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Will Philadelphia’s poverty action plan succeed in raising 100,000 out of poverty by 2024?  A 

review of Philadelphia’s anti-poverty efforts. 

Bryan Wilkinson 

Abstract 

Despite efforts to combat poverty and its effects on our City, Philadelphia continues to have 

the highest poverty rate and deep poverty rate among the nation’s 10 largest cities - nearly 1 in 4 

Philadelphians live below the poverty line.   Under the Shared Prosperity Plan the Mayor's Office of 

Community Empowerment and Opportunity (CEO) has been responsible for leading the City's anti-

poverty efforts since 2103.  The poverty rate decreased from 28.4% in 2011 to 24.5% in 2018 - a 

decrease of 3.9%, which equates to less than 50,000 people across seven years.   The Poverty 

Action Plan issued in March 2020 has a stated goal of reducing the number of residents living 

below the poverty line by 100,000 by 2024.  This report is an evaluation of the latest plan, expected 

obstacles it faces, and includes recommendations to improve its chances for success. 

Introduction 

The stated goal of Philadelphia’s latest anti-poverty efforts, the Poverty Action Plan, is to 

reduce the number of Philadelphians living below the poverty line by 100,000 people within 4 

years.  To achieve this goal, the Plan will need to be drastically more aggressive than the current 

efforts under the Shared Prosperity Plan authored in 2013.    There are currently 387,980 (Pew 

Charitable Trusts, 2020).   Philadelphians living below the federal poverty line.  Reducing this count 

by 100,000 represents a reduction in the poverty rate from 24.5% to 18.2% of City residents 

assuming the population base remains constant.  The Shared Prosperity Plan was based on data 
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through 2011-2012.  This data indicates 2011 was the year with the highest poverty rate (28.4%) 

and number of residents living below poverty (437,492).  Comparative measures through 2018 

indicate a reduction in the poverty rate (24.5%) and number of residents living below poverty 

(387,980).  During this seven-year period, the City’s anti-poverty efforts and general economic 

expansion reduced the number of residents living in poverty by 3.9% or fewer than 50,000 people.  

For the Poverty Action Plan to succeed, a commitment to the programming and policy changes 

recommended by the Plan must be adopted across all organizations operating in the region.  There 

are far too many organizations in the Philadelphia region to permit inclusion of all in the Plan 

creations.  Establishing a Community of Practice that supports and aligns with the Plan will increase 

engagement with organizations that did not participate in authoring the new plan, and ultimately 

improve the chances of achieving the stated poverty reduction goals.   

History 

Philadelphia has a long and storied history of efforts to combat the effects of Poverty.  

Dating to 1705, the officers of Philadelphia’s Corporation were empowered to appoint “Overseers 

of the Poor” who were to “collect a poor tax and distribute its proceeds among the City's indigent 

(City of Philadelphia Department of Records, undated).”   

The office was renamed the Guardians of the Poor in 1788, which was abolished and 

replaced by the Bullitt Bill in 1887 with the creation of the Department of Charities and Correction, 

which was in turn replaced In 1903 by the Department of Public Health and Charities.  In 1919, the 

Bureau of Charities was transferred to the Department of Public Welfare until 1984, when the name 

was changed to the Department of Human Services.   
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In addition to the Department of Public Welfare, in 1965 Mayor James H.J. Tate created the 

Philadelphia Anti-Poverty Action Committee, and charged the committee with the power to 

establish policies necessary to guide the City's Anti-Poverty Campaign under the Economic 

Opportunity Act, and to exercise supervision over the total program.   In 1967, the Mayor approved 

an ordinance replacing the committee with the Philadelphia Anti-Poverty Action Commission.  The 

Commission was given the power “to conduct, administer and coordinate Federal anti-poverty 

programs in Philadelphia, to create a community action program to combat poverty, and to provide 

services and assistance aimed at eliminating poverty in the city (City of Philadelphia Department of 

