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Child Poverty Strategy 2014-17: Consultation

Response of the National Federation of

Gypsy Liaison Groups

May 2014
If you would prefer to respond online to this consultation please use the following link: https://www.education.gov.uk/consultations
Information provided in response to this consultation, including personal information, may be subject to publication or disclosure in accordance with the access to information regimes, primarily the Freedom of Information Act 2000 and the Data Protection Act 1998.

If you want all, or any part, of your response to be treated as confidential, please explain why you consider it to be confidential.

If a request for disclosure of the information you have provided is received, your explanation about why you consider it to be confidential will be taken into account, but no assurance can be given that confidentiality can be maintained. An automatic confidentiality disclaimer generated by your IT system will not, of itself, be regarded as binding on the Department.

The Department will process your personal data (name and address and any other identifying material) in accordance with the Data Protection Act 1998, and in the majority of circumstances, this will mean that your personal data will not be disclosed to third parties.
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	Please tick if you want us to keep your response confidential.
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Reason for confidentiality: 
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	Name: Adrian Jones
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Please tick if you are responding on behalf of your organisation.


	X
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Name of Organisation (if applicable): National Federation of Gypsy Liaison Groups
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Address: c/o Derbyshire Gypsy Liaison Group,  Unit 3, Molyneux Business Park, Whitworth Road, Darley Dale, MATLOCK,  Derbyshire,  DE4 2HJ 




If your enquiry is related to the DfE e-consultation website or the consultation process in general, you can contact the Ministerial and Public Communications Division by e-mail: consultation.unit@education.gsi.gov.uk or by telephone: 0370 000 2288 or via the Department's 'Contact Us' page.

Please mark the category which best describes you as a respondent.
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	Voluntary and community sector
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	Local authority
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	Practitioner working with children/families
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	Central government
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	Parent/Carer
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	Child/Young person
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	Research body/academic
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	Public bodies and named partners in the Child Poverty Act
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	Organisation representing families and children
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	Social enterprise
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	Other
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	Please Specify:



	


We would like everyone’s views on how we can work together to end child poverty. Only by working together can we transform the lives of the poorest children.

Our approach
1 To what extent do you agree that the draft strategy achieves a good balance between tackling poverty now and tackling the drivers of inter-generational poverty?
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	Strongly agree
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	Agree
	[image: image21.png]




	Neither agree nor disagree
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X


	Disagree
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	Strongly disagree
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	The draft strategy does not achieve a good balance between tackling poverty now and tackling the drivers of inter-generational poverty in the Gypsy, Traveller and Roma communities for the following reasons:

1. It includes no reference to data from the 2011 Census with regard to Gypsy, Roma and Traveller (GRT) communities Key points from ONS’s 2014 report 2014 ONS report “What does the 2011 Census tell us about the characteristics of Gypsies or Irish Travellers” include

· Gypsy or Irish Travellers had the highest proportion with no qualifications for any ethnic group (60 per cent) – almost three times higher than for England and Wales as a whole (23 per cent).

· Gypsy or Irish Traveller was the ethnic group with the lowest proportion of respondents who were economically active at 47 per cent, compared to 63 per cent for England and Wales as a whole. 

· Just under half of Gypsy or Irish Traveller households had dependent children (45 per cent) – above the average for the whole of England and Wales (29 per cent).

· Gypsy or Irish Travellers were more than twice as likely to live in social housing than the overall population of England and Wales (41 per cent compared to 16 per cent) and less likely to own their accommodation outright (21 per cent compared to 26 per cent).

2. Previous experience has shown that “one size fits all” approaches do not work – if they did the Census figures would not be so alarming. If both current poverty and inter-generational drivers are to be addressed then more specific community-focussed approaches will be necessary. Without such approaches there is a clear danger that GRT communities will remain isolated and excluded from the benefits enjoyed by the wider society.

3. The current emphasis on “austerity”, most particularly the impact of welfare reforms and cuts to local authority expenditure is making “poverty now” worse, rather than ameliorating it. Specific issues include the benefits cap and the widespread cutting of Traveller Education Services – one of the few initiatives that sought to address poverty and its causes in GRT communities.

4. Gypsies and Travellers have the lowest life expectancy, the poorest educational attainment and the highest infant mortality rates of any ethnic minority in the UK. These are inextricably linked to insecure accommodation (indeed the draft strategy notes [paragraph 11 page 30] that “quality and stability of housing is also important for children”), often in poor locations, and are the true determinates of child poverty in GRT communities –. 

