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	Meeting Title:
	London Safeguarding Children Board Meeting 

	Date:
	30 June 2010

	Time:
	10.00 – 12.00 pm

	Location:
	London Councils, 59½ Southwark Street

	Chaired by:
	Cheryl Coppell (London Borough of Havering)

	Attendees:

	Delroy Pomell (Barnardo’s)
	Tim Beach (Barnet) 
	Vince Clark (CAFCASS)

	Jason de Bono (GOL)
	Sally Jones (Greenwich PCT)
	Bob Ward (Greenwich LSCB)

	Alan Wood (Hackney)
	Allan Gibson (Met Police)
	David Ainsclough (Met Police)

	Briony Ladbury (NHS London)
	Samantha Mee (NHS London)
	Julie Cole (NSPCC)

	Jacky Tiotto (Dept for Education)
	Rebecca Baumgartner (UKBA)
	

	Caroline Dawes (London Councils) 
	Ian Dean (London Board)
	Nilam Taheem (London Councils / London Board –notes)

	Kathy Bundred (London Board)
	Kay Bell (London Board)
	Mike Scott (London Board)

	Apologies:

	Simon Hart (Barking & Dagenham)
	Louise Smith (CPS London –South)
	Andrew Fraser (Enfield)

	Andrew Ireland (Havering)
	David Sanders (Lambeth)
	Malcolm Jenkin (London Probation)

	David Zinzan (Met Police)
	Kamini Rambellas (Newham)
	Andy Mitchell (NHS London)

	Trish Morris-Thompson (NHS London)
	Sharon Flannery (UKBA)
	Paul Robinson (Wandsworth)

	Michael O’Conner (Westminster)
	Ceri Edwards (London Councils)
	Vivien Lines (London Board)

	Points of discussion

	
	
	
	
	
	


1.
Introductions and apologies

1.1 Introductions were made and the group noted the above apologies. 

1.2 Cheryl Coppell welcomed Julie Cole (NSPCC), Tim Beach (Barnet LSCB) and Bob Ward (Greenwich LSCB) to their first meeting. 
2.
Notes of the last meeting on 28 April 2010 
2.1
ID/MS reported progress on the following actions from the 28 April meeting:
· ACTION 2.1 (a): MS to update on progress with sexual exploitation funding bid to Capital Ambition 

MS informed the group that current funding within Capital Ambition was only guaranteed for 2010/11 and that future funding had been put on hold. The London Board would support Barnardo’s in seeking alternative sources of funding.
· ACTION 2.1 (b): Information Sharing Protocol

CD reported that ALDCS had sent the protocol for the AD social care group to progress, and CC informed the group that a lawyer from Havering had undertaken some initial scoping work to identify any potential legal issues. AG highlighted some of the difficulties being encountered due to inconsistent use of this protocol, and urged the Board to work to resolve this ASAP. 
ACTION: CD to speak to Andrew Christie (ALDCS) for an update.
· ACTION 2.1 (c): Olympics work
MS updated the group on the 19 May subgroup meeting, a forthcoming meeting with the Equality and Human Rights Commission’s Human trafficking in relation to 2012 network and activity underway to ensure safeguarding was on the agenda of key agencies and good practice is picked up and.

ACTION: MS/RB to meet to pick up on UKBA’s input to Olympics work. 

· ACTION 4: Serious Youth Violence Board
Kathy Bundred reported that she will be meeting with the YOT Managers group on Friday, and would report back further in October.

· ACTION 8: Sex Offenders disclosure scheme
DA signposted additional details for ID to circulate to the group.

