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Examples and learning from Year 5 local action on child poverty 

Background 

The document provides an informal summary of key learning from Year 5 (2022-23) in 

relation to local action on child poverty.   

It covers local approaches to LCPAR reporting, how local need is understood and 

reflected in reports and highlights examples of the actions that are being taken to 

address child poverty at local level.  

The examples of practice provided are by no means exhaustive and provide a snapshot 

of what is contained in the Year 5 Reports. More in-depth examples of local practice to 

tackle child poverty area available via the Scottish Poverty and Inequality Research Unit 

online directory.  

Overview of key points 

A preventative approach to child poverty 

• Analysis of the year 5 report suggests that many areas are taking an increasingly 

preventative and strategic approach to reporting on action to tackle child poverty. 

Many LCPARs note that child poverty has become a strategic priority for 

councils, community planning partnerships, health boards and children's services 

partnerships and health and care partnerships - embedded across local 

strategies beyond their Local Child Poverty Action Reports. 

• In terms of delivery, year 5 reports suggest that some progress is being made in 

relation to key aspects of preventing child poverty, including  

a) supporting parental/carer incomes through creation of high-quality, well-paid jobs and 

education opportunities, made accessible through appropriate childcare, transport and 

housing; and  

b) ensuring services are easily accessible, holistic and non-stigmatising - and that they 

can be accessed by families at the earliest opportunity, averting the need for crisis 

support. 

https://www.pran.org.uk/blog/the-tackling-poverty-locally-directory
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• Light touch analysis suggests that LCPARs often highlight the importance of 

levers such as housing, transport, childcare and economic development. 

However, what is less apparent is how these levers will be used to benefit 

parents and carers, in particular. 

• This highlights a need for local and national policy makers to consider how 

structural, enabling factors - such as economic development, transport and 

childcare - can better reflect the  particular needs of the priority groups and the 

particular barriers they face. This must involve consideration of the elevated 

childcare responsibilities of some families (such as lone parents, parents with 

young babies and those with large families), the specific barriers to employment 

(such as those experienced by disabled parents, young parents or certain BME 

households) and the additional costs faced by parents and carers. Otherwise, the 

availability of opportunities will not be accessible to low income families and there 

is a risk of widening, rather than narrowing inequalities – as well as having an 

inherently limited effect on a reduction in child poverty.   

A Strategic, partnership approach to tackling child poverty  

• There is no shortage of evidence that local partners are working together through 

a shared commitment to tackling child poverty. LCPARs showcase involvement 

from the local authority and health board as well as wider community planning 

partners, the third sector and beyond. Reducing child poverty is increasingly 

seen as a key priority within Local Outcome Improvement Plans (LOIPs), 

Children’s Services Plans and Health and Social Care Strategic Plans.However, 

while partners are aligned in their overarching goal of reducing child poverty, 

there is less clarity about how this goal will be achieved in a coordinated way, 

suggesting a need to align medium-term outcomes that sit below the goal of 

reducing child poverty and carve out clear roles and responsibilities for each 

partner. 

An Evidence Based and Responsive Approach 

• LCPARs reflect increasingly sophisticated use of local and national intelligence to 

better understand the location, depth and nature of child poverty. There is, 

however, still work to be done in terms of ensuring that data and intelligence is 

directly impacting local priorities and service delivery.  

• Many local areas are using privately sourced data or developing their own 

models to understand child poverty and unmet need in their own localities. While 

this is promising, the efficiency of this approach is undermined by the fact that 

local areas are often working alone to develop their data and intelligence 

capacity. A more consistent approach across Scotland may be beneficial in many 

cases. 
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• One stubborn barrier to using data effectively is the complexity of the rules and 

legislation governing data protection. Numerous local areas have been involved 

in discussions with local and national partners about the legitimacy of using 

locally (and sometime nationally) held data about households to identify and 

reach out to those at highest risk of income crisis. 

