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Social Security Committee 

7th Meeting, 2017 (Session 5), Monday 27 March 2017 

Child Poverty (Scotland) Bill 

 
Introduction 
 
1. Today the Committee will undertake its first evidence session on the Child 

Poverty (Scotland) Bill.   

Written Submissions 

2. Written evidence has been received in advance from the following witnesses 
(attached in Annexe A): 

 

 Dr Jim McCormick, Joseph Rowntree Foundation 

 Eddie Follan, Barnardo‟s Scotland / End Child Poverty  

 John Dickie, CPAG 

 Sonya Scott and Jackie Erdman, NHS Greater Glasgow and Clyde 
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Annexe A  

Written submission from the Joseph Rowntree Foundation 
 

1. The Joseph Rowntree Foundation warmly welcomes the Scottish 

Government‟s commitment to tackling child poverty and setting statutory 

targets to 2030. Income targets are necessary if we are to achieve specific 

and measureable progress. The approach used in Scotland‟s current child 

poverty strategy and measurement framework (pockets, prospects and 

places) is a helpful way of understanding the multiple drivers of modern-day 

poverty. Setting targets for children – in effect families – is a necessary but 

partial route to reducing poverty in the population as a whole.  

2. In autumn 2016, JRF published an independent strategy for solving poverty in 

the UK1. This followed a manifesto briefing2 on the contribution of devolved 

and local powers in Scotland. It is costed and evidence-led as far as possible. 

It has much in common with the Scottish Government‟s proposals, but it is an 

all-age strategy, reflecting the risks and costs faced by people at various 

points in their lives. We would encourage the Scottish Government and 

Parliament to consider how far the Child Poverty Bill combined with the Fairer 

Scotland Action Plan and the emerging approach to Inclusive Growth will 

provide the basis for a comprehensive approach to solving poverty across the 

population.  

3. Previous approaches to addressing child poverty have had some success, not 

least in Scotland where a combination of employment growth, relatively lower 

housing costs relative to the UK as a whole and increased child benefits and 

tax credits contributed to sustained progress. However, this was achieved at 

the same time as working-age households without children saw little or no 

progress, especially single adults and young people who have experienced an 

increased rate of poverty. At the same time, older people have experienced a 

very substantial drop in poverty levels in Scotland as in the rest of the UK. 

One risk of focusing on families with children in isolation lies in neglecting the 

relative fortunes of all household types.  

4. The root causes of poverty in Scotland today are multiple and our policy and 

practice responses need to be equally diverse. JRF identifies an ineffective 

benefits system as one of five major root causes of poverty. New social 

security powers being devolved are an opportunity to reduce poverty. 

However, solving poverty means we must also take action across education, 

skills and employment, other public services and at different spatial scales. 

                                                           
1 https://www.jrf.org.uk/report/uk-poverty-causes-costs-and-solutions  
 
2 https://www.jrf.org.uk/report/scotland-without-poverty  

https://www.jrf.org.uk/report/uk-poverty-causes-costs-and-solutions
https://www.jrf.org.uk/report/scotland-without-poverty
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While the main social security powers are reserved to Westminster, there are 

limits to Scottish action on the „pockets‟ side of the equation. But even here, 

poverty-solving objectives can be applied to existing and new powers and 

much more can be done to reduce the premium in energy, credit and other 

financial services faced by low-income households. Most of the long-term 

actions related to „prospects‟ or life-chances and „places‟ are already devolved 

to Scotland and exercised via local government or public agencies. The role 

of anchor organisations and employers more broadly is significant to any plan 

to solve poverty including living wage payment as well as high quality 

apprenticeship opportunities, strategic use of procurement, on-the-job training 

for employees with fewer skills, flexible working and addressing other barriers 

to progression. 

5. Long-term modelling for JRF by a team at Heriot Watt University of around 40 

policy options3 shows poverty could be reduced by 40% over the next 25 

years driven for example by childcare reforms, closing the gender pay gap 

and GB social security changes4. This would require a positive set of 

economic circumstances and policy choices, and could see poverty for 

working-age adults in Scotland fall to about 11% and among children to 13%. 

Although these would be the lowest rates of poverty for almost 60 years by 

the time we reach 2040-41 (the point at which the modelling stops), this would 

take longer than the 2030 target date proposed in the Child Poverty Bill and 

still fall short of the 10% relative child poverty AHC target. Poverty can be 

solved within a generation but it will take long-term, comprehensive action and 

a strong degree of cross-party agreement.  

6. There is little doubt that the target measures set out in the Bill are ambitious. 

Solving child poverty is a complex economic and social challenge. The table 

(over) shows the position for 2015-16 based on figures published on 16 March 

2017. Trend analysis indicates that Scotland, as for the UK as a whole, has 

passed a turning point with child poverty rates rising again after a period of 

progress. While projections will vary and should always be checked against 

actual out-turn figures, the most recent projection by the Institute for Fiscal 

Studies (IFS) for JRF5 points to a significant rise in child poverty by 2021-22 

and quantifies the substantial effect of UK policy choices on social security 

                                                           
3 https://pureapps2.hw.ac.uk/portal/en/publications/what-would-make-a-difference-modelling-
policy-scenarios-for-tackling-poverty-in-the-uk(7d7451f8-e7ec-45ec-bd41-af0f2ffae786).html  
4 These include: reversing cuts to Universal Credit work allowance and introducing a 
second-earner work allowance; raising Job Seekers Allowance in line with the National 
Living Wage to both improve adequacy and maintain work incentives; uprating working-age 
benefits in line with the cost of essentials and the extra costs faced by people with a 
disability; taxing some benefits to maintain universal coverage but improve targeting; and 
raising the upper earnings limit within national insurance. 
5 https://www.jrf.org.uk/report/living-standards-poverty-and-inequality-uk-2016-17-2021-22  

https://pureapps2.hw.ac.uk/portal/en/publications/what-would-make-a-difference-modelling-policy-scenarios-for-tackling-poverty-in-the-uk(7d7451f8-e7ec-45ec-bd41-af0f2ffae786).html
https://pureapps2.hw.ac.uk/portal/en/publications/what-would-make-a-difference-modelling-policy-scenarios-for-tackling-poverty-in-the-uk(7d7451f8-e7ec-45ec-bd41-af0f2ffae786).html
https://www.jrf.org.uk/report/living-standards-poverty-and-inequality-uk-2016-17-2021-22
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and tax in driving this projection relative to the outlook for wages, employment 

and inflation.  

 

Child Poverty (Scotland) Bill targets and child poverty in 2015-16 

Measure    Before Housing 

Costs (BHC) 

After Housing 

Costs (AHC) 

Target* Progress to 

achieve target 

Relative poverty  190,000 (19%) 260,000 (26%) <100,000 

(<10%) 

-160,000           

(-16%) 

Absolute 

poverty 

160,000 (16%) 240,000 (24%) <50,000 (<5%) -190,000           

(-19%) 

Low income and 

material 

deprivation 

100,000 (10%) 110,000 (11%) <50,000 (<5%) -60,000             

(-6%) 

Persistent 

poverty     

(2011-15) 

100,000 (10%) 120,000 (12%) <50,000 (<5%) -70,000             

(-7%) 

*Absolute numbers expressed for 2015-16 

7. The Bill proposes using After Housing Costs (AHC) as the basis for more 

stretching targets than Before Housing Costs (BHC). We support this and 

would encourage continued publication of both BHC and AHC since these 

highlight the relative contribution of housing costs to poverty. This leads to 

significantly more families with children and working-age households in 

poverty and fewer older households in poverty (since housing cost may be 

low or zero). 

8. It is worth considering the role of housing costs further. For the UK as a 

whole, 20% of children were in relative poverty before housing costs in 2015-

16 (1% higher than in Scotland). This rose to 30% of children after housing 

costs, 4% higher than in Scotland. Another way to look at this is the share of 

UK child poverty experienced in Scotland. On current figures, 7.3% of the 

UK‟s 13.6 million children live in Scotland. On a BHC basis, 6.9% of the UK‟s 

children in poverty are in Scotland. On an AHC basis, 6.4% of the UK‟s 

children in poverty are in Scotland. The extra proportion of families in poverty 

as a result of housing costs is relatively less in Scotland, reflecting lower 

average housing costs for each tenure type. However, the average additional 

6-7% share of child poverty related to housing costs in the three-year period 

to 2015-16 is the biggest difference since the current data series began in 

1994-95.      
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9. The combined low income and material deprivation measure is important 

because it includes incomes below 70% of the median (the relative poverty 

threshold plus the next 10% at risk) and a „basket of essentials‟ element. 

Taking these elements in turn, we would welcome the inclusion of a target 

which estimates the numbers living far below the poverty threshold, allied with 

new survey approaches in partnership with agencies who respond to people 

in crisis6 since an essential step to solving poverty is to ensure no-one is 

destitute. The main UK dataset Households Below Average Income (HBAI) 

includes a combined measure of material deprivation and severe low income 

which allows tracking of the number of children who are materially deprived 

and living in a household with less than 50% of current median income. This 

may be a suitable complementary target for the Bill.     

