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1. Introduction 

1.1 This review was jointly commissioned by the Dorset Safeguarding Adult Board 
(DSAB) and Bournemouth, Christchurch and Poole Safeguarding Adult Board 
(BCPSAB). 

1.2 The scope of the review was defined by the commissioning group as follows:  

The review and proposals will consider the current arrangements and how these 
could look in future by including the following:  

 Compliance with the requirements of the Care Act 2014;  
 The impact of the Boards on Safeguarding Adults;  
 Safeguarding Adult Board arrangements in other areas of the country;  
 Geographical boundaries, including whether to move to one pan-Dorset 

Board;  
 Terms of reference for a future Board to include: Governance, Membership, 

Accountability and Reporting.  
 Range and effectiveness of sub groups;  
 Relationships with other partnership boards;  
 Budget and financial contributions;  
 Review skills and dedicated staffing required to support the Board to deliver 

its strategic aims and core functions;  
 Ensuring independent scrutiny  
 The role of the Independent Chair;  
 Developing a robust shared understanding of the safeguarding threats to 

adults in need of care and support through data / information sharing to 
inform SAB priorities / activities. 

 Considering how policies and procedures continue to be developed / 
updated; whether internally or by purchase of system.  

1.3  Inevitably, given the limited allocation of time for the review (ten days) it has not 
been possible to consider all aspects of the scope in detail. This report will focus on 
the primary issues highlighted in the original tender submission: 

Clearly one of the drivers of the review is the need to consider the issue of 
geographical boundaries and whether or not to move to a pan-Dorset Board. 
However, the more important driver should be the question of impact. The purpose 
of having a Safeguarding Adults Board is to improve the safeguarding of vulnerable 
adults. In that sense, form should follow function: what kind of potential changes 
to structure, governance, accountability, and style of meetings would help to make 
vulnerable people across Dorset safer. 

The starting point is to concentrate on impact and effectiveness and how that can 
be strengthened. What evidence is there of the impact of the Boards as they 
currently function on the effectiveness of adult safeguarding, improved outcomes 
for service users. and the degree to which Boards ensure that Making Safeguarding 
Personal is fully embedded throughout practice, systems and practices? How 



effective under the current arrangements are challenge and scrutiny?  Where are 
the strengths and what are the areas for improvement? 

The second set of questions are to do with structure, with all options tested against 
their potential for increasing impact and effectiveness, as well as efficiency. What 
are the potential gains from any changes in governance, accountability and 
relationships with a range of partnerships, some of which remain specific to each 
individual local authority? What are the potential negative impacts, and how might 
they be mitigated? What are the strengths within current arrangements and how 
can the partnerships ensure they are built on rather than lost? What might the 
terms of reference of any new arrangements be, what resources are required and 
how might existing resources be reconfigured to increase resilience? 

1.4 Extensive pre-reading was undertaken prior to fieldwork in order to establish lines of 
enquiry. Documentation reviewed included but was not limited to: 

 Background material on local government reorganisation in BCP, demographic 
data and needs analysis 

 Terms of reference for Boards, sub groups, and the Executive Group, minutes of 
all Board, sub-group and Executive Group meetings from April 2018, a sample 
complete set of Board and QA Sub Group papers, budget, performance and activity 
data 

 Published Business Plans, published and draft Annual Reports, published 
Safeguarding Adults Reviews, audit reports on S42 decision making and learning 
disabilities / domestic abuse 

 Background information and published arrangements for Pan Dorset Safeguarding 
Children Partnership and alternative arrangements in other areas 

 Available information on Dorset and BCP Community Safety Partnerships and 
Dorset Community Safety and Criminal Justice Board 

1.5 The reviewer conducted interviews with Board members and other stakeholders over 
a five day period. The initial interview schedule was based on suggestions made by 
the Chair of the Boards, and was added to as fieldwork developed. The majority of the 
interviews were face to face, but a small number were conducted over the telephone 
due to the commitments of interviewees. Views were sought by email from those who 
could not be available for interview. The reviewer had hoped to also meet with the 
Chief Executives and Lead Members for adult social care from both local authorities, 
but this did not prove possible. Their views were invited by email. A list of those 
interviewed and those who responded by email is attached as Appendix A. 

1.6 The final stage of the review was the analysis of all information and views gathered, 
in order to develop an evidenced evaluation of both the strategic context and the 
current arrangements.  From this analysis a set of options for change and criteria for 
their appraisal were developed, and recommendations drawn up. This analysis, 
evaluation and the final recommendations are set out in the body of this report. 

1.7 The reviewer would like to thank all who contributed to the review and in particular 
Claire Hughes, Karen Maher, Heather Newton and Fay Ware for their efficient and 
ever helpful support. 

