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28 06 2010

Introduction

The purpose of this report is to update the steering group on the progress of the project to date and to propose priority areas of work for the three London RSA’s over the next period. Since the project was conceived and since the RSA’s have started in post our knowledge of London’s requirements has grown significantly and the national agenda has changed in light of the policy agenda of the new administration and these proposals are formed in that light.
Update on initial work plan

Our initial work plan agreed at the first steering group in April set out three strands;

· Borough support

· Relationships with key partners and stakeholders
· Thematic work streams (effective targeting of safeguarding activity, improving safeguarding outcomes and support with social care workforce pressures)
The attached project plan at Appendix 1 provides an update on these areas and suggests a renewed approach to the work streams previously identified in light of changes at a national level since the project was initiated and the information that has come from boroughs and partners about their current safeguarding priorities.

In addition, the Board should note the as yet limited number of requests for work with boroughs on an individual basis and the number of shared issues boroughs are raising which could perhaps best be addressed through more collaborative approaches.
Visits to key partners have identified lots of positive emerging practice around partnership approaches at front desks, development of targeted interventions, LSCB effectiveness and quality assurance practices. 
An update on the relationship building strand of the initial project is included at Appendix 2 but it is not proposed that this continue as a distinct element of the project as relationships between the RSA’s and key stakeholders are now sufficiently embedded to be built upon as part of project work. 
Themes emerging from stakeholders relating to safeguarding practice by individual agencies;
Police;

· Use of police protection; queries re over use, e.g. in relation to physical chastisement/PA in newly arrived communities

· Public protection desks: merlins/engagement in risk assessment/triage/first response.

· Gangs; sharing of lower level intelligence between boroughs.
NHS;

· GPs engagement – and implications of possible move to PbC
· Shortage of HVs 
· Role of Designated Dr (and PCT) in commissioning/quality assurance and confidence in SCRs
· Inconsistent engagement by community health services in first response/triage arrangements

· Response by professionals in acute settings to (head) injuries in pre-mobile babies emerging from SCRs
· The ‘Think Family’ agenda for MH Trusts.

Social care;

· Workforce; developing opportunities for sub-regional work on use of agency staff, particularly in E London and development of first line managers;

· Future of CAF and how to make it work for children who may become at risk of accommodation/harm
· Courts delays (arrangements for assessments)

· Quality of interventions, including assessments and protection plans

· Reviews of EDTs

· Placement stability/commissioning, including overuse of out of London placements, high cost low incidence provision and provision for those involved in gangs/crime 

· Pooling resources for efficiencies and better value 

· Care Leavers becoming parents – borough responsibility and cross border issues.
LSCBs;

· Board effectiveness 
· SCR practice and learning

· Progress on lay members – possible training need

· New Lead Members – training and development.
Other issues for London Board:

· Mobility issues:  still not always being managed well
· NRPF – funding issues and speed of decision making

· What works with neglect – more focus needed 

· Intervention work with guns and gangs 

· Addressing sexually harmful behaviour (Link with guns and gangs, also schools).

At the same time as developing a work plan for the London Advisers which addresses these issues it would be sensible to maximise the contribution of the advisers to the emerging policy priorities of the new administration and the agenda set out in the scope for Eileen Munro’s review of child protection.

The Munro Review;

Key themes;
· Reducing bureaucracy to allow social workers to spend more time building relationships with vulnerable families.

· Reducing procedures
· Developing the role of social work: supporting social worker confidence to build relationships with families and engage assertively with children and families 

· How to improve the quality of the outcomes 

· Using resources wisely; keeping children safe whilst getting more from less, particularly in light of rise in numbers subject to PP and LAC and financial cuts

· Supporting frontline professionals

· Building on what works.

The work of the advisers was already envisaged to be in line with many of these objectives;

· The principle of the project is to provide sector-led peer support to safeguarding improvement in London, to this end we are working very closely with key stakeholders across all sectors to define and agree priorities for our support and intervention (see attached work plan) and maximise the impact we make in priority areas for safeguarding improvement
· The Board was keen that improvement is judged in terms of improved outcomes for children through strong effective intervention by practitioners, strong partnerships and cost effective models of service delivery 
· The project is focused on identifying and sharing emerging positive practice; reducing duplication, creating efficiencies through increased collaborations building trust and transparency with the sector - we will work both with individual boroughs to support improvement but also with clusters of boroughs to share learning and developments in relation to agreed priorities

· The focus of the project is on supporting front line practitioners and managers, in all agencies, to be clear about their role and to work together effectively to deliver improved safeguarding interventions to families.
The thematic work set out in the work plan at Appendix 1 proposes addressing these objectives in a number of specific ways;

· Improving the serious case review process to maximise their impact on learning through providing guidance and training to boards and key leads including Designated and Named Health Professionals

· Addressing outcomes for groups of children identified through serious case reviews etc as being at risk of poor safeguarding outcomes

· Ensuring the effective targeting of safeguarding activity on those most at risk, through effective multi-agency information sharing and screening arrangements at the ‘front door’

· Supporting frontline practice and line management in social care by identifying and resolving barriers to effective working with partners.
· Sharing ‘what works’ in relation to preventing significant harm and addressing it effectively where it is identified, including through strengthening child protection processes and planning

· Supporting a stronger social care workforce.

In addition, we propose that the advisers work closely with Eileen Munro’s review team to reflect London’s needs and priorities.
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