The voice of lived experience 

• LCPARs highlight increased emphasis being placed on the voice of lived 

experience, including that of children and young people and – to a lesser extent – 

parents in the priority groups. 

• The current challenge lies in the shift from consultation to co-production and the 

development of an ongoing relationship between those in poverty and those 

delivering services. Though there are several very positive examples in the year 

5 LCPARs, this does not yet appear to be widespread. 

Services Designed to meet the needs of families at risk of poverty  

• LCPARs suggest that in some respects steady progress is being made towards 

designing systems in line with people’s needs. A good example is the extent to 

which ‘cash first’ approaches have been embraced. This is seen not only through 

local investment in cash transfers (such as Scottish Welfare Fund, Discretionary 

Housing Payment etc.) but also through local co-design of systems intended to 

direct people away from crisis support and towards more sustainable sources of 

support. 

• The Child Poverty Pathfinder work underway in Dundee, Clackmannanshire and 

Glasgow is testing approaches to joined-up, multi-agency service delivery to 

tackle poverty at locality level. This approach is, however, not restricted to 

pathfinder areas, with the majority of reports reflecting a commitment to holistic, 

intuitive, 'joined-up' service for families. Reports often link this approach to the 

Whole Family Wellbeing Fund and UNCRC.  

Strategic nature of reports 

Analysis of the year 5 report suggests that many areas are taking an increasingly 

preventative and strategic approach to reporting on action to tackle child poverty. Many 

LCPARs note that child poverty has become a strategic priority for councils, community 

planning partnerships, health boards and children's services partnerships and health 

and care partnerships - embedded across local strategies beyond their Local Child 

Poverty Action Reports. 

Around a third of plans are either updates on multi year poverty strategies or highlight 

the local area's intention to produce multi-year reports with annual updates going 
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forward. This is hopefully evident of a longer term, joined up approach to addressing 

child poverty.  

What is clear from the Year 5 reports is that they increasingly show that child poverty is 

a strategic priority across local strategies and plans, including LOIPS, Council Plans, 

Children's Services Plans. 
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A preventative approach 

 

While local authorities and their partners have had to mitigate the impact of deepening 

poverty in conjunction with the cost of living crisis, there appears to have been a 

simultaneous focus on long term preventative approaches to tackling poverty. For 

example, community wealth building and economic development  appear to be better 

represented across LCPARs. LCPARs often highlight increasing recognition of the 

importance of enablers such as housing, transport, childcare and economic 

development.  

What is less apparent is how these levers will be used to benefit parents and carers, in 

particular. In relation to housing, the creation of employment opportunities, transport for 

example - there it will be necessary to draw out how the specific needs of  those in 

priority groups (i.e. those with elevated childcare responsibilities and/or specific barriers 

to employment) are being understood and addressed. Otherwise, the availability of 
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those opportunities risks widening, rather than narrowing inequalities – as well as 

having an inherently limited effect on a reduction in child poverty.   

Several examples of interesting preventative interventions are highlighted below.  

Community Wealth Building 
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Housing 
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Childcare 
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Transport 

 

 

Income Maximisation 

As can be seen from the table above, income maximisation is touched upon in all 

published reports, with particular consideration given to the needs of families with 

children. Increasingly, access to advice and referral pathway are being embedded in a 

wide range of settings including accessed by families including GPs practices, early 

years setting, social work and employability services, with a 'whole family' support ethic 

increasingly apparent.  

Work of the Child Poverty Peer Support Network in the past year has highlighted - in 

particular - the success of embedding advice and referral pathways in education 

settings.  
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Examples of joint working and co-location to maximise uptake of advice among families 

were present across the vast majority of reports.  
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One area of slight concern is that - despite it being a statutory requirement under 

section 13 of the Child Poverty (Scotland) Act 2017, 33% of reports made no reference 

to what is being done to ensure pregnant women in particular are being targeted with 

information and advice.  