 



2. The strategic context 

2.1 There are a number of strategic contexts and drivers, and not all forces pull in the 
same direction. Local Government Reorganisation has significantly streamlined the 
local government landscape, with nine councils now replaced by two unitary 
authorities, of approximately equal population. The ‘case for change’ (PWC, 
December 2016) emphasised both the greater opportunities for collaboration on a 
pan-Dorset basis that this should facilitate, and the need to respond to the different 
needs of what were variously described as ‘urban Dorset / rural Dorset’ or ‘the 
conurbation and the county area’. The challenge to come up with the most effective 
way of delivering on Safeguarding Adults Boards responsibilities is the same on a 
smaller scale as the challenge and the opportunity identified for LGR as a whole in 
2016, only substituting ‘partnership working’ for ‘local government’: 

“In many senses, this is both Dorset’s greatest opportunity and its greatest 
challenge. It needs a structure of [partnership working] that is able to reflect the 
fact that the two different parts of Dorset have different needs and aspirations. 
However, at the same time it must not lose sight of the importance of countywide 
collaboration and the need to secure the strategic advantages that will benefit 
Dorset as a whole.”1 

2.2 The local authorities, and the voluntary sector, are the only partners within the 
existing SAB arrangements who do not operate on a pan-Dorset or wider footprint. 
There is therefore a high level of duplication for those pan-Dorset agencies in their 
membership of two Boards. Dorset CCG is one of eight first wave Integrated Care 
Systems, with strategic programmes for prevention at scale, integrated community 
services and a single acute network, underpinned by eighteen primary care networks 
serving populations of between 30 and 50000 people. This is a powerful driver 
towards framing the health and wellbeing agenda on a pan-Dorset basis. However, 
there is no or little integration between the adult social care systems between the two 
unitary authorities. 

2.3 The decision to base the new children’s multi-agency safeguarding arrangements on 
a Pan-Dorset Safeguarding Children Partnership clearly represents a significant 
commitment to the pan-Dorset footprint as “the most effective mechanism for 
addressing current and emerging safeguarding risks and vulnerabilities of children’2. 
One view that was strongly expressed to the review was that the same logic must 
apply to the arrangements for safeguarding adults at risk, and that these should move 
as rapidly as possible to mirror the new children’s arrangements. However, other 
senior interviewees emphasised that these arrangements are currently very 
‘embryonic’, and it was suggested that they are not necessarily yet set in stone. There 
was general agreement that there are some key aspects of the arrangements that 
have yet to be fleshed out: in particular, how to ensure within a much tighter 
‘Executive’ model the continued and full engagement of the wider partnership, and 
how to build effective independent scrutiny and challenge into the system. 

                                                      
1 Case for change: local government reorganisation in Dorset, PWC, December 2016, p.36 
2 Pan Dorset Safeguarding Children Partnership Plan, June 2019, p.3 



2.4 In terms of the existing arrangements, it must be stressed how ‘joint’ the Safeguarding 
Adults Boards already are in all but name: a joint chair, joint sub groups, largely 
duplicate agendas, identical memberships with the exception of the local authority 
and voluntary sector representation, and a single Business Plan. In practical terms, a 
decision to merge the Boards would simply be the last step on a road on which they 
have been well advanced over many years. That does not in any way mean it would 
be necessarily the right thing to do; but it does arguably make it the simplest to 
achieve.  Not to merge them would be to reverse a long established direction of travel. 

2.5  Nationally and in particular regionally, a number of innovative models are emerging 
in the wake of the abolition of Local Safeguarding Children’s Boards, particularly 
addressing new ways of aligning or combining work across what have historically been 
separate partnership arrangements – in particular, safeguarding children, 
safeguarding adults, and community safety. Strategically, this is a new landscape 
within which options for Dorset and BCP must be considered. It is notable, however, 
that all the examples which have been most discussed locally – the Keeping Bristol 
Safe Partnership, the Bath and North East Somerset Community Safety and 
Safeguarding Partnership Arrangements, developments in the London Borough of 
Waltham Forest – have all been developed within the boundaries of a single unitary 
authority. 

2.6 One of the drivers for these developments has been the recognition that there is a 
substantial overlap between the agendas and priorities of the different partnerships. 
Contextual and criminal exploitation, domestic violence, sexual violence and online 
grooming, gang affiliation, county lines and cuckooing, radicalisation, modern slavery 
and trafficking, are all issues of shared concern between children’s safeguarding 
arrangements, safeguarding adult arrangements, and community safety partnerships, 
albeit they might be seen through different lenses. Almost all respondents to this 
review felt strongly that currently within the Dorset / BCP arrangements, there was 
little ‘join up’ on these issues, little clarity about who was taking the lead on what, and 
little co-ordinated concrete action between the different partnerships. A focus on 
alignment between the safeguarding adults arrangements and those for children 
might, in the Dorset context, lead to an emphasis on the pan-Dorset dimension. A 
concentration on alignment between SAB and CSP priorities – which by their nature 
are inherently rooted in local communities – might however refocus attention more 
on the local authority level, where the statutory responsibility for the CSP function 
sits. At a pan-Dorset level, the Dorset Community Safety and Criminal Justice Board, 
accountable to the local authority based CSPs, has been established to co-ordinate the 
strategic activities of community safety and criminal justice partners. However some 
stakeholders felt that this was not sufficiently focused on local needs and 
circumstances to be effective. 