Records).”  It was named the Designated Community Action Agency that receives the Federal 

Community Service Block Grant created in LBJ's War on Poverty.  The commission was comprised 

of between 31 and 45 members, with representation from the Mayor’s Office, City Council, 

representatives from each of 12 Community Action Councils established in the various high-

poverty areas of the City, and “representatives from 11 additional public agencies, including AFL-

CIO, Chamber of Commerce, Congress of Racial Equality, Delaware Valley Settlement Alliance, 

Federation of Jewish Agencies, Greater Philadelphia Movement, Health & Welfare Council, 

National Association for the Advancement of Colored People, the Philadelphia Archdiocese, the 

Philadelphia Council of Churches, and the Urban League (City of Philadelphia Department of 

Records, undated).”  In 1976, Mayor Frank Rizzo replaced the Anti-Poverty Action commission 

with the Philadelphia Allied Action Commission and restructured the board representation to 

include 35 members.  Representation from the 12 Community Action Councils and 11 additional 

public agencies remained, but the composition of representatives from the City on the commission 

was modified to include the President of the Board of Education among others.  From 1965 until 
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1984, this organization was a partnership between the City, representative agencies from across the 

City, and members of the Community. 

A unique feature of Philadelphia’s Anti-Poverty Committee/Commission at creation was the 

direct election of members to the commission by members of the poor community.  At the time, 

“Philadelphia alone met the federal requirement of the "maximum feasible participation" of the poor 

by having the poor elect representatives to the Philadelphia Antipoverty Action Committee 

(Shostak, 1966).”   

However, in 1985 the functions of the Allied Action Commission were taken over by the 

Mayor’s Office of Community Services (MOCS).  This structural change moved responsibility for 

the City’s anti-poverty efforts to the Mayor’s office.  It continued many of the programs initially 

started by PAAC and worked with three advisory committees - the Mayor's Office of Community 

Services Advisory Committee (the successor to PAAC), the Foster Grandparents Advisory Council, 

and the West Oak Lane Senior Center Advisory Council.   

 In 2013, the MOCS was rebranded as the Mayor’s Office of Community Empowerment and 

Opportunity (CEO) and issued “Shared Prosperity Philadelphia, Our Plan to Fight Poverty”.   The 

foreword of the Shared Prosperity Plan includes: 

“Shared Prosperity Philadelphia focuses on maximizing the impact of every federal, state 

and philanthropic anti-poverty dollar coming into the City while pursuing additional 

funding. To aid collaboration among the many individuals, organizations and agencies 

involved in fighting poverty, it promotes a philosophy of “collective impact” that 

establishes a common agenda, a shared measurement system and continuous 
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communication. The Mayor’s Office of Community Empowerment and Opportunity (CEO) 

will play a key role in this effort. The City launched CEO by executive order in January 

2013 with an ambitious goal: to organize and implement a coordinated approach to reduce 

poverty, an approach that could begin quickly and extend beyond this Administration.” 

(City of Philadelphia, 2013) 

 The Shared Prosperity Plan created a set of actionable strategies and promoted “Collective 

Impact”, a concept adapted from a series of articles in the Stanford Social Innovation 

Review.(Kania and Kramer, 2011; Turner and Merchant, 2012; Kania and Kramer, 2013).  

“Collective Impact is the commitment of a group of important actors from different sectors to a 

common agenda for solving a specific social problem… Unlike most collaborations, collective 

impact initiatives involve a centralized infrastructure, a dedicated staff, and a structured process that 

leads to a common agenda, shared measurement, continuous communication, and mutually 

reinforcing activities among all participants (Kania and Kramer, 2011).”  In other words, Collective 

Impact necessitates leaders of various organizations committing to work with a multitude of cross-

sector organizations for a common goal.   

