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Overview of what I'll cover

* Panels, pathways and EFH

* Challenges we face and features of efficacy

* Moving Forwards

* Questions for London, next steps and reflections
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Planning for  Prioritising
Safety Protection

35 Local Authorities in a System Mapping Workshops
Community of Practice :

Panel observations
ROTH Pathway observations

\ J Review of assessments and
. \ plans
Review of assessments and )
plans Practitioner interviews and
\ J focus group
Engagement with practitioners, , . _ _
young people and National surveys, interviews
parents/carers and documentary analysis
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Panels, pathways and EFH
A Brief History
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Policing protocols Coordinated and reviewed
established along with responses to children
panels to risk assess and using harm-specific tools

connect information outside of CP

National outcry and
exploited children being
unprotected

Children experiencing Escalating use of secure, Gradual push for a child
extra-familial harm closed and DoLs for children at protection option for

to children’s services if risk of significant harm not situations of significant

parents are protective on child protection plans extra-familial harm
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“ Referral after Tom (15) was arrested in XXX for
possession with intent to supply of class A drugs (large
quantity of heroin and crack cocaine). Tom’s involvement
with supply of illicit substances is currently considered to

be the result of poor decision making, with no
information to suggest he is currently affiliated to gangs.
Whilst it is considered to have a huge implication for him
given the risk of him being provided with a custodial
sentence, such implications are not considered to

present any safeguarding risks for Tom. "
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1. Saturated and overly
complex systems

Local systems that do not
reflect national policies

Uncoordinated national
and local policy landscape

Pathways organised
around ‘harm types’

Parallel community safety
and children’s services
processes that are not
iIntegrated

Duplicate assessment
processes

So, what is the difference between
emerging and experiencing or
what's the difference between
experiencing and significant?
Because if I'm a victim of CSE

then experiencing would tell me
that I've already been a victim of
crime so how many times do |
have to be a victim of that crime
to be significant? (Prioritising
Protection, Focus Group, Case
Study Site)
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Site 1: Case oversight and theme oversight layered MACE meetings, ho Child Protection
pathway

7
| Results of assessment and/or s.47 used
to develop an EFH plan for young person
with s.17 basis unless child protection
concerns about the family

oY

Referral into mentoring service
Referral into mental health support
partnership
Referral into voluntary sector
resources - such as Gang Exit
programme and other educational
interventions
Disruption and redesign
interventions into locations via
community safety environmental
audits
Supported back into education
Advocacy regarding speech and
language therapy access
Family support
Substance misuse service
Services from health and wellbeing
hub

Missing Children’s
Panel
Every two weeks

£ “\
Single assessment completed J

Assessed as amber
referred into social work
family help team

Referral
Form screened by a
manager in the front
door and follow up call
and agency checks
completed and family
contacted

Findings of strategy discussion
reviewed and s.47 decision made and
initial safety plan agreed
J

Regular child in need
meetings

Assessed as Red -
strategy discussion

QA Exploitation
assessment to RAG rate
referrals

Assessed as green - No
Further Action

Daily MASH
Briefing
Morning revuew of

Monhtly MACE
Victim Offender Location
Theme (VOLT) Model

Daily intelliegence

children's services
referrals
briefing
Review 24 hours of
referrals/arrests
Weekly Crime and meeting
mﬂm Review all Red-rated

o EEmnaiy children, actions on X X X
offenders, locations and Diversion from custody services

Employment opportunities

themes
Other tangential meetings
Weekly- Children at Risk meeting for young people ot
education
Termly - Contextual Safeguarding meetings for schools

Monthly harmful sexual behaviour panel - Chaired by Clinical

Safety meeting
reviewing all violent
incidents in the LA

‘outh worker can complete an online form ti
make a referral into the multi-agency

safeguarding hub at the point of disclosure

National Referral

Mechanism (NRM) Panel

Discussing individual children
and adults with trafficking

assessment meeting
Cross border review of
violence and

escalation

Community Safety
Panel
Reviewing anti-social concerns
Psychology
Domestic Violence and Abuse team meetings

behaviour and
Multi LA Gangs meetings - police chaired - every two weeks

locations of concern




ite 5: ROTH Child Protection Pathway and no MACE

(
s.17 based plan if EFH concern but 1

S Support plan on EFH
not significant harm J deiivarad by young
Referral into ( ) people's team
children’s services Joint visit social work and
front door for multi- Strategy discussion police - or social work Child protection
agency checks - and youth work and EFH - pathway and conference
assessment completed If .47 threshold reached
gall based referral \ i ) Threshold of significant harm