2.7 While recognising the importance of the overlapping agendas, it is essential also to 
recognise that this overlap is only partial, and that each of the partnerships has 
specific responsibilities and areas of concern which should not be diluted in any 
realignment of arrangements.  In a Venn diagram, it is only a minority part of each 
circle that will overlap with any other. While all the issues identified in paragraph 2.6 
above are rightly areas of concern for the Safeguarding Adults Boards, the largest 
elements of adult safeguarding activity, as evidenced in the Safeguarding Adults 



Collection returns to NHS Digital, are concerned with neglect and acts of omission, 
frequently arising in care provider services, particularly impacting on frail and elderly 
people. Self-neglect and hoarding are increasingly prominent and challenging 
concerns for Safeguarding Adults Boards: these are not issues with an obvious 
resonance for either children’s safeguarding or community safeguarding partnerships. 

2.8 One of the consequences of local government reorganisation has been the 
consolidation of local government into two unitary authorities potentially able to 
operate at greater scale than their predecessors. In particular, the establishment of 
Bournemouth, Christchurch and Poole as a single conurbation with a population of 
almost 400,000 does seem within the Council to have deepened a strong sense of 
‘place’ and distinctive identity. 

2.9 It should also be borne in mind that it is the local authority, under Section 42 of the 
Care Act, which has the primary statutory responsibility for protecting adults ‘in its 
area’ with care and support needs from abuse or neglect. Equally, the statutory 
responsibility for establishing a Safeguarding Adults Board rests with the local 
authority – unlike the responsibility for establishing multi-agency arrangements for 
safeguarding children, which is shared equally between three statutory partners. The 
objective of a SAB is to help and protect adults at risk ‘in its area’ – i.e. the area of the 
local authority. There is a specific onus on the local authority, therefore, different in 
kind from that on the other partners, to satisfy itself as a democratically accountable 
body that the arrangements in place properly meet its statutory responsibilities. 

2.10 In summary, therefore, the optimum solution to the challenges posed to this review 
is unlikely to be exclusively grounded at either the pan-Dorset or the local authority 
level. The arrangements arrived at should maximise the strategic benefits and the 
efficiency opportunities of collaboration and where appropriate integration at a pan-
Dorset level. Equally, they need to retain an effective focus on place, community, and 
‘the different needs and aspirations’ of rural and urban Dorset, as well as the need for 
each local authority for assurance that its lead responsibilities under the Care Act are 
being effectively discharged.   

3. The current arrangements 

3.1 Respondents to this review were keen to acknowledge how much the existing 
Safeguarding Adults Boards have achieved, and attributed much of this to the 
commitment, skills, and hard work of the Chair, the Business Managers, and members 
of their teams. The development of Multi Agency Risk Management Meetings over 
the past few years, under the auspices of the Boards, was an example given by a 
number of people. The work of the sub groups was felt to be particularly important. 
The development and maintenance of pan-Dorset policies and procedures was highly 
valued, although a number of issues were raised about the efficiency of the 
development and review process, and the accessibility and user friendliness of the 
procedures. Respondents generally felt that there was a good commitment by all 
agencies to training and development, and that the Training Workforce and 
Development Sub Group worked well. Minutes of meetings, and the quality of the 
reviews produced, clearly evidenced the rigour of consideration and follow through of 
actions at the SAR Sub Group. The independent multi-agency audits carried out in the 
last eighteen months, on S42 decision making and domestic violence involving adults 



with learning disabilities, have had a sharp focus on practice and have raised critical 
issues. There was a strong shared sense among most respondents that the Boards 
have been successful in raising the profile of adult safeguarding across the 
partnership. 

3.2 The existing arrangements are not however sustainable in their current form. Most 
obviously, there is huge duplication between the Dorset and BCP meetings, agendas, 
and reports, with representatives of the pan-Dorset agencies spending time 
effectively going through largely the same meeting twice, four times a year. The 
phrase ‘Groundhog Day’ recurred in several interviews.    

3.3 The agendas are over dominated by reports from sub groups. Quarterly reporting 
from each sub group is not the best use of Board meeting time. Sub groups should be 
more clearly mandated to progress their annual work programmes, with exception 
reporting or an annual report back to the Board. Generally, while the work of the sub 
groups was valued, respondents found it difficult to articulate the value added by the 
full Board meetings themselves. The most common value of the meetings identified 
was ‘networking’ – undoubtedly important, but the current arrangements are an 
expensive way of achieving it, measured by the time spent in meetings. 

3.4 There is limited evidence of challenge at Board meetings. Some respondents 
attributed this to the size of the meetings and a reluctance to ‘put people on the spot’ 
in a large meeting. Challenge is more likely to take place on a 1:1 basis outside of the 
meeting. 

3.5 The Quality Assurance Sub Group receives large volumes of data, but in the main 
analysis is limited. Data largely focuses on activity and volumes, and there is limited 
data on quality of practice.  Although there appears to have been a significant increase 
in practice audit activity in the last year, the findings and areas for improvement do 
not appear to be systematically reported through to the QA Sub Group, so there is 
little evidence of action or improvement planning arising from the audits undertaken.  
The Boards’ terms of reference state: 

The Board will receive and scrutinise regular quality-assurance reports by individual 
agencies quarterly (as a minimal requirement) to identify good practice and 
highlight any shortcomings within agencies. If shortcomings are identified the 
Board and the agency in question will agree a remedial action plan. The 
implementation and resulting impact of the action plan will be reviewed by the 
Board.  