10. Turning to material deprivation, each year JRF publishes a Minimum Income 

Standard (MIS) for the UK based on public deliberation about the household 

budgets needed to cover the goods and services regarded as essential for a 

modest but adequate standard of living. This is higher than the relative 

poverty threshold and fluctuates over time. Pensioner couples are the only 

household type able to achieve a MIS budget through the state pension and 

other income-related benefits. We estimate that living on less than 75% of the 

relevant MIS budget is close to the relative poverty threshold. We favour 

including „basket of goods‟ measures in defining poverty because they seek to 

capture the adequacy of income relative to essential costs. Households facing 

extra costs, for example due to disability or remoteness, will have different 

income-to-cost needs relative to others. A Minimum Income Standard for 

Remote Rural Scotland is published by Highlands and Islands Enterprise to 

estimate the extra costs of remoteness7.  

11. In a period of rising inflation, squeezed incomes due to sluggish wage growth 

and a freeze in social security payments, a sharper focus is needed on 

holding down the cost of non-housing essential items faced by low-income 

families. Currently these are not taken into account in measuring poverty. 

Consider the Scottish Government‟s commitment to reduce the poverty 

premium: if households in, or at risk of, poverty benefit from cheaper energy 

                                                           
6
 Our recent work on Destitution in the UK6 highlights the scale of extreme poverty and the 

particular risks faced by single young men, only a minority of whom are migrants, asylum-
seekers or refugees. Regular survey and administrative data are of limited assistance in 
measuring destitution, which is why JRF‟s work uses a census approach with organisations 
responding to different forms of crisis which, even then, is a partial way to estimate 
destitution. 
7 See the 2016 report http://www.hie.co.uk/regional-information/economic-reports-and-
research/archive/a-minimum-income-standard-for-remote-rural-scotland---a-policy-
update.html and the original survey from 2013: http://www.hie.co.uk/regional-
information/economic-reports-and-research/archive/a-minimum-income-standard-for-remote-
rural-scotland.html  

http://www.hie.co.uk/regional-information/economic-reports-and-research/archive/a-minimum-income-standard-for-remote-rural-scotland---a-policy-update.html
http://www.hie.co.uk/regional-information/economic-reports-and-research/archive/a-minimum-income-standard-for-remote-rural-scotland---a-policy-update.html
http://www.hie.co.uk/regional-information/economic-reports-and-research/archive/a-minimum-income-standard-for-remote-rural-scotland---a-policy-update.html
http://www.hie.co.uk/regional-information/economic-reports-and-research/archive/a-minimum-income-standard-for-remote-rural-scotland.html
http://www.hie.co.uk/regional-information/economic-reports-and-research/archive/a-minimum-income-standard-for-remote-rural-scotland.html
http://www.hie.co.uk/regional-information/economic-reports-and-research/archive/a-minimum-income-standard-for-remote-rural-scotland.html
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tariffs, access to affordable credit, insurance and household goods, lower and 

more predictable childcare costs and bank accounts that don‟t levy 

disproportionate fees, they will be better able to meet their costs. There will be 

more money left over, even with similar incomes. But if this kind of progress 

were not measured, poverty figures would remain stuck. We would encourage 

the development of a combined costs measure going further than housing – 

measuring poverty after essential costs (AEC) - which should be adjusted for 

disability. This would help to highlight the actual costs different households 

face and may drive a closer linkage with policy decisions.  

12. A measure of persistent child poverty is included in the Bill. This is defined 

as being in poverty for three out of four years. We welcome a focus on the 

duration of poverty experiences. JRF‟s definition of solving poverty would see 

less than 10% of the population being in poverty at any time, with no-one in 

poverty for more than two years. A more ambitious persistence target for 

Scotland would be no more than two years out of three. There is a strong 

case to conclude even this is too long for families with children, especially for 

under-fives. We know that families with children under five have higher 

poverty rates than other families and that long-term scarring effects result 

from growing up in poverty which are less evident with shorter spells. 

13. New figures on this measure show 12% of children in Scotland experienced 

persistent poverty (AHC) in the period 2011-15, the same as in 2010-14. This 

compares with 16% in England, 17% in Northern Ireland and 20% in Wales. In 

terms of absolute numbers, Scotland is closer to achieving the proposed 

persistence target (along with the combined low income and material 

deprivation target) than the other targets since this would mean 60,000-

70,000 fewer children experiencing these types of poverty by 2030 compared 

with 160,000-190,000 fewer children experiencing relative or absolute 

poverty. We do not make an assessment at this stage of the relative difficulty 

of achieving each target, but a process of weighing up and setting priorities 

will be needed across the targets.    

14.  The current child poverty measurement framework (CPMF) was 

developed to inform annual reporting for the current child poverty strategy in 

Scotland. It has 37 indicators spanning money (pockets), life chances 

(prospects) and neighbourhoods (places). This helpfully covers different 

dimensions of poverty experience and future risks, as well as the role of 

place. This 'balanced scorecard' approach offers a summary of which 

indicators are improving, stable or deteriorating. For the latest year, 9 

indicators are green (clear improvement), 26 are amber (stable) and 2 are red 

(getting worse). It enables a deep-dive into the single Scotland Performs 

measure on child poverty and, if used proactively, should drive decision-

making across many portfolio areas of government.  
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15. A new monitoring framework will be needed to support the proposed statutory 

targets. These should be at the heart of a revised set of 'pockets' indicators 

(covering incomes, deprivation and costs), but any approach to monitoring 

should continue to track many of the current indicators which seek to 

measure circumstances of families in poverty and their odds of escaping it. 

16. JRF's strategy to Solve UK Poverty covers five major drivers: incomes and 

costs, education and skills, social security, community and family support, and 

an inclusive economy generating fair work. These are reflected to a large 

extent in the current indicators but we would recommend development of 

other indicators which:  

- track both income maximisation and cost reduction;  

- are weighted firmly towards contributing factors that can be influenced by 

devolved powers;  

- include some focus on wider GB factors (e.g. Universal Credit uptake and 

work allowances, benefit sanction rates); and  

- are aligned to the most relevant parts of the national performance 

framework.  

For example, employment rate measures in each local authority area can be 

complemented with survey data on skills and living wage coverage, and 

presented for groups with higher risks of child poverty including lone parents, 

some minority ethnic groups and disabled children or parents. Other relevant 

indicators include access to savings and affordable credit, children in workless 

families, in-work poverty, participation in work-related training for low-income 

parents and housing/energy costs for low-income families.  

17. Among the current 17 measures for 'prospects', we note that 9 refer to 

'poorest households', 6 to 'poorest areas' and 2 are generic. Area-based 

measures are an important way to gauge the circumstances of people living in 

neighbourhoods classed as multiply deprived according to SIMD 2016. 

However, in most cases even in the 20 per cent of places faring worst, a 

majority of residents are not income-deprived or employment-deprived. 

Conversely, most families living in, or at risk of, poverty don't live in the most 

deprived places. The picture varies across Scotland. In Glasgow, 

the association between poor households and poor places remains strong, 

even as the city accounts for a declining share of Scotland's most deprived 

areas. In Renfrewshire, about half of poor households live in the fifth of most 

deprived neighbourhoods. However, in Perth & Kinross poor households are 

dispersed more evenly between areas of high, medium and low deprivation, 

spanning urban neighbourhoods, smaller towns and rural areas. We would 

recommend that area-based measures are complemented as far as possible 
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with survey measures of how low-income households are faring at home, at 

school, in and out of work and in families and communities. Indicators 

of poverty risk can be drawn upon such as working tax credits, free meal 

entitlement, families with disabled children and looked-after children. 

18. A timetable is proposed for publishing delivery plans in 2018, 2021 and 

2026. We think this is suitable for a high-level plan aligned to strategic policy 

drivers. We would recommend a new delivery plan is published early in the 

next and subsequent parliamentary term rather than at the end of it. One 

government and parliament cannot bind the next - a fresh look at the start of 

each term would aid scrutiny and accountability. We believe that something 

closer to a dynamic operating plan will also be needed. This would enable a 

more responsive approach to delivery, for example reflecting improvements to 

be made after each annual reporting cycle, shifting priorities where more or 

less attention is required, ensuring strong linkages with other policy areas and 

responding to major changes in the external environment such as the 

economic and fiscal position. At the mid-point of the next Scottish Parliament 

(2023-24) and half-way towards 2030, there may be a strong case to 

undertake a more thorough review of the rate of progress achieved.  

19. JRF supports the principle of a duty to report annually on actions towards 

achieving the child poverty target. Local authorities and NHS Boards can 

make a significant dent in the causes and consequences of child poverty. This 

duty should apply jointly to the Scottish Government and its main agencies, 

including those with responsibility for skills and enterprise functions. The 

potential risk would appear to lie in „retro-fitting‟ existing spending 

commitments into the annual reporting framework, on the basis that most 

programmes have some impact on child poverty.  

20. Within the limits of local powers and budgets, the distinctive contribution of 

local government (and later this year expressed through Local Outcome 

Improvement Plans) and the NHS should be mapped. We would like to see a 

delivery plan that is co-produced with local agencies, focuses on the strongest 

approaches that deliver the biggest reductions in poverty via better use of 

data, evaluation evidence and resource allocation  

21. As well as publishing good practice examples which typically describe inputs 

and promising approaches, reporting activity needs to get closer to impacts 

and outcomes in selected areas. Although impact cannot be gauged in all 

cases, we can achieve a better grasp of what works for whom and where than 

we currently have. Annual reporting should therefore highlight the evidence 

underpinning key actions, the scale of impact and how these relate to 

spending decisions to ensure actions are, as far as possible, effective and 

affordable.   
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22. Newly-elected local authorities in 2017 will approach the child poverty targets 

from different angles. Some have convened fairness or tackling poverty 

commissions. These include Shetland, Renfrewshire, Fife, Dundee, East 

Lothian, Glasgow, Perth & Kinross and North Lanarkshire. While these 

commissions consider distinctively local features of poverty, they have also 

covered many common features which are likely to be useful for other 

councils and NHS Boards. 

