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• Is the child likely or not likely to thrive well enough? 

• Is there a serious threat to life and limb?  

• Is there a threat of serious sexual assault by a parent or carer?  

• Is there a good enough relationship with the main parent or carers?  
• Is at least one parent or carer showing some willingness to meet the 

child's needs?  

• Are parents or carers willing to accept help? 

• Are parents or carers able to accept help? 

• In respect of an older child, are they able to  accept help?     

    

• Would the formal child protection procedures do more harm than 
good? What are the risks of using or not using coercion? 

• What evidence is there that there is a type of service or 
combination of services which has a chance of being effective? 

 

The scope of resources available had also to be identified although it 
was likely that on an interagency basis this would be dealt with in 
children's services plans. The importance of political acceptance of 
those plans and the potential for joint commissioning and joint budgets 
was noted.  

Outcomes had also to be considered. It was agreed that it was not 
always possible to provide a service on the basis that it had an 
identifiable outcome, but it was reasonable to clarify expectations and 
seek to evaluate services. Evaluation in this context included the 
efficiency of the service, its relationship to other services and their 
impact on children and families. It was noted that educational 
standards could provide a good indicator. Concern was also expressed 
about the failure to provide services for children where it was decided 
that they did not need them but the effect of that decision was to leave 
the child isolated.  

The role of the Area Child Protection Committee was considered. It 
was suggested that if the general scope of guidance related to children 
in need, the committee, which might be renamed an Area Children 
Committee, would need to reflect the wider area of responsibility. 
There might be separate groups to manage different remits.  

There was also debate on the future role of child protection 
conferences and child protection registers and the problems that might 
emerge in relation to the exchange of confidential material if it related 
only to children in need. These were matters which were recognised as 
needing further debate. 

The importance of training was acknowledged. This needed to be inter-
disciplinary. It was felt that the recognition of the breadth of work with 
children and families and its complexity gave greater emphasis to the 
need for a three year training course for Social Workers. If, as 
suggested elsewhere, the quality of the relationship between the worker 
and the family was a key factor, attention would have to be given to 
that training. 

 
 

 