  The Shared Prosperity plan yielded incremental improvements, but never fully integrated the 

various actors around the backbone support for the program.  “Collective impact poses many 

challenges, of course: the difficulty of bringing together people who have never collaborated before, 

the competition and mistrust among funders and grantees, the struggle of agreeing on shared 

metrics, the risk of multiple self-anointed backbone organizations, and the perennial obstacles of 

local politics (Kania and Kramer, 2011).”  Perceptions of the CEO, responsible for the 

implementation of Shared Prosperity Plan, were not favorable.  In an article printed in the 
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Philadelphia Inquirer in September 2018, current and former staffers described the CEO as having 

“no direction”, “no strategy”, and lacking “a concise, clear, and accurate way to describe the 

purpose of the office (Vargas, 2019).” For Collective Impact initiatives to succeed, the lead 

backbone organization must provide strategic leadership and vision consistent with the core 

mission, yet staff from the CEO felt this was missing. 

The 2018 study “Does Collective Impact Really Make an Impact” evaluated the impact of 

Collective Impact strategies and found that “Collective impact undoubtedly contributed to changes 

in target populations or places” and “Quality of implementation matters (Stachowiak and Gase, 

2018).“    More specifically, “Collective impact is defined by a set of five conditions: backbone 

support, common agenda, mutually reinforcing activities, shared measurement system, and 

continuous communication….Several findings in the study suggest that more complete 

implementation of these conditions results in greater impact (Stachowiak and Gase, 2018).”  These 

findings suggest the limited impact of the Shared Prosperity program is not due to the Collective 

Impact initiative but due to deficiencies in the implementation or execution of the plan. 

Similarities between the “Shared Prosperity Plan” and “Poverty Action Plan” 

In many ways, the Poverty Action Plan aligns closely with the Shared Prosperity Plan and 

programs that were previously established.   The initiatives of the Poverty Action Plan are 

organized across three strategic themes: the Social Safety Net; Housing; and Jobs and Education.  

The Shared Prosperity Plan’s main areas of focus were 1) Workforce Development and Job 

Creation, 2) Expand Access to Public Benefits and Essential Services, 3) Ensure Children Enter 

School Prepared to Learn and Expand Opportunities for Year-Round Learning, 4) Increase Housing 
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Security and Affordability, And 5) Strengthen Economic Security and Asset-Building.  These focus 

areas align with the three strategic themes of Poverty Action Plan: 

 

 

 Specific programs begun under the Shared Prosperity Plan will be continued and/or 

expanded.  For example, under the Shared Prosperity Plan, CEO sponsored “Outreach Centers” 

were established in different areas of the city to connect citizens with the various City, State, and 

Federal programs.  The original goal for these centers was “Each outreach center will use 

technology that provides a single application and assessment tool to streamline eligibility 

determination across the full complement of available benefits and link people to physical and 

behavioral health, social, and employment services.  Access to benefits and services will not require 

physical access to the outreach center (Shared Prosperity Philadelphia, 2013).”  The Poverty Action 

Plan’s goal is to “Grow Benefits Access, by investing in a single benefits application, more 

enrollment sites, and a targeted outreach campaign… A single application will allow Philadelphians 

to simultaneously access federal, state, and city benefit programs, many of which maintain not only 

separate forms, but also separate income definitions and eligibility thresholds (Philadelphia Poverty 

Action Plan, 2020).”  The goal of using technology to enable access to benefits without requiring 

Poverty Action Plan Shared Prosperity Plan
Strategic Themes Core Goals

- Social Safety Net - Expanded access to public benefits
- Strengthen Economic Security and Asset-Building

- Housing - Increase Housing Security and Affordability

- Jobs and Education - Workforce Development
- Ensure Children Enter School Prepared to Learn 
and Expand Opportunities for Year-Round Learning
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physical access to the enrollment centers was not met by the CEO under Shared Prosperity Plan.   

This unmet goal is included in the Poverty Action Plan, as well as increasing the number of 

enrollment sites and leveraging partnerships with other community partners including 

Neighborhood Advisory Councils, Energy Centers, and Housing Counseling Agencies (Philadelphia 

Poverty Action Plan, 2020).    