5. Annex D of the draft strategy (“Vulnerable Groups”) states that “for some groups we will monitor the attainment and/or the population of the group over time – for example looked after children, Gypsy/ Roma/ Traveller Children, teenage parents and refugees”, noting, with specific reference to GRT children, that they “often face barriers to employment because of lower qualification levels” and have “.substantially lower levels of educational attainment compared to national levels”. This comes as no great surprise as it mirrors the findings much local and national research. The statement that “Gypsy and traveller [n.b. “Traveller” should have a capital “T”] parents receive specialist support via the Work Programme. Ofsted requires schools to focus on these children. We are giving urgent consideration to how we can most quickly improve the attainment outcomes of GRT pupils” is more surprising. For one we are not aware of any specialist support via the Work Programme. Secondly, while Ofsted requires schools to focus on these children what form does this take in reality? What actions are taken? How are outcomes measured? How does this gel with the cuts to Travellers Education services? Finally, whilst quickly improving the attainment outcomes of GRT pupils is a laudable aim no detail is given in the report as to what form this “urgent consideration” is taking. Who is involved in this? What steps are being taken to ensure that GRT pupils and their parents are involved in the consideration?



	


Our approach
2 Considering the current fiscal climate, what is your view of the actions set out in the draft strategy?
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	In point 3 (above) we highlighted the negative impact that the current emphasis on austerity is having on GRT communities. Accordingly, along with other organisations based in the GRT communities we feel strongly that this approach has resulted in cuts to services that have had a positive effect on effectively addressing the root causes of child poverty in the GRT communities. Indeed we are concerned that even many of  the positive actions set out in the draft strategy appear to run contrary too (and thus will clash with) existing government policies which have a negative impact on the quality of life and life experiences of members of GRT communities – we are thinking here especially of the welfare changes, the localism agenda, increased powers of eviction and the substantial cuts to Traveller Education Services 
We strongly believe that an emphasis on austerity above all else will have a severe negative impact on the genuine progress that has been made in recent years in terms of meeting the needs of GRT communities. As we noted under point 2 (above) if child poverty is to be addressed effectively in GRT communities what is needed is specifically targeted action, rather than a diluted approach which treats all communities as the same. Accordingly we would like to see specific identified actions addressing the key causes of child poverty: accommodation (especially in terms of quality and security), health, employment and education.   With regard to the latter we would like to highlight the positive impact of initiatives such as Surrey County Council's Gypsy Skills programme (which aims to improve the literacy, numeracy and employability of young people in the GRT community who have dropped out of full-time education).


	


Gathering ideas
3 At a local level, what works well in tackling child poverty now?
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	A number of approaches to addressing child poverty in GRT communities can be identified as working well now:
1. Effective engagement with local GRT communities, both individually and through representative organisations. Engagement and involvement are needed to ensure that the communities play a key role in identifying actions that need to be taken – otherwise these can be seen merely as being imposed from outside and as irrelevant to the communities’ real needs.
2. Provision of more, well-managed, sites (both public and private) in appropriate locations. This is of key importance given the links between housing, health, education and poverty.
3. Inclusion of Romany Gypsy, Irish Traveller and Roma as categories in service delivery monitoring systems. Without this it is impossible either to gauge the extent of child poverty in the community or to measure the impact of initiatives n.b. it is noticeable that in Annex D under “Number of UK children in poverty” the “Traveller of Irish Heritage, Gypsy, Roma” category is the only one for which the figure given is “unknown”  


	


4 At a local level, what works well for preventing poor children becoming poor adults?
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	1.  Ensure Gypsies, Travellers and Roma are included as standard practice in local authority child poverty needs assessments and strategies, in line with the duties laid out in the Child Poverty Act 2010
2. Support tailored initiatives such as the Gypsy Skills programme (see above) and employment-related training initiatives such as those run by Derbyshire Gypsy Liaison Group which improve the employability of younger members of the GRT communities outside of a traditional school setting and aim to break the “cycle of deprivation”.
3. Partnership work at a local level between local authorities, health and wellbeing boards, local enterprise partnerships (key players in the process), jobcentres, employment-focussed organisations and other relevant bodies to address the wider social determinates of GTR child poverty and to inform the local child poverty strategy.   Effective inter-agency work can be identified in a number of areas (e.g. Worcestershire Gypsy Roma and Travellers Partnership) although there is a need to ensure that local GRT communities are actively included in such partnerships 
4. Support for initiatives addressing low literacy levels among adults and fostering an environment in which obtaining educational/employment qualifications is valued

