them
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� Section 9(5) of The Child Poverty Act 2010 (� HYPERLINK "http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2010/9/section/9" ��http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2010/9/section/9�) requires the Government to consider policies in five particular areas, known as the “building Blocks.”  These are (i) parental employment and skills, (ii) financial support, (iii) promotion of parenting skills, (iv) physical and mental health, education, childcare and social services, and (v) housing, the built or natural environment and the promotion of social inclusion.