Jim McCormick – Associate Director, Scotland8 

Joseph Rowntree Foundation – www.jrf.org.uk  

jim.mccormick@jrf.org.uk  
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Written submission from End Child Poverty 
 

March 2017  

About End Child Poverty 

This submission is produced by members of End Child Poverty (ECP) in Scotland including 

the Child Poverty Action Group, The Poverty Alliance, Barnardo’s Scotland, One Parent 

Families Scotland, Children 1st and Children in Scotland.  

Duty to eradicate child poverty and the child poverty targets 

As members of End Child Poverty we warmly welcome the Child Poverty (Scotland) Bill. We 

are pleased that the Bill contains a duty to eradicate child poverty and that there are clear 

and identifiable targets about when this should be done.  We particularly welcome the fact 

that the Bill proposes establishing four income based targets which will be measured after 

housing costs. Members of End Child Poverty work with children young people and their 

families who face a range of different difficulties and challenges. What many of them have 

                                                           
8 Member of the Scottish Government‟s Ministerial advisory group on child poverty since 

2012. 
 

http://www.jrf.org.uk/
mailto:jim.mccormick@jrf.org.uk
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in common is that they face these challenges living on a very low income. Income very much 

matters to the quality of their day to day lives.  

The need for interim targets 

In addition to the 2030 targets listed in sections two to five of the Bill, ECP believe there is a 

need for the legislation to include interim targets to ensure government is on track towards 

its final goals. While greater consideration of the nature of interim targets may be required, 

ECP believe a good starting point might be an expectation that Scottish Ministers be 

‘halfway’ towards eradicating child poverty by 2024 (‘halfway’ towards the target year of 

2030). 

Again, interim targets would allow public and political scrutiny and provide a useful way of 

measuring progress towards the 2030 goals. 

There is a useful legislative precedent in the Climate Change (Scotland) Act 2009 which 

requires annual reporting on targets – advised by an independent panel – an interim target 

and a final target. ECP believe that this model is worth consideration as part of the Child 

Poverty (Scotland) Bill. 

Delivery Plans 

It is essential that the contents of the delivery plans described in section seven are linked 

directly to achievement of the proposed child poverty targets. As such, ECP believe that 

Delivery Plans should describe how the Scottish Government will use all of the major 

financial and policy tools at its disposal to progress towards these targets. The Bill should 

therefore include a list of policy areas that must be covered in the delivery plans.  And 

where the evidence base suggests there would be a positive contribution to the eradication 

of child poverty, such as: 

 the full use of Scottish social security powers 

 the provision of information, advice and assistance to parents and carer in 

relation to welfare rights and income maximisation 

 the provision of suitable and affordable housing  

 the availability of childcare 

 the facilitation of employment for parents and carers 

The Scottish Government would then be obliged to set out in its delivery plan how action in 

each of the areas will contribute to the eradication of child poverty. 

A similar provision was contained within the Child Poverty Act 2010 (before its amendment 

by the Welfare Reform Act 2016) which set out building blocks that were to be reflected in 

the UK Government’s Child Poverty strategies.  

The need for independent scrutiny 

ECP members believe there is a need for an independent body to perform some of the roles 

previously fulfilled by the Child Poverty and Social Mobility Commission at UK level. Under 
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the Child Poverty Act 2010, the Child Poverty and Social Mobility Commission was charged – 

amongst other things - with a duty to publish an annual report setting out its views on the 

progress made towards the income targets. The performance of these functions – by a body 

whose role and independence are established and protected in statute – could be extremely 

important in ensuring that there is an expert source of independent scrutiny and oversight. 

The body’s legislative underpinning would ensure that it could speak freely and be critical of 

the government where necessary.  

The need for a measurement framework through which to assess local and national 
progress 
In addition to the four high level targets contained within the Bill (sections 2-5), there is a 

need for the Bill to make provision for the development of an underlying ‘measurement 

framework’ to allow for progress towards those goals to be assessed.  

Such a framework would provide a means of assessing the extent to which local and 

national government are taking the requisite steps required to achieve the targets. It could 

measure, for example, the proportion of households taking up the benefits to which they 

are entitled, rates of maternal employment and uptake of free child care hours. As well as 

helping to identify policy areas where progress has stalled, such a framework would allow 

for improvements and progress to be demonstrated even where external forces were 

causing rates of child poverty to stagnate or increase. While the Scottish Government have 

already indicated their commitment to produce such a measurement framework, ECP 

members believe it would be useful for the current legislation to set out the key areas to be 

covered by the framework. As with the Delivery Plans, these might include: 

 the facilitation of employment for parents and carers 

 the provision of information, advice and assistance to parents and carer in 

relation to welfare rights and income maximisation 

 the provision of suitable and affordable housing  

 the availability of childcare 

The need for a strategic, forward-looking duty on local authorities and health boards 
As it is currently drafted, the Child Poverty (Scotland) Bill 2017 places a duty on local 

authorities and health boards to produce “local child poverty action reports”. These reports 

would describe action taken in each local authority area in the last year for the purpose of 

contributing to the achievement of the child poverty targets. While incorporation of local 

authorities and health boards in the legislative framework is hugely welcome, we are 

concerned that section 10 is insufficient in that it is retrospective, requiring local authorities 

to describe what they have done rather than plan for future actions.  ECP believe the key to 

meeting the 2030 target will be how local activity to tackle child poverty is linked to the 

actions that Scottish Ministers will take. A concerted national and local approach is vital. As 

such the legislation should ensure there is a clear duty on local authorities and health 
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boards to take a strategic approach to reducing child poverty in their area – as well as 

reporting annually on the steps they have taken to achieve this. 

There are a range of planning and legislative options that could be explored including 

children’s services planning and Local Outcome Improvement Planning. 

For more information contact: Eddie Follan eddie.follan@barnardos.org.uk 

Written submission from CPAG 

21st March 2017 

Support for the Child Poverty (Scotland) Bill 2017 

1. Child Poverty Action Group (CPAG) in Scotland warmly welcomes and supports 

the Child Poverty (Scotland) Bill 2017 and the ambition to eradicate child poverty in 

Scotland by 2030. Though legislation alone will not end poverty, the introduction of 

this Bill constitutes an important and highly public expression of the Government‟s 

intentions. With this legislation, the Scottish Parliament can help ensure that the 

issue of child poverty remains high on the public and political agenda and that the 

Scottish Government and other public bodies are held to account on child poverty 

commitments.  

The targets 

2. CPAG strongly supports the four income based targets set out in the Bill. These 

measures are internationally recognised as robust measures of child poverty and are 

the product of more than four decades of consultation and development by 

successive governments at UK and Scotland level9.  

3. Achieving the four targets described will make a huge difference to the health, 

wellbeing and future prospects of tens of thousands of children across Scotland. 

While we welcome the priority the Scottish Government attaches to policy areas that 

will improve outcomes for children experiencing poverty – such as reducing the 

attainment gap and reducing health inequalities - we believe that retaining a focus on 

income based targets in this legislation is the correct approach. Only by maximising 

the financial resources available to families in Scotland can real and lasting progress 

be made towards improving child wellbeing. 

4. The Child Poverty (Scotland) Bill 2017 also represents a very welcome departure 

from the UK government‟s current approach to understanding poverty which 

conflates and confuses risk factors, consequences and correlates of child poverty 

(such as parental employment and educational attainment) with poverty itself. 

                                                           
9
 For background see, for example, Research Paper 09/62, 30

th
 June 2009 prepared by the House of Commons 

Library in advance of the Second Reading of the UK Child Poverty Bill.  

mailto:hmcculloch@cpagscotland.org.uk
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5. Poverty in Scotland can best be understood in terms of the sociologist Peter 

Townsend‟s definition that; 

“Families can be said to be in poverty when they lack the resources to obtain the 

type of diet, participate in the activities and have the living conditions and the 

amenities which are customary, or at least widely encouraged or approved in the 

societies to which they belong. Their resources are so seriously below those 

commanded by the average family that they are in effect excluded from the ordinary 

living patterns, customs, and activities.” 10  

Townsend‟s definition highlights that poverty is about a lack of resources.  People in 

poverty lack income and wealth.  They can also be resource-poor in other ways: they 

may lack human capital (such as education or good health), or social capital (such 

as positive and trustful communities). However in marketised modern economies 

such as Scotland‟s, it is money that, to a large extent, determines what diet,  

activities,  living conditions and amenities  people are able to secure and participate 

in. That is why a lack of adequate financial resources is the decisive characteristic of 

poverty. 

6. From this perspective each of the four proposed target measures brings a unique 

value to our understanding of child poverty.  

Relative income: Tracking the incomes of those at the bottom end of the 

distribution in relation to the incomes of those at the median is a vital measure 

of how the poorest are faring in relation to those in the middle. This measure 

is also useful in that it shows how the benefits of economic progress or the 

pain of recession are distributed throughout society.  

Absolute: This measure allows for meaningful conclusions to be drawn about 

whether low income households are becoming better or worse off in real 

terms over time.  