Differences between the “Shared Prosperity Plan” and “Poverty Action Plan” 

 The most glaring differences between the two plans is the composition of the working 

groups responsible for authoring these plans.  The Shared Prosperity Plan was largely authored by 

Fairmount Ventures Inc, a consultant firm that gathered feedback from “200 individuals, City 

agencies and organization who participated in the planning process through group meetings, focus 

groups, telephone and face-to-face interviews, and surveys (PHL Council, 2019).”  The Shared 

Prosperity Plan was created by executive order that also established an Oversight Board for the 

CEO.  This Board “shall be composed of no fewer than 15 members and no more than 30, 

appointed by the Mayor.  The membership shall represent elected officials, City departments, 

community stakeholders, advocates, business, academic, and foundation leadership, along with 

representatives of low-income communities and individuals (PHL Council, 2019).” 

 The Poverty Action Plan however was created by the “Special Committee on Poverty 

Reduction and Prevention”, created by City Council resolution following “Narrowing the Gap, 

Strategies to alleviate and prevent poverty in Philadelphia”, a report also released by City Council 

“that outlined best practices for preventing and alleviating poverty that have been successful in 

other cities or at smaller scale (PHL Council, 2019).”   While creating the new Poverty Action Plan 

(2020), “City Council called for extensive public engagement” and “consultation with a diverse 
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array of subject matter experts.”   Subcommittees were formed for each of the three strategic themes 

identified, and each of these subcommittees included leading subject matter experts.  The 

subcommittees also regularly held meetings internally as well as hosted neighborhood public 

hearings, to ensure feedback from Philadelphians with “lived experience” was captured during the 

development phase of the plan.     

 Additionally, the new Plan was created by a special committee that included input and 

support from four members of the Philadelphia House Delegation, City, State and Federal 

employees, as well as numerous representatives of nonprofit, non-governmental and for-profit 

organizations.  In total, 97 individuals contributed to the full committee, one of the three 

subcommittees, or as project support staff.  In short, although the term Collective Impact is not 

included in the Poverty Action Plan, the breadth of representation on these committees and 

alignment of key actors to the goals of the new plan are much more in keeping with the Collective 

Impact strategy attempted by the Shared Prosperity Plan.   

 By involving such an assortment of representatives in the creation of the Poverty Action 

Plan, the various members who participated will be more invested in the success of the Plan, and by 

extension the organizations they represent will be more engaged.   

Challenges facing the Poverty Action Plan implementation 

 One of the key elements of the Poverty Action Plan (2020) is support from the State in 

enacting various legislation, including: 

1. Statewide Minimum Wage Update: A $15 per hour living wage for all workers in the state. 
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2. State Low Income Housing Tax Credit: New resource to leverage affordable preservation 

and production, and to align with basis cap and building standard modifications for existing 

credits. 

3. Increased Temporary Assistance to Needy Families: A statewide increase in the monthly 

benefit, to raise the primary income source for 50,000 Philadelphians for the first time in 30 

years. 

4. Restored Pennsylvania General Assistance: A restored statewide program with greater 

stipends over a longer period, to support economic independence for 5,600 Philadelphians. 

5. Expanded State Earned Income Tax Credit: An increased state credit against income tax, to 

complement the existing federal tax credit and a new city wage tax refund. 