However they do not in reality appear to have a clear line of sight into the quality of 
front line practice. 

3.6 The pressure of the routine business cycle makes it difficult for the Boards to 
systematically follow through on issues raised. The audit of S42 decision making in 
2018 does appear to have generated significant improvement activity in some 
constituent agencies, especially in Dorset County Council as it then was, but it is hard 



to see where the Boards’ grip on this was. There was no agreed action plan arising 
from the audit, with progress against it systematically monitored. The Executive Group 
meeting on 10th July 2018 agreed that the audit report “will be taken to each SAB 
meeting in September via QA report and then come back to December meetings when 
organisations can report on improvements that have been made”. Scrutiny of 
subsequent Sub Group and Board meetings does not evidence however that this 
decision was fully followed through. It is difficult to establish an audit trail for the 
statement in the QA Sub Group Chair’s report of May 2019 that “Recommendations 
from the Multi Agency audit into S42 Decision making have been fully implemented.” 

3.7 There has been limited progress in pursuing coordinated activity with either the 
Community Safety Partnerships or the Local Safeguarding Children’s Boards. Well 
attended cross-partnership conferences in early 2018 on the Whole Family approach 
generated considerable enthusiasm for what was described as ‘a whole organisation 
culture shift’, but there was general agreement that progress on this has since got 
‘stuck’.  The Boards’ Business Plan sets out aims and aspirations, but does not commit 
the Boards to a finite and concrete set of actions and outcomes, progress against 
which can be systematically monitored. 

3.8 A number of respondents felt that the Boards needed to clarify the scope of their work 
– whether this was focused on adults with care and support needs at risk of abuse or 
neglect and unable to protect themselves as a result of their care and support needs 
(as set out in S42(1) of the Care Act 2014), or concerned with a wider view of risk and 
vulnerability. 

3.9 The accountability of the Boards and the Chair is unclear. There appears to be 
variability between the local authorities in the reporting line of the Chair. The 
statutory guidance on the Care Act 2014 is explicit that the chair should be 
accountable to the Chief Executive of the local authority.3 Arrangements to deliver on 
this requirement do not however appear to be in place either in Dorset Council or in 
BCP Council, or to have historically been in place in their predecessor authorities. 

3.10  Perhaps most importantly, the existence of two Safeguarding Adults Boards does not 
currently deliver on what should theoretically be the key advantage of separation at 
Board level: a really clear focus on the effectiveness of adult safeguarding within a 
defined area and within the responsibility of a single local authority. From an 
examination of Board minutes, and discussions with respondents to the review, little 
evidence was identified of a clear focus at either Board on Dorset or BCP specific 
issues. The review identified only one main agenda item at either Board in 2018/19 
which appeared to have a specific reference to an individual local authority area – a 
presentation to the Bournemouth and Poole Board on the work of two local voluntary 
organisations. One respondent did however describe the B&P Board as firmly focused 
on Bournemouth and Poole. 

3.11 The resourcing of the current arrangements is generally recognised as inequitable. 
According to information provided to the review, in 2018/19 the Bournemouth and 

                                                      
3 Care and Support Statutory Guidance, HM Government, updated October 2018, para. 14.150 



Poole SAB (serving at that time a smaller population) had twice the annual budget of 
the Dorset SAB - £106,500 compared to £56,000. The local authorities contributed 
£70,000 to the Bournemouth and Poole budget, compared to £29,000 in Dorset. The 
CCG contribution in Bournemouth and Poole was £20,000 but only £10,000 in Dorset. 
NHS Trusts contributed £6000 to Bournemouth and Poole and £4000 to Dorset. In 
terms of staffing, the review understands the position to be as follows: 

Bournemouth Christchurch and Poole 
SAB 

Dorset SAB 

Business Manager 22 hours p.w. 

Training Co-ordinator 21 hours p.w. 

Administrative support 30 hours p.w. 

Business Manager 22 hours p.w. 

Administrative support 18.5 hours p.w. 

 

3.12 The Care Act 2014 prescribes three things that a SAB must do. It must publish an 
annual strategic plan; it must publish an annual report; and it must, if the mandatory 
criteria are met, carry out a Safeguarding Adults Review. However, statutory guidance 
is more extensive about what a SAB ‘should’ do: 

“Each SAB should: 

 identify the role, responsibility, authority and accountability with regard to 
the action each agency and professional group should take to ensure the 
protection of adults 

 establish ways of analysing and interrogating data on safeguarding 
notifications that increase the SAB’s understanding of prevalence of abuse 
and neglect locally that builds up a picture over time 

 establish how it will hold partners to account and gain assurance of the 
effectiveness of its arrangements 

 determine its arrangements for peer review and self-audit 

 establish mechanisms for developing policies and strategies for protecting 
adults which should be formulated, not only in collaboration and consultation 
with all relevant agencies but also take account of the views of adults who 
have needs for care and support, their families, advocates and carer 
representatives 

 develop preventative strategies that aim to reduce instances of abuse and 
neglect in its area 

 identify types of circumstances giving grounds for concern and when they 
should be considered as a referral to the local authority as an enquiry 