Low income and material deprivation: Measuring material deprivation is 

also vital. The proportion of children who are unable to afford regular school 

trips or to have friends over for dinner, is the kind of measure that allows 

actual living standards to be compared. It also ensures that the impact of the 

costs of living as well as household income is captured.  

Persistent poverty: This measure is very important given that evidence 

suggests that the longer the duration of poverty, the greater the potential 

impact on the child11.  Consideration should be given to whether the existing 

                                                           
10

 Townsend, P. (1979) Poverty in the United Kingdom, London, Allen Lane and Penguin Books. 
11

 See for example, 
http://www.cls.ioe.ac.uk/news.aspx?itemid=2013&itemTitle=Persistent+poverty+damages+young+children%E
2%80%99s+cognitive+development%2c+study+finds&sitesectionid=905&sitesectiontitle=Press+Releases  

http://www.poverty.ac.uk/free-resources-books/poverty-united-kingdom
http://www.cls.ioe.ac.uk/news.aspx?itemid=2013&itemTitle=Persistent+poverty+damages+young+children%E2%80%99s+cognitive+development%2c+study+finds&sitesectionid=905&sitesectiontitle=Press+Releases
http://www.cls.ioe.ac.uk/news.aspx?itemid=2013&itemTitle=Persistent+poverty+damages+young+children%E2%80%99s+cognitive+development%2c+study+finds&sitesectionid=905&sitesectiontitle=Press+Releases
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definition of persistent poverty is ambitious enough, especially in relation to 

children for whom the impact of longer periods in poverty are particularly 

damaging.  

The need for interim targets 

7. Along with other members of the End Child Poverty (ECP) coalition in Scotland 

CPAG believes that, in addition to the 2030 targets listed in clauses two to five of the 

Bill, there is a need for the legislation to include interim targets to ensure government 

is on track towards its final goals. While greater consideration of the nature of interim 

targets may be required, CPAG believes a good starting point would be an 

expectation that Scottish Ministers be „halfway‟ towards eradicating child poverty by 

2024 („halfway‟ towards the target year of 2030). Interim targets would allow public 

and political scrutiny and provide a useful way of measuring progress towards the 

2030 goals.  

Delivery Plans 

8. Clause seven of the Bill states that Scottish Ministers should produce Delivery 

Plans setting out the measures that they propose to take for the purpose of meeting 

the income targets. CPAG, along with other members of ECP in Scotland, believe it 

is essential that the content of these plans is linked directly to achievement of the 

proposed child poverty targets. In order to ensure that this is the case, Delivery 

Plans should describe how the Scottish Government will use all of the major financial 

and policy tools at its disposal to progress towards these targets. The legislation or 

subsequent regulations should therefore include a list of policy areas that must be 

covered in the delivery plans. These might include, for example, the facilitation of 

employment for parents and carers, the full use of Scottish social security powers, 

the provision of information, advice and assistance, access to affordable housing 

and childcare.  

The need for a measurement framework through which to assess local and 
national progress 
9. As a member of End Child Poverty in Scotland CPAG believes that, in addition to 

the four high level targets contained within the Bill (clauses 2-5), there is a need for 

the Bill to make provision for the development of an underlying „measurement 

framework‟ to allow for progress towards those goals to be assessed. While the 

Scottish Government have already indicated their commitment to produce such a 

measurement framework, CPAG believe it would be useful for the current legislation 

to set out the key areas to be covered by the framework. As with the Delivery Plans, 

these might include, for example, the facilitation of employment for parents and 

carers, the full use of Scottish social security powers, the provision of information, 

advice and assistance, access to affordable housing and childcare. 

10. Including the same „building blocks‟ within both delivery plans and the 

measurement framework would provide a common thread between local and 
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national action as well as clearly linking underlying measures and policies with the 

headline income based targets.  

The need for a strategic, forward-looking duty on local authorities and health 
boards 
11. The Child Poverty (Scotland) Bill 2017 places a duty on local authorities and 

health boards to produce “local child poverty action reports”. These reports would 

describe action taken in each local authority area in the last year for the purpose of 

contributing to the achievement of the child poverty targets. Along with other 

members of the End Child Poverty coalition in Scotland CPAG believes that 

incorporation of local authorities and health boards in the legislative framework is 

hugely welcome. However we are concerned that section 10 is insufficient in that it is 

retrospective, requiring local authorities to describe what they have done rather than 

plan for future actions.  Key to meeting the 2030 target will be how local activity to 

tackle child poverty is linked to the actions that Scottish Ministers will take. A 

concerted national and local approach is vital. As such the legislation should ensure 

there is a clear duty on local authorities and health boards to take a strategic 

approach to reducing child poverty in their area – as well as reporting annually on 

the steps they have taken to achieve this. There are a range of planning and 

legislative options that could be explored including children‟s services planning and 

Local Outcome Improvement Planning. 

12. CPAG believes there should be further consideration of whether local authorities 

and health boards are the only bodies to whom a „child poverty duty‟ should be 

attached at local level. Structures such as Health and Social Care Partnerships, for 

example, have a key role in local policy and in the design and delivery of local 

services.  

13. CPAG also believes that there will be a need for the legislative duty on local 

bodies to be supported by resources to help build capacity, promote good practice 

and co-ordinate efforts across local authority services and their wider community 

planning partners. 

The need for independent scrutiny 

14. Along with other members of the End Child Poverty coalition in Scotland CPAG 

believes there is a need for an independent body to perform some of the roles 

previously fulfilled by the Child Poverty and Social Mobility Commission at UK level. 

Under the Child Poverty Act 2010, the Child Poverty and Social Mobility Commission 

was charged – amongst other things - with a duty to publish an annual report setting 

out its views on the progress made towards the income targets. The performance of 

these functions – by a body whose role and independence are established and 

protected in statute – could be extremely important in ensuring that there is an expert 

source of independent scrutiny and oversight. The body‟s legislative underpinning 

would ensure that it could speak freely and be critical of the government where 

necessary.  
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15. The current Bill provides an opportunity to establish the role and functions of 

such a commission, as well as the key characteristics that it should have in law. 

Basic characteristics might include, for example, that the commission has members 

with expertise in measuring and understanding poverty, expertise in engaging with 

those people experiencing or at risk of poverty and an in-depth understanding of the 

causes and effects of child poverty.  

16. The body performing these functions would not necessarily need to be newly 

established. One option might be to attribute these functions and characteristics 

(along with appropriate resourcing) to the proposed Poverty and Inequality 

Commission described in paragraph 3 of the Scottish Government‟s Action Plan for a 

Fairer Scotland.  

Substantive Measures to Address Poverty 

17. Given the scale of the challenge of eradicating child poverty in Scotland CPAG 

believes the Bill should include specific and substantive measures which will 

contribute to lifting children out of poverty. This should include a commitment to 

ensure that social security powers are used to reduce child poverty, as well as a duty 

to annually review the overall value of social security support for families to ensure 

devolved social security policy is contributing to reducing child poverty.  

18. In particular, CPAG suggests the legislation should include an initial commitment 

to use new social security powers to top-up child benefit by £5 a week per child (a 

policy modelling suggests would reduce child poverty by up to 14% - lifting around 

30,000 children out of poverty12). The proposal to „top up‟ child benefit by £5 per 

week is supported by, amongst others, the Scottish Government‟s Independent 

Working Group on Food Poverty13, the Children and Young People‟s Commissioner, 

the Church of Scotland Church and Society Council, Children in Scotland, The 

Poverty Alliance, One Parents Families Scotland, the Public and Commercial 

Services Union (PCS), the Conforti Institute and the Scottish Women‟s 

Convention1415.  Such a commitment would provide a clear statement of intent and 

demonstrate the Scottish Parliament‟s willingness to prioritise resources toward 

achieving the proposed targets.   

18. The Bill should also include a duty to ensure that the ambition to eradicate child 

poverty is considered in relation to all relevant national strategies. This would 

include, for instance, legislating to ensure that the current duty on the Scottish 

Government to produce Children‟s Wellbeing and Rights Impact Assessments is 

used to consider and address child poverty.  

                                                           
12

https://pure.york.ac.uk/portal/files/47994120/Impact_of_CB_CTC_top_ups_on_child_poverty_rates_BAHC_
adjustedfinal_JDamend_.pdf 
13

 http://www.gov.scot/Publications/2016/06/8020  
14

  
15

 http://cpag.org.uk/content/msps-urged-use-budget-bill-top-child-benefit-%C2%A35  

https://pure.york.ac.uk/portal/files/47994120/Impact_of_CB_CTC_top_ups_on_child_poverty_rates_BAHC_adjustedfinal_JDamend_.pdf
https://pure.york.ac.uk/portal/files/47994120/Impact_of_CB_CTC_top_ups_on_child_poverty_rates_BAHC_adjustedfinal_JDamend_.pdf
http://www.gov.scot/Publications/2016/06/8020
http://cpag.org.uk/content/msps-urged-use-budget-bill-top-child-benefit-%C2%A35
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19. Finally, evidence suggests that many families are struggling financially because 

they are not accessing all the benefits they are entitled to, either because they are 

not aware of their entitlements or because they are encountering administrative 

problems such as error, maladministration or extended delay16. The current Bill 

provides an opportunity to introduce a right to an income maximisation and welfare 

rights check for families with children and/or a duty on local authorities and other 

public bodies to ensure access to benefits advice for the families they serve.  