 

Ways of Working 

Year 5 Reports suggest that - in some respects - steady progress is being made 

towards designing systems in line with people’s needs. A good example is the extent to 

which ‘cash first’ approaches have been embraced. This is seen not only through local 

investment in cash transfers (such as Scottish Welfare Fund, Discretionary Housing 

Payment etc.) but also through local co-design of systems intended to direct people 

away from crisis support and towards more sustainable sources of support. 

In addition, the focus on families’ needs is also being strengthened by learning from the 

Whole Family Wellbeing Fund and its emphasis on prevention and early intervention. 

Strong links are being drawn between poverty reduction and the avoidance of wider 
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family crisis. Reference to child poverty as a violation of children's rights is also 

increasingly common through the reports. 

 Wider work is also underway at both local and national level to better understand what 

a person-centred approach to service delivery in relation to child poverty looks like. The 

Child Poverty Pathfinder work underway in Dundee, Clackmannanshire and Glasgow is 

demonstrating the benefits of a joint approach to tackling child poverty at locality 

level. This person, centred, holistic approach is also evident across the majority of Year 

5 LCPARs.  
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The priority groups 

Evidence tells us that the six priority family groups at highest risk experiencing child 

poverty. Scottish Government guidance suggests that effective reporting on priority 

families might include,  

- Awareness of the presence of priority groups in your local area  

- Understanding of the unique barriers and needs associated with each priority group  

- Attention to intersectionality, i.e. the compounded effects of belonging to more than 

one priority group  

- Description of how priority groups specifically are supported by an action/service  

- Input from people belonging to the priority groups   

- Data – quotes, figures etc. – as evidence of a measure’s effectiveness  

 

Analysis of the year 5 reports suggests that the priority groups are being considered to 

varying degrees.  

While the majority of reports make reference to the fact these groups are at heightened 

risk of experiencing poverty, detail is not always provided as to how the needs and 

circumstances of these groups have been understood or reflected in terms of decision-

making, service delivery or understanding impact. There are, however, many excellent 

examples of policies and services tailored round the specific needs of those in the 

priority groups.   
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Using Data to Understand and Address child poverty 

 

LCPARs reflect increasingly sophisticated use of local and national intelligence to better 

understand the location, depth and nature of child poverty. Analysis from the national 

partners suggests that most reports draw on some sources of local and national 

intelligence. These often – though not always - include the End Child Poverty (ECP) 

local child poverty statistics, Children in Households with Low Income Data 

(DWP/HMRC), SIMD data, eligibility for free school meals (FSM), school clothing grants 

(SCG) and educational maintenance allowance (EMA). 

There also appears to be increasing use of DWP statistics to get an understanding of 

the kind of households (including the priority groups) in receipt of means tested benefits. 

This is helpful given the geographic granularity of much of this information.  

As well as drawing on a wider pool  of data, report highlight clear examples of data 

being used to inform decision making and service delivery. This link between data 

decision making / delivery is not, however, evidence across all reports and is an area for 

future improvement.  

Data to inform delivery 
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There has also been no shortage of innovation in relation to the use of data, much of 

which has been developed or captured through the Remote, Rural and Island Child 

Poverty Network. You can watch a short film about their work below.  
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Year 5 reports also present evidence of new sources of data and intelligence being 

drawn on to effectively inform our understanding of child poverty at local level. Many of 

these data sets are privately sources and raise questions about whether there is scope 

for a 'once for Scotland' approach to data and intelligence. 

 

 

 

https://youtu.be/Ap6yQrl9M-Q
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Data sharing and data governance 

 

In addition to this use of anonymised, statistical data, many local areas have been 

exploring how they can re-use the personal data they hold to identify and support those 

likely to eligible for wider entitlements or supports. Several areas, for example have 

used data on which household have claimed local benefits to maximise uptake of wider 

entitlements.  