 formulate guidance about the arrangements for managing adult safeguarding, 
and dealing with complaints, grievances and professional and administrative 
malpractice in relation to safeguarding adults 

 develop strategies to deal with the impact of issues of race, ethnicity, religion, 
gender and gender orientation, sexual orientation, age, disadvantage and 
disability on abuse and neglect 



 balance the requirements of confidentiality with the consideration that, to 
protect adults, it may be necessary to share information on a ‘need-to-know 
basis’ 

 identify mechanisms for monitoring and reviewing the implementation and 
impact of policy and training 

 carry out safeguarding adult reviews and determine any publication 
arrangements; 

 produce a strategic plan and an annual report 

 evidence how SAB members have challenged one another and held other 
boards to account 

 promote multi-agency training and consider any specialist training that may 
be required. Consider any scope to jointly commission some training with 
other partnerships, such as the Community Safety Partnership”4 

3.13 It is not clear that, despite the heroic efforts of the support teams, the existing Boards 
are resourced to deliver on those expectations, particularly in relation to interrogating 
and analysing data, systematically auditing multi-agency practice, or promoting multi-
agency training.   

4. Options appraisal – criteria 

4.1 Derived from the analysis above of both the strategic context and the effectiveness of 
the current arrangements, the following criteria have been developed against which 
options for change should be evaluated. 

4.2 Any future arrangements should: 

 Combine a strong focus on place with effective co-ordination across the pan-
Dorset footprint where that will deliver more effective safeguarding and more 
effective multi agency working 

 Enable each local authority to have assurance that their statutory responsibility 
for the establishment of a Safeguarding Adults Board to help and protect adults at 
risk in its area is effectively discharged  

 Ensure adequate resourcing, while delivering opportunities for efficiencies and 
cost reductions where possible both in money and in time 

 Facilitate clear and concrete action planning to improve the protection of adults 
at risk in the area or areas covered 

 Ensure the effective co-ordination of actions and delivery with other relevant 
strategic partnerships  

 Ensure that there is no dilution of focus on the core responsibilities, 
accountabilities, and concerns of the Safeguarding Adults Board 

                                                      
4 Care and Support Statutory Guidance, paragraph 14.139, Department of Health and Social Care, updated 
October 2018 



 Facilitate effective challenge and scrutiny 

 Ensure the effective engagement of all stakeholders 

 Have a clear line of sight into the quality of front line practice and multi-agency 
working 

5. Independent scrutiny and the role of an independent chair 

5.1 The review scope agreed by the commissioning group required the review to consider 
these matters. Whatever option is chosen, all partners contributing to the review 
agreed that strong arrangements for independent challenge and scrutiny will be an 
essential element.  Arrangements for independent scrutiny are not a statutory 
requirement for Safeguarding Adults Boards, as they are for children’s safeguarding 
partnerships under the Children and Social Work Act 2017. The appointment of a SAB 
Chair of ‘a person whom the authority considers to have the required skills and 
experience’ is a statutory requirement under paragraph 1(3) of Schedule 2 to the Care 
Act 2014, but there is no requirement for independence, as there was for Local 
Safeguarding Children Boards prior to their abolition. However, statutory guidance 
gives a strong steer: 

“Although it is not a requirement, the local authority should consider appointing 
an independent chair to the SAB who is not an employee or a member of an agency 
that is a member of the SAB. The chair has a critical role to lead collaboratively, 
give advice, support and encouragement but also to offer constructive challenge 
and hold main partner agencies to account and ensure that interfaces with other 
strategic functions are effective whilst also acting as a spokesperson for the SAB. 
An independent chair can provide additional reassurance that the Board has some 
independence from the local authority and other partners.” 5 

The ADASS / Local Government Association / Skills for Care guidance on the role of the 
Safeguarding Adults Board chair6 assumes throughout the independence of the chair, 
and indeed states (potentially slightly misleadingly as an absolute statement) “Each 
board has an independent chair who is accountable for the effective working of the 
board.“ It probably is the case, though, that there are now very few Safeguarding 
Adults Boards, if any, that do not have an independent chair. 

5.2 However, the appointment of an independent chair is not the only route to ensuring 
independent scrutiny. The multi-agency arrangements for safeguarding children do 
not require an independent chair, but they must ‘include arrangements for scrutiny 
by an independent person of the effectiveness of the arrangements’ (Children and 
Social Work Act 2017, Section 18(3)). The development of these scrutiny 
arrangements is at an early stage, and, although it is estimated that the majority of 
partnerships are continuing at least in the first instance to focus their scrutiny 
arrangements through the role of an independent chair, there is a huge diversity of 