For more information contact: Hanna McCulloch, Policy and Parliamentary 

Officer, Child Poverty Action Group (CPAG) in Scotland, 0141 611 7090, 

hmcculloch@cpagscotland.org.uk 

Written submission from NHS Greater Glasgow and Clyde 

1. Introduction  

1.1 NHSGGC welcomes the Child Poverty (Scotland) Bill and its emphasis on 

reducing relative, material, combined and persistent poverty. NHSGGC has 

undertaken work on child poverty for many years in child and maternal health and 

participated in a wide range of partnership activity on financial inclusion, 

employability and women‟s health. For example our “Healthier Wealthier Children” 

initiative has raised  £13,658,281 since October 2010 through 12,518 referrals made 

by health staff putting money directly into the pockets of families. We would also 

highlight work in the Children‟s Hospital which is currently raising an average of 

£4,000 per family referred to the on-site Family Support Service. “Costs of the 

School Day”, which was developed by NHSGGC Health Improvement, Glasgow City 

Council and the voluntary sector, is a good example of partnership action to directly 

mitigate family poverty. The approach is now being considered in Dundee- see here 

for the report.  

1.2 Socioeconomic inequalities are the root causes of many outcomes for children 

including health outcomes we support a strong legislative drive to reduce. Poverty is 

the most deprived end of a socioeconomic gradient across society. 

1.3 Fundamental causes of poverty are due to the unequal distribution of resources 

and power.  Authority for much of what can be done to reduce poverty lies at national 

and international government level with some levers at local government 

level.  Health Boards therefore have limited power to reduce poverty; however they 

do have an important role in mitigating its impact on health, working with local 

partners to reduce poverty and an advocacy role in relation to the impact of poverty 

on population health 

                                                           
16

 According to HMRC, for example, only 87% of child tax credits and 68% of working tax credits were claimed 
in 2014/15 https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/child-and-working-tax-credits-statistics-finalised-
annual-awards-2013-to-2014  

mailto:hmcculloch@cpagscotland.org.uk
http://www.cpag.org.uk/content/cost-school-day-report-and-executive-summary
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/child-and-working-tax-credits-statistics-finalised-annual-awards-2013-to-2014
https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/child-and-working-tax-credits-statistics-finalised-annual-awards-2013-to-2014
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2. Comments on the Bill 

2.1 Implementation of the delivery plan and annual reporting 

2.1.1 We welcome Section 33 in the Child Poverty (Scotland) Bill Policy 

Memorandum which states that the Scottish Government fully expects to involve 

local authorities in developing the national Child Poverty Delivery Plan and work 

closely with them and other stakeholders to provide guidance and support for the 

annual reporting required in the Bill. 

2.1.2 Community Planning Partnerships and Integrated Joint Boards (IJBs) and 

Health and Social Care Partnerships should also be key stakeholders in this 

process. 

2.1.3 We would suggest that:- 

 If amendment is still possible, CPPs and IJBs should be included in the duty 

given their role in planning and delivering relevant services at community 

level.  Otherwise their necessary involvement should be made clear in the 

Act‟s accompanying guidance.  

2.2 Coordination and strategic planning 

2.2.1 The aspiration of the Bill to tackle child poverty at national and local level is 

welcomed. To achieve this there is a need for a strategic approach which ensures 

that there is planned and co-ordinated which is contributing towards the targets.  

2.2.2 Eradicating child poverty is both simple and complex: simple in that it is 

underpinned by a lack of income; and complex in that it requires action across a 

wide range of policy areas. This requires co-ordination across social security (e.g. 

new powers on the Best Start Grant), health (e.g. Getting it Right for Every Child) 

2.2.3 We would suggest that the guidance could include:- 

 The actions required and who is responsible at national, regional and local 

level to achieve the targets; 

 An interim review of the targets to ensure the direction of travel is being 

achieved locally and nationally; 

 The requirement for local Child Poverty Strategies to drive local annual 

reporting which sets out the need to consider parental employability, social 

security, education, childcare, lone parents, housing and information and 

advice; 

 The inclusion of child poverty in Children‟s Services Plans and Local Outcome 

Improvement Plans. 

 Clear links to other relevant strategies and policy areas including: Getting it 

Right for Every Child; Safer Lives, the national strategy on gender based 

violence where there is an impact on family poverty; Early Learning and 

Childcare; and the Link Worker Programme. 
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2.3 Measurement Framework 

2.3.1 The current child poverty measurement framework is useful and the inclusion 

of measures related to the fundamental structural causes of poverty (e.g. percentage 

of working population earning less than the living wage, employment and 

underemployment rates for adults with dependent children) is welcomed. 

2.3.2 Some of the framework indicators, particularly those related to health and 

improving prospects, are about the impact rather than the cause of poverty (e.g. 

tobacco consumption, diet, physical activity levels of children in low income 

households).  It is difficult to improve these indicators without focusing on underlying 

causes.  It is also not clear that mitigation of individual behaviours breaks the cycle 

of inter-general poverty.  We should avoid life-style drift which could occur if we 

focus efforts on improving these indicators at the expense of structural ones.   

2.3.3 We would suggest that:- 

 Local measurements on health should have a clear line of sight to the 4 

targets. 

 Measures are based on locally available data so that progress can be 

monitored at neighbourhood level, or at least local authority level. 

 Where possible the measures are disaggregated for equality groups (e.g. sex, 

age, ethnicity, disability, sexual orientation). 

 

It is worth acknowledging the legislation involves a targeted approach to improving 

the lives of those affected by socioeconomic inequalities and the likely impact, 

therefore, of successful action will be to create a J-shaped socioeconomic gradient in 

outcomes rather than flattening the outcome gradient across society. 

2.4 Gender and Poverty 

2.4.1 In NHSGGC we have included a gender analysis in our work on mitigating 

family poverty, for example partnership initiatives with lone parents and through our 

work on inequalities sensitive practice. For example, 92% of lone parents are women 

and a high number have been victims of domestic violence which leads to financial 

and housing insecurity for women and children and social connections being broken. 

Lone parents are disproportionately affected by welfare reform changes with working 

lone parents the biggest losers. This is likely to be caused by weaker labour markets 

where lone parents are concentrated, part-time work, unequal pay, gender 

segregation and lack of affordable and flexible childcare. 

2.4.2 We would suggest that:- 

 The guidance strongly frames the actions in relation to the gendered nature of 

poverty to ensure that national, regional and local actions take this into 

account. 
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 The needs of particularly vulnerable groups of families are considered in the 

guidance including lone parents, families with disabled children and families 

where there are young carers or kinship carers. 

2.5 Funding 

2.5.1 Local authorities and Boards will be limited in what they can achieve without 

additional resources as outlined in the financial memorandum.  Scarce core resource 

is already focused on existing statutory and mandatory functions and supporting 

NHSGGC‟s fundamental accountabilities around safety and efficiency. Coordination 

of local activity also requires partnership capacity.  

2.5.2 We believe that there are also some immediate mitigations which might need 

resource, particularly benefits sanctions which can leave families in an extremely 

precarious financial position. 

2.5.3 We would suggest that:- 

 Funding for a local post in each area is considered as an investment to front-

load activity to deliver the targets.  

 Funding is explored to mitigate the impact of welfare reform on the most 

vulnerable families, particularly benefit sanctions. 

3. Suggested Activity at Health Board Level to Meet the Duty 

3.1 It is helpful to structure health board relevant actions in relation to our role as an 

employer, service provider and partner. 

3.2   Employer related actions  

 Prioritisation of protection and creation of good quality jobs; 

 Making efforts to recruit those current furthest from the labour; 

 Maintaining and extending family friendly policies and auditing meaningful 

implementation; 

 Exploring opportunities to provide/support flexible and affordable childcare; 

 Auditing and redressing where necessary gender pay-gap inequalities; 

 Community benefit/Living Wage accreditation clauses in procurement. 

3.3 Service-provider related actions: 

 Ensuring children and families services are delivered proportionate to need; 

 Ongoing monitoring and redressing of access barriers for families on low 

incomes; 

 Prioritisation of inequalities sensitive practice training for universal staff 

working with families; 

 Integration of financial inclusion/income maximisation with universally 

provided child and family services – e.g. Healthier, Wealthier Children. 
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3.4  Partnership actions: 

 Advocacy for action on fundamental causes of inequalities; 

 Advocacy for living wage, basic income guarantee; 

 Advocacy for greater accessibility to affordable and flexible childcare; 

 Supporting community planning partners in getting evidence into action on 

locally modifiable causes of inequalities; 

 Working within community planning to implement the place standard for 

Scotland. 

Jackie Erdman, Head of Equality and Human Rights 

Sonya Scott, Consultant in Public Health Medicine 

16/03/17 
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Social Security Committee 

7th Meeting, 2017 (Session 5), Monday 27 March 2017 

Child Poverty (Scotland) Bill 2017 

1. Introduction 

This paper provides background information to inform the Committee‟s formal 
evidence-taking as part of its Stage 1 consideration of the Child Poverty (Scotland) Bill 
(“the Bill”). The Bill intends to introduce statutory income-based targets on child 
poverty in Scotland to replace the UK-wide targets that were previously set out in the 
Child Poverty Act 2010. Through provisions in the Welfare Reform and Work Act 
2016, the Child Poverty Act was renamed the Life Chances Act 2010 and the statutory 
income-based targets were removed. 