Open access drop-in to explore
hobbies and interests and build a
rapport

Access to drug and alcohol service
Youth worker would discuss disclosure with their manager,

Outreach team to provide support
in a young person’s own
as well as with the young person, asking them what they
wanted to happen and also whether any other trusted adult

in relation to EFH and
concerns related to
parents

reached s.47 enquiries

National Referral If 5.47 threshold reached env'mr?mem o
i Mechanism (NRM) in relation to EFH and no Access to emotional resilience
needed to be notified. Youth worker would explain their Panel Discussing concerns related to : groups
rationale for calling children's services to the child or young individual children and parents Response to contexts Referral to therapeutic and
person. They would then call children's services, both front adults with trafficking organised by CS team
door and specialist EFH team, for advice. oohaerns

/

counselling services
Arts groups
Education and skills teams -
including on-site

Weekly meeting
Between policing and
contextual safeguarding

Access to on-site music studio
children’s services team cmrd mmal Work experience
chaired by young = Community sports projects
people's service Safeguarding team following ty sports proj

children’s services
assessment of a location or
group

Mentoring projects based on
young person's interests

Other tangental meetings
Youth Justice Risk Management Meetings - Ad Hoc
Fortnightly VCS review meetings
Police-led Silver meetings in response to critical incidents

Fair Access Panel - related to managed moves and exclusions
Joint decision-making panels




Site 4: Case oversight and theme oversi
Pathway in Parallel )

ght MACE panels with ROTH Child Protection

Local children's
safeguarding referral
form - screened by social
worker

Referral multi-
agency
safeguarding hub

Strategy discussion to inform
whether s.47,or s.17 single
assessment is needed

Regional EFH screening
tool and referral form -
screened by EFH

If disclosure made in a youth work organisation, safeguarding lead

would make a simultaneous referral into children’s social care and GRS
into the police to report a crime. A regional form would be completed
which is specific to EFH, and a separate form that is a generic
safeguarding referral form would also be completed
Youth workers in hospitals would use the same forms as would
orkers based in custody suites if a young person had been arrested
Crime report
Identifiable crime
report made

Could be a route to
support if referral
came in regarding
crime or arrest

Separate Youth
Justice Assessment
if needed

meeting
ASB monthly
operational maeting -
EFH worker attends

If concemns regarding EFH
allocated to exploitation team

Ongoing relationship with trusted
professional
Support from local sports club
Awareness-raising/education
support around EFH

-
Joint visit social work and

police visit and
If 5.47 threshold reached
assessment team in relation to EFH and CAMHS referraIsA
e AT Advocacy and professional
parents challenge
Building/mapping family network
- ~ Mapping young people's peers or
Jc;int vizi:_ :'ocial worker If 5.47 threshold reached in ) places where EFH occurs
o politceeam o pelationiio/ERH and Allloc?::;';vp:’m ".'f Request location assessment via
. locall eam | P
significant harm not B e community safety

Support to access college / school
Access drug and alcohol support
Confidence building
B Speech and language assessment
Subject to Anti-social behaviour

attributable to parents w/
follow up core group

concern

Monthly MACE
Monitoring trends and

reviewing progress of Allocate support via
individual young people EFH team where interventions - acceptable behaviour
referred via EFH process appropriate contracts or exclusion zones

Parent support

=

Daily - Morning triage meeting - children's services front door

Weekly - Missing from home meetings
Monthly - EFH Team team supetrvisions
Termly - Education mapping meeting

Termly - Pupil Referral Unit Safeguarding and Mapping

Meeting
Multi-agency risk assessment Conference - MARAC for
domestic abuse

‘Weekly MACE Panel
Hear all recent referrals for
children via EFH form .
Allocate risk rating as well as
all children reported mising
Next earliest panel - could be
pre or post visit




2. Children caught
between crime and

we Ifa re bl na r'i es Types of harm addressed

98.5 985

100
|

* In all systems community safety
processes still coordinate
responses to serious violence