                                                      
5 Care and Support Statutory Guidance, paragraph 14.150, Department of Health and Social Care, updated 
October 2018 
6 The role of the Safeguarding Adults Board chair, ADASS, October 2018 



approaches being taken. One summary report identifies at least the following models 
being developed in the children’s safeguarding world, and most of them could be 
transposed into the adult safeguarding context without too much difficulty: 

 employing one independent scrutineer for their local area safeguarding children 
partnership  

 planning to appoint more than one scrutineer, with responsibility for different 
aspects of the multi-agency partnership arrangements  

 sharing one independent scrutineer with other local area safeguarding 
partnerships  

 creating service-user informed approach to independent scrutiny, with family led 
multi-agency auditing and local reviews  

 instigating peer review processes with neighbouring partnerships: peers 
scrutinizing each other  

 creating a system of internal peer reviews within the area covered by the 
partnership arrangements  

 buying in ‘national experts’ to scrutinize particular aspects of the partnership 
arrangements, safeguarding plan and implementation  

 combining scrutiny of children and adult safeguarding through a governance and 
assurance model that provides a whole family response, combining a strategic 
approach to safeguarding partnership arrangements across children and adult 
safeguarding agendas  

 focusing independent scrutiny on partnership priorities  

 giving scrutineers specifically targeted responsibility to resolve conflict as the final 
arbiter of the escalation processes and for dispute resolution (should it be 
necessary) between the safeguarding leads.7 

5.3 The published plan for the Pan Dorset Safeguarding Children Partnership states that 
“Local senior leaders have agreed that in the first instance they will establish an 
independent chair role which in due course may change to other means of accessing 
independent scrutiny”8, and this incremental or evolutionary approach seems to be 
one that is commonly being taken across the country. Although the new role of 
Independent Scrutineer is being developed and recruited to in a number of places (or 
roles – Berkshire West, for example, are creating two roles, a ‘strategic independent 
scrutineer’ and an ‘operational independent scrutineer’)9, the experience of ‘early 
adopters’ of the new children’s safeguarding arrangements is that independent 
scrutiny is not a simple function to be invested in a single person. “Across the early 
adopter projects there was a clear message that, whatever form independent scrutiny 

                                                      
7 Six Steps for Independent Scrutiny, Pearce J., University of Bedfordshire, 2019 
8 Pan Dorset Safeguarding Children Partnership Plan, June 2019, p. 12 
9 Safeguarding Early Adopters: developing the learning from multi-agency safeguarding arrangements, 
National Children’s Bureau, p. 39 



takes, it should not be viewed as a single function.”10. It is unlikely, therefore, that 
simply seeking to replace an independent chair with a separate scrutiny function or 
role would result in cost savings; and more importantly, there is not yet evidence that 
alternative models of scrutiny are likely to prove more effective than a chair capable 
of  developing the ‘culture of openness and challenge’11 that was consistently 
identified by Ofsted as the key achievement and contribution of independent chairs 
in their reviews of good and outstanding Local Safeguarding Children’s Boards. 

5.4 Given the clear steer of the statutory guidance (updated as recently as October 2018) 
towards the appointment of an independent chair, and the very early stage of 
development of alternative models of scrutiny in multi-agency safeguarding, this 
review recommends that the Safeguarding Adults Board or Boards in Dorset adopt the 
approach which has already been taken by the Safeguarding Children Partnership: to 
continue with the role of independent chair in the first instance, while remaining open 
to considering other models of scrutiny as some of the current experimentation beds 
in and begins to demonstrate equal or greater effectiveness. The discussion of options 
which follows, therefore, assumes where relevant a continuing independent chair 
role. 

6. Options considered and appraisal 

Six options are presented below for analytic purposes. No set of options can be 
exhaustive, and elements of different options could be combined. All the options 
discussed are considered to be capable of compliance with the Care Act; and, if 
adequately resourced, able to fully deliver on the expectations of what a SAB “should” 
do which are set out in paragraph 3.12 above.  

Option 1: Move to a single pan-Dorset Board 

This would essentially mean combining the two existing Boards into one. It would 
create significant savings in the use of time, particularly for those partner agencies 
(the majority) who operate on a pan-Dorset or wider footprint. It may also facilitate 
cost reductions. A single Board is likely to require at least the equivalent of a full time 
Business Manager and a full time administrator, which would represent a slight saving 
on current resources. However, this level of resourcing would be unlikely to enable 
the Board to fully meet the expectations of statutory guidance.  This option could 
strengthen the effective co-ordination of strategies and issues that are best addressed 
on a pan-Dorset basis. Broad continuity in membership from the current 
arrangements should protect the continuing engagement of all stakeholders, although 
membership would require a degree of streamlining to avoid the Board becoming 
unwieldy. A 50% reduction in meeting time should make more consistent attendance 
possible on the part of those agencies who currently are unable to sustain consistent 
attendance at both Boards. 

                                                      
10 Ibid, loc.cit. 
11 Review of Local Safeguarding Children Board in the London Borough of Hackney, Ofsted, 2016 



Moving to a pan-Dorset Board would facilitate greater alignment with the new 
Safeguarding Children Partnership Arrangements. However it would not easily 
support greater alignment with the local authority based Community Safety 
Partnerships, with whose priorities there is arguably a greater overlap for the 
Safeguarding Adults Board. Most significantly, it would weaken rather than strengthen 
a focus on place, communities, and the different needs identified in the local 
government review of urban and rural Dorset. Should this option be chosen, each local 
authority would need to be satisfied that the arrangements delivered on its statutory 
responsibility to establish an effective Safeguarding Adults Board to help and protect 
adults at risk in its area.  

Moving to a pan-Dorset Board is a viable option. This review suggests, though, that 
this should not mean simply taking the two Boards as they currently function and 
putting them together to continue to function in the same way. Should this option be 
chosen, it would be important to incorporate in its implementation as far as possible 
the kind of refocusing described under Option 2. 