In August 2016 the Scottish Government put out a public consultation on a Child 
Poverty Bill for Scotland (“the consultation”). It then published an analysis of 
responses in November 2016. 

2. Provisions in the Bill 

This section briefly describes the provisions in the Bill. More information on the scope 
of the Bill can be found in the SPICe Briefing: SB17/10 Child Poverty (Scotland) Bill. 
The Bill makes provision for four income-based targets on child poverty, to be 
achieved in the financial year commencing 1 April 2030. The targets are: 

 Less than 10 per cent of children living in households in relative poverty 
(below 60 per cent of equivalised median net household income). 

 Less than five per cent of children living in households in absolute poverty 
(below 60 per cent of equivalised median net household income in the 
“reference year”)1. 

 Less than five per cent of children living in households in combined low 
income and material deprivation2. 

 Less than five per cent of children living in households in persistent poverty 
(in relative poverty as above for three of the past four years). 

                                            
1
 The reference year is currently 2010-11, but is expected to be changed to 2020-21 by regulations 

under the Bill – see the Delegated Powers Memorandum. The reference year median income is 
adjusted for inflation, allowing this target to measure how the living standards of low income families 
have changed over time. 
2
 “Low income” is below 70% of equivalised median net household income, and “material deprivation” 

measures whether a family can afford certain items considered essential to a basic standard of living. 

http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2010/9/pdfs/ukpga_20100009_en.pdf
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2016/7/contents
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2016/7/contents
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2010/9/pdfs/ukpga_20100009_en.pdf
https://consult.scotland.gov.uk/social-justice/consultation-on-a-child-poverty-bill-for-scotland/
https://consult.scotland.gov.uk/social-justice/consultation-on-a-child-poverty-bill-for-scotland/
http://www.gov.scot/Resource/0051/00511035.pdf
http://www.gov.scot/Resource/0051/00511035.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/ResearchBriefingsAndFactsheets/S5/SB_17-10_Child_Poverty_Scotland_Bill.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/Child%20Poverty%20(Scotland)%20Bill/CP_Delegated_Powers_Memorandum.pdf
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The targets are set on an “after housing costs” (AHC) basis. If they are not met, the 
Scottish Ministers must explain why they have not been met. 

Various reporting mechanisms are set out in the Bill: 

 The Scottish Government must prepare three delivery plans. The first is to be 
published in 2018 (covering the period 2018-2021). The second covers the 
period 2021 to 2026; and the third 2026 to 2031. 

 The Scottish Government must report annually on progress toward tackling child 
poverty. 

 A duty is placed on local authorities and health boards to produce an annual 
child poverty action report, setting out any action taken for the purpose of 
contributing to meeting the targets in the Bill. 

3. Whether statutory targets are required 

 

 

 

The Bill‟s Policy Memorandum justifies the use of statutory targets as they: 

 are a clear, public statement outlining ambition and direction of travel; 

 are a useful tool to galvanise…[the necessary] cross-Government action; and 

 allow Parliament and the public to hold the Scottish Government to account. 

The Policy Memorandum also notes the “serious concern” raised in the UN Committee 
on the Rights of the Child‟s 2016 report about the repeal of the UK income-based child 
poverty targets. 

Most respondents to the consultation agreed with the introduction of statutory targets, 
which have also been welcomed by the witnesses who submitted written evidence. 
However, a small number of local authorities questioned this approach as: (a) it was 
felt that the targets were “over-ambitious”3; or (b) the respondents were not convinced 
that the ambition to eradicate child poverty “requires to be embedded in statute”4. 

4. The statutory targets 

 

 

                                            
3
https://www.argyll-

bute.gov.uk/moderngov/documents/s113065/Child%20Poverty%20consultation%20Council%20Sep%2
02016.pdf   
4
 https://consult.scotland.gov.uk/social-justice/consultation-on-a-child-poverty-bill-for-

scotland/consultation/view_respondent?_b_index=60&uuId=723782681  

Possible areas for discussion:  

 Whether the statutory targets are the right ones. 

 The scale of Government action required to meet the targets, and how wider 
economic change is likely to affect this. 

Possible areas for discussion:  

 Whether statutory targets are needed to eradicate child poverty. 

 Whether statutory targets will drive action to reduce child poverty (as 
compared with non-statutory targets). 

http://www.parliament.scot/Child%20Poverty%20(Scotland)%20Bill/SPBill06PMS052017.pdf
https://www.argyll-bute.gov.uk/moderngov/documents/s113065/Child%20Poverty%20consultation%20Council%20Sep%202016.pdf
https://www.argyll-bute.gov.uk/moderngov/documents/s113065/Child%20Poverty%20consultation%20Council%20Sep%202016.pdf
https://www.argyll-bute.gov.uk/moderngov/documents/s113065/Child%20Poverty%20consultation%20Council%20Sep%202016.pdf
https://consult.scotland.gov.uk/social-justice/consultation-on-a-child-poverty-bill-for-scotland/consultation/view_respondent?_b_index=60&uuId=723782681
https://consult.scotland.gov.uk/social-justice/consultation-on-a-child-poverty-bill-for-scotland/consultation/view_respondent?_b_index=60&uuId=723782681
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The Policy Memorandum describes the targets as “stretching and ambitious, but 
realistic”. To help the Committee scrutinise this assessment, this section presents the 
current Scottish child poverty statistics, some projections for the future levels of child 
poverty in the UK and information on some of the key drivers of child poverty. 

The current position 

On 16 March 2017, the Scottish Government published its 2015-16 poverty statistics 
in Poverty and Income Inequality in Scotland: 2015/165. This shows that, compared 
with 2014-15: 

 Relative poverty rose from 22 per cent to 26 per cent. 

 Absolute poverty rose from 21 per cent to 24 per cent. 

 The percentage of children in combined low income and material deprivation 
was unchanged at 12 per cent. 

The statistics highlight that most of the year-on-year changes are not statistically 
significant, and that “looking at longer term trends in income offers a better indicator of 
significant change”6. To provide a longer term picture, Annexe A presents figures on 
relative child poverty, absolute child poverty and combined low income and material 
deprivation (all AHC) from 2000-01 to 2015-16. This shows that there has been little 
progress against any of these measures in the past ten years. 

In 2015-16, the first experimental statistics were produced reporting on persistent 
poverty in Scotland. Persistent Poverty in Scotland 2010-2015 shows that the 
percentage of children in persistent poverty (AHC) was unchanged at 12 per cent 
between the first period of analysis (the four year period 2010 to 2014) and the most 
recent period (2011 to 2015). The target for 2030-31 is no more than 5 per cent of 
children in persistent poverty. 

The percentage of children in persistent poverty in Scotland is lower than in the other 
nations of the UK. In 2011-15, 16 per cent of children in England, 17 per cent of 
children in Northern Ireland and 20 per cent of children in Wales were in persistent 
poverty (AHC). 

Future Projections 

The Institute for Fiscal Studies (IFS) recently published Living Standards, Poverty and 
Inequality in the UK: 2016–17 to 2021–22. The report sets out projected levels of child 
poverty at the UK level up to 2021-22. Its projections are based on current 
government policy and Office for Budget Responsibility (OBR) central forecasts for 
earnings growth7. Acknowledging the increased uncertainty resulting from the vote to 
leave the EU, the analysis also considers the position if the OBR‟s low and high 
estimates of earnings growth are accurate. The overall picture is that child poverty 
(AHC) is expected to rise in coming years. Annexe B shows IFS projections for 
relative poverty to 2020-21. 

                                            
5
 This is an annual national statistics publication, which is published on the same day as the DWP‟s 

Households Below Average Income statistics. Both use data from the Family Resources Survey.  
6
 http://www.gov.scot/Resource/0051/00515392.pdf 

7
 Note that the report uses data from the Family Resources Survey 2014-15. The 2015-16 data has only 

just been published. 

http://www.parliament.scot/Child%20Poverty%20(Scotland)%20Bill/SPBill06PMS052017.pdf
http://www.gov.scot/Resource/0051/00515392.pdf
http://www.gov.scot/Resource/0051/00515336.pdf
https://www.ifs.org.uk/uploads/publications/comms/R127.pdf
https://www.ifs.org.uk/uploads/publications/comms/R127.pdf
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/households-below-average-income-hbai--2
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The Joseph Rowntree Foundation (JRF) written submission to the Committee points 
to its own long term modelling. This estimates that, in favourable economic 
circumstances, childcare reform, closing the gender pay gap and a range of social 
security changes could see relative child poverty fall to 13 per cent by 2040-41. JRF 
argues that that, even this “will take long-term, comprehensive action and a strong 
degree of cross-party agreement”. 

In-Work Poverty 

In-work poverty was an issue the Independent Advisor on Poverty and Inequality 
considered in her 2016 report Shifting the Curve. Her proposals included encouraging 
employers to sign up to the Living Wage Accreditation Scheme, encouraging pay ratio 
disclosure and ensuring childcare is affordable and high quality. Similar measures 
were suggested by JRF in A Scotland without Poverty. The Independent Advisor also 
mentions the use of in-work benefits, but her recommendation is that the Scottish 
Government “proceed with caution” in relation to its new social security powers. 

Shifting the Curve does not mention the new power to top-up reserved benefits, or 
devolved areas of financial support such as council tax reduction (CTR)8. The 
potential to change the rate at which CTR is withdrawn as earnings increase was 
highlighted by JRF as part of discussions on the Committee‟s work programme. CPAG 
in Scotland‟s Programme for Scottish Government 2016-21 calls for the power to top-
up benefits to be used to top up child benefit, while the JRF report We Can Solve 
Poverty in the UK suggests increasing universal credit (UC) rates in line with inflation, 
and increasing the child allowance in UC more quickly still. 