3.
Recent Government announcements and implications for safeguarding children in London. 
3.1
Jackie Tiotto gave an update on the recent Government announcements on the Munro Review and Serious Case Reviews, looking at what solutions work and what areas could be changed to improve good practice. 
There would be three interim milestones to the Munro Review: 
1. Report on initial lines of inquiry in September 2010

2. Interim report in Jan 2011 
3. Final report in April 2011

3.2
JT informed the London Board that an announcement was to be made on the 1 July 2010 asking for evidence on what areas were effective, what made a difference and what currently acted as a barrier to the system. JT also informed the group of the retrospective serious case reviews in the process of being published in full (Haringey, Kirklees, Edlington and Birmingham). 
3.3
The group expressed concerns that the review appeared very narrowly focussed on social work, and was in danger of missing the opportunity to analyse the operation of local safeguarding partnerships and the contribution of all agencies. JT replied that, although the focus was on social work, the review team did plan to examine the contribution of partner agencies in supporting the social work process.
3.4
The group asked whether the review indicated a rejection of the Laming Report. JT replied that the aim was to build on rather than replace Laming’s findings. JT also confirmed that no further guidance would be forthcoming on writing a serious case review for publication.
3.5
After in depth discussion the London Board agreed to prepare a short submission in response to Prof. Munro’s review, followed by a high level multi-agency seminar in September.

3.6
The July submission would be an analysis of London’s current thinking in four key areas with a more detailed proposals developed in partnership with all key agencies during September’s workshop.
The headlines for London’s submission would be:

1. Regulation and performance management:

· Consideration of peer review rather than top down inspection (i.e. LRSA model).  The extent to which central performance indicators should be used as a measure of effectiveness, and the size/breadth of any national indicator sets. 

2. Serious case reviews – how we learn lessons:

· Highlighting cost of SCRs

· Possibility of a less bureaucratic model, with a stronger focus on learning rather than apportioning blame.

· Considering the potential to link more closely with health’s review processes
3. Early intervention

· Highlighting the importance and potential cost effectiveness of good quality preventative work.
· Considering the added value of the voluntary and community sector
4. Multi-agency best practice

· To highlight best practice in building effective local safeguarding partnerships, e.g. work of LRSAs.
ACTION: London Board to draft a collective submission to cover the above four areas. Deadline for submission: 31 July 2010.
ACTION: Final submission paper to be circulated to London Board members, London LSCBs and other member organisations for comments; responses to be received by Monday 26 July 2010.

ACTION: London Board to set a date for a high level multi agency seminar in September to collate evidence to support next stage of Munro Review.
ACTION: Suggestions from the Board for facilitators for the September seminar to email MS or ID. 

4. 
London Regional Safeguarding Advisers (LRSA)
4.1 Kay Bell presented the updated LRSA workplan, revised in line with the issues coming out of the steering group meeting on 19 April.  The Advisers hope to visit all London boroughs by mid July to ensure all areas of good practice and information sharing are picked up.  The following issues were raised:
· The need to triangulate and ensure all information is looked at in conjunction with health issues.

5.
Possible themes for London Board Annual Conference 
5.1 Ian Dean informed the board of the 8 December 2010 annual London Safeguarding Conference and asked the group what theme they would like to take in light of the current national developments.
5.2 The group agreed to follow on from the September Seminar and look at the following key areas:

· Early intervention and prevention
· Sharing multi-agency best practice

· Reviewing child protection performance
6. 
Revision of the London Child Protection Procedures in light of national developments  
6.1
Ian Dean presented a proposal to the London Board, for the full revision of the child protection procedures to be put on hold pending the findings of the forthcoming Munro review of child protection. Instead, the procedures would be updated in line with the latest national guidance and published online in the summer.
6.2
The Board agreed to this proposal, but felt that national guidance was still needed on the publication of serious case reviews.
7. London Board highlights 2009/10
7.1
MS presented a paper to the Board giving information on the London Board’s work over the past year, which was approved by the group.
8.
Any other business

8.1
Roger Singleton Report – Tim Beach (Barnet) asked what the status was of the Roger Singleton report. ID highlighted that Roger Singleton had resigned as the government’s chief adviser following the disbandment of the NSDU, but the group were unsure on the status of his report.
ACTION: JdB to check status of the Singleton report.
9.
Papers for information
9.1
The Board members noted the following information items

A.
London Board update

B.
NHS London Update

C.
Training induction Pack – approved for circulation
D
Sexual exploitation project proposal – approved for the Board to support
10.
Date of next meeting 


Wednesday 13th October 2010, 2.00 – 4.00 pm
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