80
|

60
|

40

288 273 273

* The purpose of ‘safeguarding’
meetings is also complex; with
policing and welfare goals often

% of panels selecting harm type
20
|

0
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collapsed — such as using VOLT FF o F
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models, or gathering ‘intelligence @0&“‘ < Q,bo@"’ PP & ¢
. : & & NS
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policing interventions to respond to
extra-familial contexts
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3. Systems drowning in
information but struggling
to take-action

The volume of information shared is
vast

The volume of actions agreed in
panels that fulfil a ‘case oversight’
function is minimal

Further gathering framed as an action

Space squeezed for responses to
groups/trends

Limited consideration of ‘relevance’

Limited connectivity between
processes beyond people

“Like there was just a couple of
voices in it and lots of people
Sitting there listening and hearing
information that they arguably
shouldn't hear, do you know what
| mean? It just felt a bit like it was
an oversharing space. | was
really keen, not for it to be that.”
(Prioritising Protection, Focus
group, case study site)
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Features of efficacy
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* Using an integrated single pathway and threshold

* Planning support without relying on investigatory options

» Using youth work responses to individuals and contexts

» Consistently using and seeking children and young people’s views
» Building in escalatory routes to school inclusion processes

* Applying clear parameters for proportionate information sharing

» Using welfare-orientated assessments
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School

Safeguarding and
promoting welfare

Neighbourhoods
Safeguarding and
promoting welfare

Environmental and family factors
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Understand your current pathway

Map existing arrangements against a series
of case studies or questions

Review actions agreed at panels and through
pathways — are they reliant on the pathway?

Review which harms are considered where
and the rationale for any separation

Review threshold applications across
pathways, and approaches to assessment

Review your pathway through an anti-
discrimination lens &.‘ﬂ
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Work through the welfare crime binary

“But actually they're all our children that you are targeting,
following and disrupting that you make up your crime
statistics with because you're not prepared to go after the big
(fish) .....my kids are just little fish that are easy to arrest and
get the charge and will inundate youth justice and say ‘well
why you're not adhering to your conditions’....well because
actually I'm being exploited and | can't.” (PP, Focus group)

‘Shane’, you have witnessed a significant assault on your best
friend, whereby he was stabbed last year. There's been
ongoing concerns for your safety since this time both in school
and outside of school in the community. It is clear that
everybody around you is finding it increasingly difficult to keep
you safe from the risk of serious youth violence...You were
really open with me about how this is impacted on your
mental health and how you were struggling to remain on track
and not retaliate (Social worker, P4S)

|dentify it in your local arrangements —
which children and young people are
impacted and how?

Engage in strategic discussion about
social care and policing leadership —
synergies and differences

Clarify purpose, goal, outcome
measure, and cultures of different
organisations until you get to places of
commonality
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Develop a welfare-led pathway

Case-oversight via a Risk Outside of the Home /
Harm Outside of the Home Child Protection

Pathway — and identify implications for family help
and children in care

Thematic oversight via a MACE or equivalent
panel

They were saying] We want to make this
work so you can have the best life. We're
not here to take you away... not ... telling
us how stupid she is or what horrible
: : Y : mistakes she's making. And it's all her
Children’s needs and welfare prioritised in both fault. and she should know better. We
structures haven't had any of that this time. It's been
very understanding, very calm. (Parent)

All forms of EFH drawn into both structures

Involvement of youth work in both structures AR
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Reflections and questions
for London
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« ROTH Child Protection Uptake in London has been variable despite
national policy changes

» Exploitation protocols published by the MPS do not engage with
Contextual Safeguarding

 Serious violence is often separated under a community safety agenda
and resourcing implications may be significant for London

« Mayor’'s VAWG strategy frames response to exploitation from a
policing perspective

* Findings related to ‘disproportionality’ and safeguarding responses to
Black children and young people likely to be more acute in London
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How does the profile of children discussed at HSB panels differ
from MACE and serious violence panels? Do you know? What
is the difference in the behaviour?

How many children at risk of significant harm in London are not
currently on child protection plans but open to other services
instead? \What are the outcomes for these children?

How confident is the partnership that there is shared
understanding of Contextual Safeguarding and its inclusion in
the forthcoming LCPP standards?

What does London need to progress its work to safeguard all
children impacted by extra-familial harm?
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