The IFS suggests that tax and benefit changes explain about a third of the projected 
increase in relative poverty at the UK level. However, “most of the increase is 
…explained by earnings growth benefiting middle-income households more than 
lower-income ones”9. In contrast, the projected increase in absolute child poverty is 
“entirely explained” by tax and benefit changes. 

Housing Costs 

The targets being set after housing costs (AHC) makes achievement more 
challenging, as poverty levels are generally higher AHC. However, an AHC measure 
was endorsed by the majority of respondents to the consultation. The Independent 
Advisor on Poverty and Inequality is of the view that “this is a more important way of 
looking at poverty”, as it takes account of housing affordability. JRF‟s written evidence 
to the Committee also highlights the increasing disparity between child poverty rates 
before and after housing costs. 

While emphasising the uncertainty of the interaction between social security changes 
and rent levels, the IFS highlights that: “the freezing of local housing allowances 
(LHAs) … [means] that many poorer households are now fully exposed to rent rises”10. 
This issue has received less political attention in Scotland than the implications of UK 

                                            
8
 Whilst levers such as the amount of earnings a family keeps before universal credit/tax credits are 

reduced remain reserved to Westminster, top-ups to the amounts for children in these benefits would 
benefit both in and out of work families. A similar policy has been introduced in CTR from April 2017. 
9
 https://www.ifs.org.uk/publications/8957  

10
 https://www.ifs.org.uk/uploads/publications/comms/R127.pdf  

http://www.gov.scot/Resource/0049/00492430.pdf
https://www.jrf.org.uk/report/scotland-without-poverty
http://www.scottish.parliament.uk/parliamentarybusiness/report.aspx?r=10575&i=97297&c=1939834#ScotParlOR
http://www.cpag.org.uk/sites/default/files/CPAG-Scotland-Programme-Scot-Gov-2016-21.pdf
https://www.jrf.org.uk/file/49544/download?token=SxmUS2q6&filetype=download
https://www.jrf.org.uk/file/49544/download?token=SxmUS2q6&filetype=download
http://news.gov.scot/news/council-tax-reform
https://www.ifs.org.uk/publications/8957
https://www.ifs.org.uk/uploads/publications/comms/R127.pdf
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Government reforms to housing benefit / universal credit for social tenants (commonly 
referred to as the “bedroom tax”).  

5. Proposals for other targets 

 

 

 

 

 

Ongoing targets 

A number of responses to the consultation questioned whether the target year should 
be seen as the end of the process of eradicating child poverty. For example, Aberlour 
Child Care Trust stated that “setting and achieving the… targets … should simply 
encourage [the Scottish Government] to set and realise more ambitious targets to 
ensure that in the future no child in Scotland will ever experience poverty”11. 

Interim targets 

End Child Poverty‟s response to the consultation argued that “there is a need for the 
legislation to include interim targets to ensure the Scottish Government and other 
public bodies are on track towards achieving the 2030 target.” Other respondents to 
the consultation had similar views, and CPAG and End Child Poverty‟s written 
submissions suggest that “halfway” targets to be met in 2024 may be a useful 
approach.  

In written evidence to the Committee JRF suggests that 2023-24 is a good point for a 
“more thorough review of the rate of progress”, whilst NHS Greater Glasgow and 
Clyde (NHSGGC) also suggests “an interim review of the targets to ensure the 
direction of travel is being achieved locally and nationally”. 

Living standards targets 

In A Scotland without Poverty, JRF noted that low-income households spend more of 
their net income on essential goods and services (e.g. rent, energy, food) than others, 
the costs of which has been rising faster than inflation in recent years: 

“The challenge is more acute when low income households face extra costs 
related to illness or disability, or pay more for the same basic goods and services 
due to poverty - the „poverty premium‟.” 

The JRF response to the consultation suggested similar amendments to the targets to 
those proposed in its written evidence to the Committee: 

                                            
11

 See p17 of the summary of consultation responses  

Possible areas for discussion: 

 Whether the proposed targets are sufficient to demonstrate that, if they are 
met, child poverty will have been eradicated. 

 Whether interim targets are needed to ensure early action to reduce child 
poverty 

 Whether the addition of further targets could contribute to eradicating child 
poverty, and it so what should be included.  

http://www.childreninscotland.org.uk/sites/default/files/Child%20Poverty%20Bill%20FINAL%20-%20ECP%20Response.pdf
https://www.jrf.org.uk/report/scotland-without-poverty
https://consult.scotland.gov.uk/social-justice/consultation-on-a-child-poverty-bill-for-scotland/consultation/view_respondent?_b_index=60&uuId=237158508
http://www.gov.scot/Resource/0051/00511035.pdf
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 Measuring household income after housing costs and “essential costs”, such as 
childcare, energy and insurance. 

 Defining “persistent poverty” as in relative poverty for two of the last three years 
(not three of the last four). JRF argue that “even this is too long for families with 
children, especially for under-fives”. 

 A target for severe poverty – children living far below the poverty threshold. 

The CPAG in Scotland response to the consultation also suggested publishing 
information on the depth of poverty and the proportion of households below the 
minimum income standards established by JRF. Another suggestion CPAG made was 
to report poverty rates after childcare costs. 

Other Suggestions 

Suggestions for additional targets in responses to the consultation included: 12 

 A severe poverty target was also suggested by other respondents. 

 An in-work poverty target (number of households with an adult in work living in 
poverty). 

 An income inequality measure (for example the Gini coefficient or 20:20 ratio).13 
In contrast, the targets in the Bill only compare the median income with low 
incomes. 

 A measure of inconsistency of income, capturing people who fall into and out of 
poverty several times in the same year (suggested by Glasgow Centre for 
Population Health). 

6. Local Activity to Tackle Child Poverty 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

As noted above, one of the provisions in the Bill is that local authorities and health 
boards must produce an annual joint child poverty action report that sets out the 
measures being taken at the local level to tackle child poverty. There are no other 

                                            
12

 See pp15-16 of the summary of consultation responses for a full list of the additional suggestions. 
13

 These both measure the overall distribution of income within a society (other options would be the 
Palma ratio or the 90:10 ratio) 

Possible areas for discussion: 

 Whether the reporting requirements on local authorities and health boards set 
out in the Bill are proportionate and appropriate. 

 Whether those working at the local level feel they control sufficient levers to 
make a meaningful contribution to tackling child poverty 

 The mechanisms / resources needed to enable local authorities and territorial 
health boards to produce an annual joint action report. 

 Given that child poverty levels differ between local authorities, whether specific 
steps need to be taken to support those areas with higher rates of child 
poverty. 

http://www.cpag.org.uk/sites/default/files/CPAG%20child%20poverty%20bill%20responseUPDATED.pdf
https://www.jrf.org.uk/report/minimum-income-standard-uk-2016
http://www.gcph.co.uk/assets/0000/5858/GCPH_consultation_response_to_the_Child_Poverty_Bill.pdf
http://www.gcph.co.uk/assets/0000/5858/GCPH_consultation_response_to_the_Child_Poverty_Bill.pdf
http://www.gov.scot/Resource/0051/00511035.pdf
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requirements on local level public bodies e.g. preparing a plan for future action, 
consulting with relevant stakeholders on their plans or taking independent advice on 
their activities.  

End Child Poverty‟s written evidence argues that “the legislation should ensure that 
there is a clear duty on local authorities and health boards to take a strategic approach 
to reducing child poverty in their area”. NHSGGC suggest in their written evidence  
that Community Planning Partnerships and Integrated Joints Boards “should be 
included in the duty given their role in planning and delivering services at a local level”, 
whilst CPAG‟s written evidence suggests that “Health and Social Care Partnerships, 
for example, have a key role in local policy”. 

Perhaps offering an alternative mechanism through which to report and take action at 
the local level is the proposal presented in the Programme for Government 2016 to 
bring forward the socio-economic duty laid through the Equality Act 2010 but never 
introduced at UK level. The Fairer Scotland Action Plan points out that a new socio-
economic duty on public bodies (including local authorities) in Scotland will be 
introduced in 2017. Its intention is to make sure that “the sector takes full account of 
poverty and disadvantage when key decisions are being made”. The Policy 
Memorandum describes the socio-economic duty as one of a range of actions that will 
“help deliver the ambition to eradicate child poverty”. 

Child Poverty at the Local Level  

Figures produced by End Child Poverty show that child poverty rates differ widely 
across different Scottish local authorities. Figure 1 shows that across Scotland the 
proportion of children living in low income households was 23.3 per cent. In Glasgow 
the rate was 34.1 per cent, while at the other end of the scale in the Shetland Islands 
the figure was 10.6 per cent. 

Figure 1: Percentage of children in low income families (AHC) by local authority, 
December 2015 

 
Source: End Child Poverty  See Annexe C for accompanying figures. 