6. Expanded Clean Slate Legislation: Automation and expansion of record sealing for non-

violent offenses 

On November 20, 2019, the Pennsylvania State Senate passed Senate Bill 79 (SB 79), 

incrementally increasing the minimum wage in Pennsylvania every 6 months to $9.50 an hour by 

January 1, 2022.  For SB79 to become law it needs to be approved by the PA House and signed by 

the Governor.  However, “the House’s Republican majority has steadfastly opposed raising 

Pennsylvania’s minimum wage, and caucus leaders have publicly offered no support for it since a 

bill passed the Senate on Nov. 20 (Levy, 2019)” and as of this writing has not yet been approved by 

the PA House.  On January 28, 2020 Governor Wolf proposed an increase to the State’s minimum 

wage for the sixth time (Wolf, 2020).  The proposed bill would raise the minimum wage to $12 per 

hour on July 1, 2020 with $.50 per hour increases annually until 20206 when it reaches $15 per 
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hour.  Although this proposed Bill is consistent with the Poverty Action Plan, given recent 

experience it is unlikely to pass the Senate intact and even less likely to pass the House.      

Senate Bill 1185 was introduced on September 19, 2018 “to create a state housing tax credit 

to incentivize private investment to create new and preserve existing affordable rental housing 

(Senate Bill 1185).”  This Bill was re-referred to the Appropriations committee on October 3, 2018 

and is not listed as legislation currently in this committee.   

Although “Fourteen states plus the District of Columbia raised TANF benefit levels between 

July 1, 2018 and July 1, 2019 (Burnside and Floyd, 2019).” there is currently no separate legislation 

seeking State-supported increases in TANF benefits in Pennsylvania, and the only reference to 

TANF appropriations in the current State budget refers to Federal appropriations. 

“The $40 million Pennsylvania General Assistance program, essentially cash welfare for 

people without minor children, was eliminated on Aug. 1 after a seven-year campaign by 

Republicans in the state legislature who decried GA as wasteful (Lubrano, 2019.” There is currently 

no legislation proposed in the House or Senate to reinstate the General Assistance program.  

Approximately 5,600 of the 11,000 Pennsylvanians served by this program were Philadelphia 

residents.  With such a disproportionate number of program participants living in Philadelphia and 

such fierce opposition by the Republican-controlled House, it is unlikely this program will be 

reinstated.   

The only recent legislation touching on the Earned Income Tax Credit (EITC) is HB 820, 

proposing the elimination of filing requirements for taxpayers over age 65 who otherwise qualify 

for 100% tax forgiveness under the EITC.  Under the current PA EITC plan a family of four can 
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earn up to $32,000 and still receive 100% tax forgiveness (Tax Forgiveness for Pennsylvania, 

undated).  In 2018, the poverty line for a household of four was $25,100 (Pew Charitable Trust, 

2020).  Although raising the threshold for PA EITC eligibility would help low-income families, 

families living below the poverty line are currently eligible for 100% tax forgiveness. 

HB 440, An Act that proposes “in criminal history record information, further providing for 

expungement, for petition for limited access, for clean slate limited access and for effects of 

expunged records and records subject to limited access (HB 440, 2019)” was originally introduced 

on February 11, 2019 and is currently in the Senate Judiciary committee.   Of the six pieces of 

legislation requiring support at the State level to effectively implement the Poverty Action Plan, 

only HB 440 appears to have traction.   

Expanded support for all six pieces of legislation outside the five County area will be 

required if the Program goal of lifting 100,000 residents out of poverty by 2024 is to be met, and 

current support for these measures in insufficient to enact the necessary measures to support the 

Plan. 

Additional obstacles to the Poverty Action Plan include the 1) the Public-Private Partnership 

(P3) structure, 2) increasing access to building trades, 3) the impact of the current COVID-19 

pandemic, and 4) anticipated longevity of the plan.   

First, P3s are capable of effectively bring together public and private organizations to 

achieve a common goal.  However, ongoing participation by partner organizations is voluntary 

unless contractual agreements are in place.  “P3s are most often formalized through non-binding 

memoranda of understanding (MOUs) or memoranda of agreement (MOAs), and sometimes 
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through contracts. Additionally, some P3s are not formalized at all, but rather arise through informal 

understandings between the agency and private partner (Public Private Partnerships Working 

Group, 2017).” Without a contractual agreement, anchor partners can elect to cease participation if 

they disagree with the vision or goals of the oversight board.  “The Philadelphia Poverty 