 

 

 

In addition to this, several local authorities and groupings of authorities are engaged in 

complex internal and external discussions about the legality and legitimacy of re-using 

personal data to identify and reach families who are either at high risk of financial crisis 

or not in receipt of their full entitlements. The complexity of the data governance 

landscape is overwhelming and engagement with this issue is resource intensive. 
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The IS is working with SAVVI (Scalable Approach to Vulnerability via Interoperability) 

and three Scottish local authorities to explore the sharing and reuse of personal data to 

identify and reach families at risk of financial crisis. If successful, this replicable 

approach could be an important preventative tool for both local and national government 

in their work to tackle child poverty and address wider vulnerabilities.  

In a process coordinated by the IS, SAVVI has worked with Angus, Argyll and Bute and 

Inverclyde Councils to guide them through the legal and practical barriers to data re-use 

and data sharing. You can read a blog about the project here.  

Understanding Impact 

The majority of reports establish high level shared outcomes, such as a reduction in 

child poverty by 2030. There is also an attempt by an increased number of local 

authorities to identify relevant indicators and to track progress over time. Some local 

authorities are in the process of developing indicators, and others have identified 

relevant data sources but are yet to develop indicators.  

While this is useful, there can be a lack of linkage between the data presented and the 

policies and practices adopted as a result of the insight gained through the data. As a 

result, it is difficult to relate the narrative explanation of the activities undertaken to the 

indicators used to measure progress. In many cases, it is not clear how each indicator 

relates to a specific child poverty driver and how the figures have changed over time as 

a result of the work being done.  

Similarly, many LCPARs highlight the fact they have developed shared outcomes with 

local partners around tackling child poverty. However, while partners are aligned in their 

overarching goal of reducing child poverty, there is less clarity about how this goal will 

be achieved in a coordinated way, suggesting a need to align medium-term outcomes 

that sit below the goal of reducing child poverty and carve out clear roles and 

responsibilities for each partner. 

 

https://istanduk.org/savvi/
https://coda.io/@savvi/welcome/an-update-on-the-savvi-projects-176#_lu0hE
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The voice of lived experience 

National guidance on developing a Local Child Poverty Action Report notes that child 

poverty policy "should be developed in collaboration with those with direct experience of 

poverty and give particular consideration to the experiences and barriers faced by 

priority family groups who we know to be at highest risk of experiencing child poverty," 

There is a commitment by almost all local authorities to engage with lived experience 

and it is done in different ways, for example, through service user feedback, community 

consultation, anti-poverty task force/commissions, literature reviews, etc.  We can also 

see an increased engagement with children and young people.  

However, despite many excellent examples it appears that engagement generally lacks 

a strategic approach and clear focus on the priority groups.  

Engagement is often done on an ad hoc basis to give people the opportunity to share 

their views but there is  little ongoing dialogue between local authorities and the public. 

As a result, evidencing of how lived experience influences policy and practice is lacking 

in most cases.  

Many reports only mention that engagement with lived experience took place, but it is 

not clear who took part in the engagement, why and what the outcomes were.  Despite 

this, there are numerous excellent examples of meaningful engagement contained 

within the LCPARs.  

https://www.gov.scot/publications/developing-a-local-child-poverty-action-report-guidance/pages/guidance-on-planning-monitoring-and-evaluation/
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Overview of key points 

A preventative approach to child poverty 

• Analysis of the year 5 report suggests that many areas are taking an increasingly 

preventative and strategic approach to reporting on action to tackle child poverty. 

Many LCPARs note that child poverty has become a strategic priority for 

councils, community planning partnerships, health boards and children's services 

partnerships and health and care partnerships - embedded across local 

strategies beyond their Local Child Poverty Action Reports. 