Given the differences in child poverty rates across Scotland, different areas are likely 
to face different challenges, in terms of the measures needed to contribute to 
achieving the Scotland-wide goal of eradicating child poverty. 

http://news.gov.scot/speeches-and-briefings/priorities-speech-taking-scotland-forward
http://www.gov.scot/Resource/0050/00506841.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/Child%20Poverty%20(Scotland)%20Bill/SPBill06PMS052017.pdf
http://www.parliament.scot/Child%20Poverty%20(Scotland)%20Bill/SPBill06PMS052017.pdf
http://www.endchildpoverty.org.uk/poverty-in-your-area-2016/
http://www.endchildpoverty.org.uk/poverty-in-your-area-2016/
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7.  Oversight and Scrutiny 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Statutory oversight of progress in reducing child poverty 

A number of local authorities in Scotland have established poverty and fairness 
commissions to work at the local level to tackle poverty and inequality14. The Fairer 
Scotland Action Plan states that the Scottish Government will build on the work of 
these local fairness and poverty commissions by establishing a national Poverty and 
Inequality Commission (“the Commission”) in 2017-18. However, there is no provision 
in the Bill for any statutory oversight of activity to achieve the child poverty targets, 
either via the functions performed by the Commission or from the Ministerial Advisory 
Group on Child Poverty. End Child Poverty‟s written evidence to the Committee 
argues for a statutory oversight body to be established and that: 

“The performance of these functions – by a body whose role and independence 
are established and protected in statute – could be extremely important in 
ensuring that there is an expert source of independent scrutiny and oversight. 
The body‟s legislative underpinning would ensure that it could speak freely and 
be critical of the government where necessary.” 

The main provision that allows scrutiny of the action being taken comes from the 
requirement for Scottish Ministers to lay child poverty delivery plans and progress 
reports before Parliament. Ministers must also consult with local authorities and “such 
other persons and organisations… as they consider appropriate” (Section 7 of the Bill) 
in preparing delivery plans. However, there is no duty to have regard to any advice 
received. 

In contrast, the Child Poverty Act 2010 (“the 2010 Act”) - as introduced - established a 
Child Poverty Commission and required Ministers to seek its advice in drawing up 
child poverty strategies. Minsters also had a duty to “have regard” to the advice of the 
Child Poverty Commission and strategies produced by the devolved administrations. 

Content of delivery plans 

Another difference between the 2010 Act and the Bill is that the Bill does not prescribe 
matters that must be considered in preparing a delivery plan. In preparing a child 

                                            
14

 For example, there are the  Fairer Fife Commission, the Renfrewshire Commission on Tackling 
Poverty , the Glasgow Poverty Leadership Panel, the Dundee Fairness Commission, Equal Shetland, 
the East Lothian Poverty Commission, the Perth & Kinross Fairness Commission and recently the North 
Lanarkshire Fairness Commission. 

Possible areas for discussion: 

 Whether the forthcoming Poverty and Inequality Commission or the Ministerial 
Advisory Group on Child Poverty should be given a statutory oversight role. 

 Whether the proposed scrutiny of the Scottish Ministers plans and progress 
should be supplemented with other independent scrutiny. 

 Whether the Bill should prescribe areas of policy that must be addressed in 
Child Poverty delivery plans. 

http://www.gov.scot/Resource/0050/00506841.pdf
http://www.gov.scot/Resource/0050/00506841.pdf
http://www.gov.scot/Topics/People/fairerscotland/tacklingpovertyinscotland/MAGCP
http://www.gov.scot/Topics/People/fairerscotland/tacklingpovertyinscotland/MAGCP
http://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2010/9/pdfs/ukpga_20100009_en.pdf
https://www.fifedirect.org.uk/minisites/index.cfm?fuseaction=page.display&pageid=1E7B7C62-DE09-919D-B92E1EB536F54A82&siteID=6EE6DD98-ED66-5C2C-CFE1A79C6D975A5D
http://www.renfrewshire.gov.uk/tacklingpoverty
http://www.renfrewshire.gov.uk/tacklingpoverty
http://povertyleadershippanel.org.uk/
http://www.dundeepartnership.co.uk/content/dundee-fairness-commission
http://www.shetland.gov.uk/equal-shetland/
http://www.eastlothian.gov.uk/info/751/tackling_poverty_and_inequality/1700/east_lothian_poverty_commission
http://www.pkc.gov.uk/fair
http://www.gla.ac.uk/news/archiveofnews/2016/december/headline_506154_en.html
http://www.gla.ac.uk/news/archiveofnews/2016/december/headline_506154_en.html
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poverty strategy under the 2010 Act, the Secretary of State had to consider whether 
measures were required in the following areas: 

 promotion of parental employment and skills development 

 financial support for children and parents 

 information and advice to parents and promotion of parenting skills 

 health, education, childcare and social services 

 housing, the environment and social inclusion. 

In each of these areas, there was a further duty to consider groups at high risk of 
poverty and the likely effect of any possible measures on those groups. A strategy 
also had to describe any other action taken (beyond those aimed at meeting the 
targets) “for the purpose of ensuring as far as possible that children in the United 
Kingdom do not experience socio-economic disadvantage”.  

Submissions from witnesses suggest that a similar approach should be taken. CPAG‟s 
written submission argues that:  

“Delivery Plans should describe how the Scottish Government will use all of the 
major financial and policy tools at its disposal to progress towards these 
targets. The legislation or subsequent regulations should therefore include a list 
of policy areas that must be covered in the delivery plans. These might include, 
for example, the facilitation of employment for parents and carers, the full use 
of Scottish social security powers, the provision of information, advice and 
assistance, access to affordable housing and childcare.” 

Both End Child Poverty and NHSGGS include similar lists of areas that should be 
covered by delivery plans in their written evidence. The JRF in its written evidence 
argues that delivery plans should be “co-produced with local agencies”, and also 
suggests that delivery plans are instead published early in each Parliamentary term, 
as “one Government and Parliament cannot bind the next”. 

The Child Poverty Measurement Framework 

End Child Poverty argue in their written evidence to the Committee that “it would be 
helpful for the legislation to set out the key areas to be covered by the [Child Poverty 
Measurement] framework” – and that similar areas should be included in it to the 
delivery plans. Without taking a view on whether it should be statutory, the JRF written 
evidence to the Committee argues for a “revised set of „pockets‟ indicators (covering 
incomes, deprivation and costs)”.   

Some aspects of the current measurement framework were criticised in responses to 
the consultation15. NHSGGC‟s written evidence to the Committee points out that:  

“some of the framework indicators, particularly those related to health and 
improving prospects, are about the impact rather than the cause of poverty 
(e.g. tobacco consumption, diet, physical activity levels of children in low 
income households).”   

                                            
15

 See pp29-36 of the summary of consultation responses 

http://www.gov.scot/Resource/0051/00511035.pdf
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Whilst it is not clear if this is being proposed as something that should be included on 
the face of the Bill, NHSGGC also argue that the framework must capture the 
gendered nature of poverty, and the needs of particularly vulnerable groups. 

 
Jon Shaw and Suzi Macpherson 
SPICe Research 
22 March 2017 

Note: Committee briefing papers are provided by SPICe for the use of Scottish 
Parliament committees and clerking staff.  They provide focused information or 
respond to specific questions or areas of interest to committees and are not 
intended to offer comprehensive coverage of a subject area. 

The Scottish Parliament, Edinburgh, EH99 1SP www.scottish.parliament.uk 

 
 
Annexe A: Percentage of Scottish children living in poverty (AHC), 2000-01 to 
2015-16 
 

 
Sources: Child Poverty (Scotland) Bill 2017, http://www.gov.scot/Resource/0051/00515421.xls    
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Annexe B: IFS projections of relative poverty levels (AHC) in the UK to 2020-21 

  

 
Source: https://www.ifs.org.uk/uploads/publications/comms/R127.pdf, Figure 3.5 

  

https://www.ifs.org.uk/uploads/publications/comms/R127.pdf
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Annexe C: Number and proportion of children in poverty in Scotland, by local 
authority, December 2015 

  Number of children in 
poverty, AHC, Dec 
2015 

% of children in low 
income families, AHC, 
Dec 2015 

Glasgow City 37,387 34.1% 

North Ayrshire 8,303 30.4% 

East Ayrshire 6,826 28.0% 

Inverclyde 4,340 27.9% 

Dundee City 7,509 27.7% 

Clackmannanshire 2,913 27.3% 

West Dunbartonshire 4,927 26.5% 

South Ayrshire 5,267 25.7% 

Fife 18,217 25.0% 

North Lanarkshire 18,112 25.0% 

Dumfries and Galloway 6,713 24.3% 

Renfrewshire 8,098 23.6% 

West Lothian 8,930 22.8% 

Midlothian 4,062 22.5% 

Falkirk 6,981 22.0% 

Edinburgh, City of 17,363 22.0% 

South Lanarkshire 14,042 22.0% 

Scottish Borders 4,556 21.0% 

Angus 4,594 20.6% 

Argyll and Bute 3,176 20.4% 

East Lothian 4,276 20.3% 

Highland 8,503 19.2% 

Stirling 3,217 18.8% 

Perth and Kinross 5,003 18.2% 

Aberdeen City 6,266 18.2% 

Eilean Siar 869 17.6% 

Moray 3,049 17.2% 

East Renfrewshire 2,841 14.5% 

East Dunbartonshire 2,913 14.2% 

Orkney Islands 544 14.1% 

Aberdeenshire 6,722 13.1% 

Shetland Islands 498 10.6% 

      

Total Scotland   23.3% 

Source: http://www.endchildpoverty.org.uk/poverty-in-your-area-2016/  

 

http://www.endchildpoverty.org.uk/poverty-in-your-area-2016/