Commission is a public-private  partnership designed to drive investments and implementation 

strategy pursuant to a vision of  equitable communities shared by City Council’s senior leadership, 

the Kenney administration,  partners in state government, and leaders from philanthropies, 

universities, communities, and civic institutions.”  The Philadelphia Poverty Plan (2017) does not 

provide specific information on the formalization or composition of the Philadelphia Poverty 

Commission P3.  This is an area of risk in the context of local politics, competition for resources 

between member organizations, and maintaining a shared vision for all partners.   With contractual 

agreements in place, there are still numerous risks associated with P3s including transparency of 

financial transactions, agreement on the measures and evaluation of outcomes, personal and 

organizational conflicts of interest, and ethical considerations (Public Private Partnerships Group, 

2017).   Without contractual agreements in place, these risks are magnified in addition to the risk of 

decreased engagement with the P3 when consensus on goals and implementation strategy cannot be 

reached.  

Second, membership in the Philadelphia area building trades is overwhelmingly dominated 

by white men.  According to the U.S Census bureau, the racial composition in Philadelphia County 

is 35% White, and 41% Black or African American, and 15% Hispanic or Latino (US Census 

Bureau).  However, representation in “Construction and Extraction Employment” in Philadelphia is 

47% White, 19% Black or African American, and 32% LatinX/Hispanic (Shields, 2020).  
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Conversely, 20% of the population living below the federal poverty line is White, while 51% is 

Black or African American and 22% is Hispanic or Latino (Pew, 2017).  Consistent with this 

measure, employment data indicates employment rates across all occupations is at 73% for White 

residents while only 57% for Black or African American residents and 58% for Hispanic or Latino 

residents (Ross and Holmes, 2017).   

  

Although the representation of Minority Men and Women in the building trades in 

Philadelphia has improved to levels recommended in 2009 by the Mayor's Advisory Commission 

on Construction Industry Diversity (Singley, 2019), there continues to be disproportionate 

representation compared to the population(McGinnis, 2019).  “There are more than 50 construction 

labor unions in the Greater Philadelphia region, and only one — the Laborers District Council Local 

332 — has predominantly Black membership.” 

Furthermore, although minority representation in trades employment has increased, minority 

and women owned construction firms continue to be underrepresented.  “The Philadelphia 

metropolitan region was home to some 12,048 construction firms with employees in 2016, 

according to the latest available figures from the U.S. Census. Of those, an estimated 841 

companies (6.9 percent) were minority-owned” (McGinnis, 2019).  However, Philadelphia’s 

Rebuild program continues to meet its diversity goals, with 42% of contract dollars going to 

minority owned firms and 24% going to women owned business (Rebuild Philadelphia 2019, 2020).  

Population
Building 
Trades

Below poverty 
level Employed

White 35% 47% 20% 74%
Black or African American 41% 19% 51% 57%
Hispanic or Latino 15% 32% 22% 58%
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Although this City-run program is meeting the stated diversity goals, it remains to be seen if this 

will translate into greater representation in the region. 

Third, the impact of the COVID-19 shutdown on the City of Philadelphia is expected to 

create a $649M gap in the original budget presented on March 5, 2020 (City of Philadelphia, 2020).  

To address this shortfall, the revised budget includes increased revenue through tax changes and 

reduced expenses through layoffs and reductions in program expenses.  One component of the 

Poverty Action Plan included increased funding for the Community College of Philadelphia to 

expand the footprint and provide a range or programs in every neighborhood.  In the revised budget, 

funding for CCP was reduced from the original budget causing a delayed start and reduced program 

size for the Octavius Catto Scholarship (City of Philadelphia, 2020).  As the shutdown drags on, 

further funding shortages are likely to be realized, further impacting the City’s ability to launch new 

programs.   As such, the City’s increased support for CCP and the initial contribution to the 

Philadelphia Poverty Fund (Philadelphia Poverty Action Plan, 2020) may be in jeopardy.    