5. Ensure that GRT young people (including those who may have dropped out of formal schooling but may be keen on continuing in home education and or vocation-based education) receive adequate funding (see also Point 3 in the next section)


	


5 What more can central government do to help employers, local agencies and the voluntary and community sector work together to end child poverty?
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	We would make a number of clear recommendations for how the government could help employers, local agencies and the voluntary and community sector work together to end child poverty?
1. Reinstate provision targeted at the meeting specific needs of GRT communities rather than assume that these needs will be met through a “one size fits all approach”

2. Carry out an equalities assessment of the impact of welfare reforms (in particular the benefits cap) on child poverty in the GTR communities – it seems strange that the Government ‘s apparent aim is “ improving conditions for poor children and breaking this cycle of disadvantage” whilst at the same time increasing poverty amongst the most socially excluded, disadvantaged communities  

3. Gypsy, Roma and Traveller pupils should be included as standard in the pupil premium alongside looked after children, as they have the poorest educational outcomes of all groups.

4. Support third sector organisations working with Gypsies and Travellers to help community members set up businesses, understand legislative/regulatory requirements, obtain necessary licences, manage accounts and deal with taxation/national insurance etc. 

5. In line with Commitment 27 in the 2012 MWG progress report, the DWP should establish a joint working group with the Department for Education and BIS to address the root causes and bring forward policy solutions to the inequalities experienced by Gypsies and Travellers in employment, education, skills training, access to benefits etc. This could build on the good work currently being carried out by BIS with regard to socially disadvantaged groups. For example, BIS’s Social Disadvantage Stakeholder Meeting for: Travellers, Gypsies, Roma on 14 March 2014 looked at: 

           Engagement with skills system of Travellers, Gypsies and Roma to identify good practice and possible problems. 

· Is the support available (eg learning support and learner support) getting to the right learners?

· What effect are loans for L3 24+ having on learners?

· Are there clear progression pathways?

· Is there something the third sector can do jointly to promote engagement with/by FE providers?

· Is the right information available to learners to help engage them? Is it in a form they might connect with? Are there barriers to disclosing personal circumstances?

· Any issues around reasonable adjustments or risk assessments?


Engagement with employers:

· How best to engage them?

· Role for traineeships/ apprenticeships?

· Any issues around reasonable adjustments?

This is an encouraging initiative and one on which BIS, DWP and DfE may wish to build


	


6 Please use this space for any other comments you wish to make.

	[image: image29.png]



	No other comments at the present time


	


7 Please let us have your views on responding to this consultation (e.g. the number and type of questions, whether it was easy to find, understand, complete etc.).
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	Comments:



	


Thank you for taking the time to let us have your views. We do not intend to acknowledge individual responses unless you place an 'X' in the box below.
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	Please acknowledge this reply.


	
	X
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E-mail address for acknowledgement: info@nationalgypsytravellerfederation.org



Here at the Department for Education we carry out our research on many different topics and consultations. As your views are valuable to us, please confirm below if you would be willing to be contacted again from time to time either for research or to send through consultation documents?
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	X



	

	
	Yes
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	No 


All DfE public consultations are required to meet the Cabinet Office Principles on Consultation
The key Consultation Principles are:

· departments will follow a range of timescales rather than defaulting to a 12-week period, particularly where extensive engagement has occurred before

· departments will need to give more thought to how they engage with and use real discussion with affected parties and experts as well as the expertise of civil service learning to make well informed decisions 

· departments should explain what responses they have received and how these have been used in formulating policy

· consultation should be ‘digital by default’, but other forms should be used where these are needed to reach the groups affected by a policy

· the principles of the Compact between government and the voluntary and community sector will continue to be respected.

However, if you have any comments on how DfE consultations are conducted, please contact Aileen Shaw, DfE Consultation Coordinator, tel: 0370 000 2288 / email: aileen.shaw@education.gsi.gov.uk
Thank you for taking time to respond to this consultation.
Completed responses should be sent to the address shown below by 22 May 2014

Send by post to: Child Poverty Strategy 2014-17 Consultation, Child Poverty Unit, Department for Education, 1st Floor, Sanctuary Buildings, Great Smith Street, London, SW1P 3BT. 

Send by e-mail to: strategy.consultation@childpovertyunit.gsi.gov.uk
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