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Child Death Review Panel (CDRP) Sub-group update

Report on Discussion of Models for London

1. Introduction

The CDRP sub-group met on 18th April to understand what a basic CDRP model would comprise; and to consider three proposed CDRP models for London in the light of:

· A breakdown by borough of the London child mortality rates
· A breakdown of types of death
· An overview of the current London position in terms of which
individual LSCBs:
· already have a functioning child death review panel
· are negotiating to set up a joint-panel with neighbouring LSCBs
· are in negotiations to set up a joint-panel along police quadrant lines
· are developing their own single-LSCB panel
· Models for CDRPs for London
· Resource requirements for a CDRP
See Paper 6b for flowchart of a basic CDRP model.

2.
Three CDRP Model Options
a) Option 1. Each London LSCB sets up its own local CDRP
Benefits:  
local control, local experience of experts and core members
Challenges: high costs of administration. Few cases but CDRP must still meet regularly to minimise length of time between death and review. Limited pool of core members and experts. Scrutinising colleagues’ work raises issues
b) Option 2. London LSCBs negotiate sub-regional CDRPs
Either by forming partnerships:
· With neighbouring or ‘family’ LSCBs – this may require some compromise in order to endure that all LSCBs are part of a sub-regional CDRP

Benefits: 
relationships will already be in place, there may be similarities across boroughs. May fit with collaborative rapid response teams
Challenges: there could be up to 10 CDRPs each servicing a small but different number of LSCBs. Small collaborations may have difficulties similar to option 1. There may be LSCBs with no ‘natural neighbours’
· In the Met police sub-regional boundaries

 Benefits:  
there are already sub-regional meetings between police & child protection. Distance from colleagues’ work. Independence and anonymity adds to credibility of the CDRP. The four CDRPs will be of sufficient and approximately equal size
Challenges: where there are already neighbour arrangements for rapid response teams, these may not fit with the Met police sub-regions
c) Option 3. A single London CDRP
The London LSCBs commission the London Board to set up and support a single CDRP for London. The London board collates a pool of core members appointed by individual boards along with a chair from each board. Also a preferred expert list is pooled for specialist contributions to the panel.
Benefits: 
economies of scale in terms of cost. Distance from colleagues’ work. Independence and anonymity adds to credibility of the CDRP. Pooled core members, chairs and specialist experts means that CDRPs can easily be convened. 
Challenges: less local control
4.
Discussion points
The following points illustrate themes from the sub-group discussion.
Local focus

· A local CDRP would develop good working relationships. However, a local panel would have very few meetings and experience from the pilots has been that independence and anonymity enhance the panel’s credibility without detracting from the assessment process and decisions.

· Cases for local concern would already be assessed for/subject to local serious case review, IMR or other LSCB monitoring before reaching a local or single London panel. The panel would await the outcome of any of these processes in order to use the findings in the child death review.

· All child death review cases are returned immediately after each panel meeting to the LSCB responsible for the case.

Agreed protocols
· Whichever model London adopts, LSCBs would benefit from agreed protocols around CDRPs, setting out the detail of processes and relationships e.g. how/when the CDRP would review cases with parallel processes for ‘professional competence’, criminal justice, serious case reviews etc. 

· The role of chairs, panel members, experts etc and their responsibilities before and during reviews would need to be described
Coroners

· The engagement of the coroners with CDRPs may be difficult, they only deal with unexpected deaths and would not be interested in expected deaths. There are only 8 coroner’s offices in London (one servicing just the City). If option 1 were agreed this raises the issue for each coroner of having to attend several panels
Efficiency and effectiveness
· In order for CDRPs to provide meaningful analysis large population sizes are needed

· Centralised administration is economically attractive, as it relieves each LSCB of the task of staffing and maintaining a CDRP and allows LSCBs to concentrate resources on implementing the findings from cases
· The option of sub-regional CDRPs appears to be a compromise, giving less local flexibility (in terms of collaborative rapid response teams) and less economy of scale, than a single London panel
· An example of a single London panel was suggested to be that each LSCB appoints 5 core members and a chair to the pool of CDRP members. Therefore there are 160 core members and 32 chairs for London. Each LSCB could then nominate specialised experts to be called upon as required. This would mean that on the current ONS figures each LSCB would only have to provide 2 core members per year and a chair 2-3 times per annum. The sub-group agreed that detailed work along these lines would be needed if option 3 of a single London panel is adopted
· The process for CDRP could be simplified by panel members speaking to experts and other information sources (GP, school nurse, ambulance staff) prior to a panel meeting. Then bringing that research with them to the meeting
· It would be efficient if London agreed to adopt the CEMACH child death case assessment scoring booklet which the pilots have developed 
Urgency and importance
· London LSCBs have less than a year to develop fully functioning CDRPs

· The sensitive work of the panels requires that they are ‘fit for purpose’ from day one

· The group majority agreed that within the timescale available to the boroughs, the London-wide model for CDRP would be the best option with local control over RRUs.

5.
Sub-group Conclusion & Recommendation

The CDRP sub-group concluded that within the timescale available to the London LSCBs, option 3, the model of a single London CDRP would be best. 

The CDRP sub-group recommends that the model of a single London Child Death Review Panel could be piloted for 18 months – 2 years, enabling CDRP teething problems to be addressed and expertise to be developed. This should be followed by a comprehensive review to decide whether London wants to continue with a single panel or to disaggregate the child death review process to a sub-regional or local level.
___________________________________________________________________
Christine Christie, London Safeguarding Children Board Manager, April 2007
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