Option 2: Retain and refocus existing Boards 

Under this option, the Dorset and BCP SABs would remain separate. They could 
continue to share a Chair, or have separate Chairs to facilitate a greater focus on 
needs, performance, and issues arising in the two separate local authority areas. If 
separately chaired, the Chairs would need to maintain a close working relationship. 
Consideration could be given to establishing a single Business Unit for the support of 
both Boards, hosted in one local authority.  

However, if this option is to be taken, the review considers it essential that every effort 
is made to address the issues raised in paragraphs 3.2 to 3.13 above. This would 
involve reshaping agendas to reduce the dominance of routine reporting back from 
sub groups, and to ensure a clearer focus on needs, performance and issues specific 
to the geographical area of the individual Board’s remit. The QA Sub Group’s work 
would need to be refocused to ensure a sharper focus on the quality of practice, and 
the joint sub group would probably need to be disaggregated into separate Dorset and 
BCP workstreams. The findings of a practice audit programme, both single- and multi-
agency, and improvement plans arising from them, should be systematically reported 
and scrutinised as part of the quality assurance function. Business planning should 
concentrate on a small set of concrete actions, with clear timescales and success 
measures. Elements of this action plan could be jointly developed with the local 
Community Safety Partnership. 

However, this option would not address the inevitable duplication and inefficiency 
when pan-Dorset issues need to be addressed by both Boards. While a clearer 
differentiation of agendas could reduce the ‘Groundhog Day’ effect, it would by no 
means eliminate it. While establishing a strong focus on place, this option would not 
achieve the strategic benefits or efficiencies of effective co-ordination across the pan-
Dorset footprint. 



Option 3: combined Partnership Boards 

Under this option, the functions of a Safeguarding Adults Board would be combined 
with some combination of the Safeguarding Children’s Partnership and the Community 
Safety Partnership, either in the form of the Dorset Community Safety and Criminal 
Justice Board or the separate Dorset and BCP CSPs. There are a number of possible 
permutations: 

 A Pan Dorset Vulnerability and Community Safety Partnership, bringing 
together the Safeguarding Adults Board, the Children’s Safeguarding 
Partnership, and the Dorset Community Safety and Criminal Justice Board. 

 A Pan Dorset Adults and Children’s Safeguarding Partnership 

 A BCP and a Dorset Safeguarding Adults and Community Safety Partnership 

All of these options would deliver different variations of alignment between the 
priorities of different partnership arrangements. However, all would also risk a dilution 
of focus on the core responsibilities and concerns of a Safeguarding Adults Board. All 
would also require a complex infrastructure of sub groups and task and finish groups 
if a clear line of sight into different areas of practice was to be achieved. Variations on 
all versions of this option were explicitly considered and rejected within the last twelve 
months in the appraisal of options for the new children’s safeguarding partnership 
arrangements, which suggests that partners would require a compelling rationale to 
revive any of them at this stage. 

Option 4: a Pan-Dorset Safeguarding Adults Partnership 

This model would mirror the recently implemented Pan-Dorset Safeguarding Children 
Partnership, and would be made up of senior representatives of the two local 
authorities, Dorset Police, and the CCG. It is strongly advocated by at least one of the 
major partners in the current SAB arrangements. It would be the most streamlined of 
the available options, eliminate the duplication in the current arrangements, and 
potentially create the most significant efficiencies. It should support more focused and 
concrete action planning. The view was also expressed in the review that genuine 
challenge and scrutiny were much more likely to occur in a small senior Executive 
group than in large multi-agency meetings. However, this option would not lend itself 
to a clear focus on place, or performance and practice within individual local authority 
areas. It would not facilitate alignment and joint planning with local Community Safety 
Partnerships, and would face the same challenge as that already identified for the 
Safeguarding Children Partnership: how to ensure within a much tighter ‘Executive’ 
model the continued and full engagement of the wider partnership. 

Option 5: thematic integration 

This option would be based on the Community Safety and Safeguarding Partnership 
Arrangements developed in Bath and North East Somerset. This is a single set of 
arrangements covering adults and children’s safeguarding and community safety, with 
a strategic Executive Group comprising the senior representatives of the statutory 



children’s safeguarding partners, adult social care, and the relevant criminal justice 
and fire and rescue services; an operational group; and a series of thematic sub groups 
– currently covering quality and performance, exploitation, vulnerable communities, 
early intervention, domestic abuse, training and workforce development, and practice 
review.  

This is the most ambitious option, and if successfully implemented would deliver 
maximum co-ordination between the overlapping priorities of different remits, 
maximum strategic coherence, and potentially wide stakeholder engagement through 
the different tiers of the structure. Applied in the Dorset context, and if children’s 
safeguarding arrangements were to be an integral part of it, it would logically operate 
on a pan-Dorset basis. It would therefore share both the advantages and the 
disadvantages of any option which is heavily focused on pan-Dorset operation. Co-
ordinating thematic work effectively across two unitary authorities, and quality 
assurance work with a clear focus on practice across this wide range of remits, would 
be a significant and probably resource-intensive challenge. The drive to fit everything 
into an ‘all age’ thematic structure risks a dilution of focus on the core responsibilities, 
accountabilities, and concerns of the Safeguarding Adults Board. It is not clear how 
this structure would fully address the ‘bread and butter’ concerns of adult 
safeguarding as discussed in paragraph 2.7 above, which do not easily fit into one of 
the ‘all age’ themes.  