The Building Trades Council has reported an unemployment rate of 60% across members 

organizations for April, 2020 (Shields, 2020), due in large part to the suspension of construction 

activities included in the State’s COVID-19 response.  Although there is some optimism that 

construction will resume at the same level as before the COVID-19 response, the long-term impact 

cannot yet be gauged.   
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 As recently as May 29, 2020 the City Council Committee on Housing, Neighborhood 

Development and The Homeless decided to take no action on six bills that would have halted all 

evictions in the City through August 31st (D’Onofrio, 2020)  “The pandemic has created a 

devastating financial hardship for many residents but has taken the greatest toll on people of color 

and exacerbated the long-time structural and systematic inequalities targeting them” (D’Onofrio, 

2020).  The proposed legislation would have offered this already disadvantaged population some 

measure of Housing security, consistent with the goals of Poverty Action Plan.  However, there was 

insufficient support in the Housing committee due to the absence of protection for small landlords, 

and leaders in the building industry said the protections for renters would hurt landlords across the 

city (D’Onofrio, 2020).  This opposition to a temporary moratorium on evictions and limits to 

increases on fees and rent during the COVID-19 pandemic is likely to continue once the City ceases 

restrictions due to COVID-19. 

Finally, the recent history of anti-poverty efforts in the city suggests that programs do not 

normally last beyond the Administration that proposes them.  The Shared Prosperity Plan created 

under Mayor Nutter is being replaced by the Poverty Action Plan created during the Kenney 

Administration.  Mayor Kenney began his second term in January, so a new Administration will 

take office in January 2024.  The Poverty Action Plan must yield significant improvement in the 

Plan’s key metrics to remain viable under the next Mayor and beyond.  The plan impact will be 

measured over a relatively short window that has begun with a devastating health and financial 

crisis that will bring with it future changes to business practices that will likely increase operating 

costs while reducing revenues for businesses.  The risk of losing many small businesses during this 

time is very high, potentially increasing the number of city residents living below the poverty line.   
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Recommendations 

 In addition to the goals already stated in the Poverty Action Plan, the Philadelphia Poverty 

Commission and the CEO should: 

1. Establish a “Community of Practice” aimed at increasing collective impact for Nonprofits 

operating in the Philadelphia region working to reduce poverty, that will include member 

organizations represented in the Philadelphia Poverty Commission. 

2. Immediately begin marketing to the various non-profit organizations not represented on the 

Special Committee on Poverty Reduction and Prevention to engage them in the early stages 

of the Plan’s implementation 

3. Establish P3 membership agreements and long-term commitments to the shared goals of 

poverty reduction and economic equality.  Encourage member organizations to voluntarily 

implement the recommended changes to the State minimum wage in advance of the 

legislation.  

4. Establish diversity goals for all members of the P3 consistent with the goals of the Rebuild 

program. 

5. Engage professional lobbying services to engage State lawmakers who oppose the 

legislation proposed in the Plan.    

Conclusion 

Any anti-poverty effort led by Philadelphia City Government will only succeed if the 

commitment to reducing poverty is adopted across all organizations operating in the region.  The 

ability to engage additional Organizations will be crucial to the success of the plan.  Private 
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businesses and Nonprofit organizations will be greatly impacted by the proposed changes in the 

Plan and engaging these organizations to secure their support should be a top priority.  Furthermore, 

gaining support across the State for minimum wage reform and expanded programs protecting 

residents living below poverty is necessary for the Plan to succeed.  Growing political influence in 

Harrisburg by engaging representatives from outside of the Philadelphia region is the only way 

legislation required to support the Plan will pass.  The Poverty Action Plan can succeed in raising 

100,000 residents out of poverty by 2024 if these actions are successful.  Without support regionally 

and at the State level, the differences in the two plans are too few to expect significantly different 

results than what was achieved under the Shared Prosperity Plan.         
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