• In terms of delivery, year 5 reports suggest that some progress is being made in 

relation to key aspects of preventing child poverty, including  

a) supporting parental/carer incomes through creation of high-quality, well-paid jobs and 

education opportunities, made accessible through appropriate childcare, transport and 

housing; and  

b) ensuring services are easily accessible, holistic and non-stigmatising - and that they 

can be accessed by families at the earliest opportunity, averting the need for crisis 

support. 

• Light touch analysis suggests that LCPARs often highlight the importance of 

levers such as housing, transport, childcare and economic development. 

However, what is less apparent is how these levers will be used to benefit 

parents and carers, in particular. 

• There is a need for local and national policy makers to consider how structural 

factors - such as economic development, transport and childcare can reflect the  

particular needs of the priority groups and the particular barriers they face. This 

must involve consideration of the elevated childcare responsibilities of some 

families (such as lone parents, parents with young babies and those with large 

families), the specific barriers to employment (such as those experienced by 

disabled parents, young parents or certain BME households) and the additional 

costs faced by parents and carers. Otherwise, the availability of opportunities will 

not be accessible to low income families and there is a risk of widening, rather 

than narrowing inequalities – as well as having an inherently limited effect on a 

reduction in child poverty.   

A Strategic, partnership approach to tackling child poverty  

• There is no shortage of evidence that local partners are working together through 

a shared commitment to tackling child poverty. LCPARs showcase involvement 

from the local authority and health board as well as wider community planning 

partners, the third sector and beyond. Reducing child poverty is increasingly 

seen as a key priority within Local Outcome Improvement Plans (LOIPs), 

Children’s Services Plans and Health and Social Care Strategic Plans.However, 
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while partners are aligned in their overarching goal of reducing child poverty, 

there is less clarity about how this goal will be achieved in a coordinated way, 

suggesting a need to align medium-term outcomes that sit below the goal of 

reducing child poverty and carve out clear roles and responsibilities for each 

partner. 

An Evidence Based and Responsive Approach 

• LCPARs reflect increasingly sophisticated use of local and national intelligence to 

better understand the location, depth and nature of child poverty. There is, 

however, still work to be done in terms of ensuring that data and intelligence is 

directly impacting local priorities and service delivery.  

• Many local areas are using privately sourced data or developing their own 

models to understand child poverty and unmet need in their own localities. While 

this is promising, the efficiency of this approach is undermined by the fact that 

local areas are often working alone to develop their data and intelligence 

capacity. A more consistent approach across Scotland may be beneficial in many 

cases. 

• One stubborn barrier to using data effectively is the complexity of the rules and 

legislation governing data protection. Numerous local areas have been involved 

in discussions with local and national partners about the legitimacy of using 

locally (and sometime nationally) held data about households to identify and 

reach out to those at highest risk of income crisis. 

The voice of lived experience 

• LCPARs highlight increased emphasis being placed on the voice of lived 

experience, including that of children and young people and – to a lesser extent – 

parents in the priority groups. 

• The current challenge lies in the shift from consultation to co-production and the 

development of an ongoing relationship between those in poverty and those 

delivering services. Though there are several very positive examples in the year 

5 LCPARs, this does not yet appear to be widespread. 

Services Designed to meet the needs of families at risk of poverty  

• LCPARs suggest that in some respects steady progress is being made towards 

designing systems in line with people’s needs. A good example is the extent to 

which ‘cash first’ approaches have been embraced. This is seen not only through 

local investment in cash transfers (such as Scottish Welfare Fund, Discretionary 

Housing Payment etc.) but also through local co-design of systems intended to 

direct people away from crisis support and towards more sustainable sources of 

support. 
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• The Child Poverty Pathfinder work underway in Dundee, Clackmannanshire and 

Glasgow is testing approaches to joined-up, multi-agency service delivery to 

tackle poverty at locality level. This approach is, however, not restricted to 

pathfinder areas, with the majority of reports reflecting a commitment to holistic, 

intuitive, 'joined-up' service for families. Reports often link this approach to the 

Whole Family Wellbeing Fund and UNCRC.  