Option 6: Strategic Collaboration / Local Delivery 

The core elements of this model are: 

 A pan-Dorset Safeguarding Adults Partnership Group – Chief Officer or 
equivalent level representation of the CCG, Dorset Police, and adult social care 
and community safety in both Dorset and BCP. This group, which might meet 
six monthly, would be responsible for agreeing pan-Dorset strategic priorities 
for adult safeguarding, linking to the Pan Dorset Community Safety Strategic 
Assessment, and monitoring delivery of those priorities. It could be extended 
to also include Directors of Children’s Services, to identify shared priorities with 
the Safeguarding Children Partnership. 

 A Safeguarding Adults Delivery Group, one for each of Dorset and BCP, would 
be responsible for determining local priorities, translating the agreed priorities 
into concrete and measurable actions, monitoring the delivery of those action 
plans, and overseeing the quality assurance of the safeguarding adults system 
in the local authority area concerned. The Delivery Group would be the 
statutory Safeguarding Adults Board. Aspects of the agreed action plan would 
be jointly owned by the Delivery Group and the Community Safety Partnership. 
Actions to deliver pan-Dorset priorities would be assigned to task and finish 
groups jointly sponsored by both Delivery Groups or with one Group taking 
responsibility, with clear delegated authority, on behalf of the wider 
partnership. Membership of the Delivery Groups would be comprised of senior 
representatives of the ‘parent’ Executive agencies, at one level below the 
Executive members, health providers, the voluntary sector, and other relevant 



agencies as determined by the Groups themselves. A senior representative of 
the local Community Safety Partnership should be a core member of the Board. 

 The Delivery Groups should be independently chaired, to facilitate rigorous 
holding to account against the agreed action plans, challenge and scrutiny. 
Ideally (but not essentially) they should share a Chair, to facilitate the most 
effective co-ordination and collaboration. The Chair or Chairs should attend the 
Pan Dorset Partnership Group, but not necessarily chair it. 

 Policies and procedures, training and workforce development, and decision 
making on Safeguarding Adult Reviews would most effectively continue to be 
managed through joint sub groups with a pan-Dorset remit, with clear 
delegated authority from the Delivery Groups and reporting to them annually 
or by exception. One of the issues raised in the review was whether policies 
and procedures should continue to be developed internally or through 
purchase of an external system such as tri.x which is reported as working 
effectively for Children’s Services. To reach a conclusion on this would require 
a proper cost: benefit analysis which is beyond the resources of this review. 
The view has been expressed that the current arrangements work well, and are 
flexible and responsive to both local issues and developments. Conversely, 
views have also been expressed that the current processes are laborious and 
over local authority dominated, and generate revisions and new appendices 
more frequently than strictly necessary which makes them difficult for the 
workforce to absorb.  While the stated commitment to respond to emerging 
issues and priorities is positive, it is worth asking whether it may also have led 
to some of the confusion between procedures and good practice guidance that 
Eileen Munro noted in her review of child protection back in 2011:  “Efforts to 
make procedures cover more variety quickly lead to the proliferation of 
procedural manuals that, because of their size, become harder to use in daily 
practice.” 12 

 However, quality assurance needs to be more specifically tailored to the 
assurance of performance in the individual local authority areas, and more 
focused on qualitative as well as quantitative performance. Each Delivery 
Group within this model will therefore need its own quality assurance 
arrangements. 

 The proposed governance arrangements are set out below: 

 

 

 

 

                                                      
12 The Munro Review of Child Protection: Final Report, 2011, para. 3.5  



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The commissioning group have asked for an estimate of the resource requirements of 
the recommended model. However, these must depend to some extent on decisions 
which the funding partners must make: there is a continuum between resourcing for 
minimal compliance with Care Act requirements and a ‘Rolls Royce’ model which 
would deliver on the full suite of ‘should do’ expectations set out in statutory guidance. 
The two Boards could be serviced by a joint team, hosted in one of the two authorities. 
As a minimum, it is estimated that this should comprise a Business Manager, a Quality 
Assurance Manager, a Training Co-ordinator, and probably two administrative support 
staff – all full time or FTE.  Efficiency savings would be possible however if a broader 
view is taken of the resources currently committed to partnership support across the 
Dorset area – supporting adults and children’s safeguarding, community safety at both 
the pan-Dorset and local authority level, and Health and Wellbeing Boards. There is 
scope to develop a single Partnership Support Unit, significantly increasing resilience. 
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under Section 43 of the Care 
Act 2014 
 

BCP Safeguarding Adults Delivery 
Group 
 

 The statutory SAB established 
under Section 43 of the Care 
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7. Conclusions and recommendations 

7.1 Option 6 is recommended as the direction of travel. It, or some version of it, is the 
option that most closely reflects the summary requirement set out in paragraph 2.10 
above and repeated here: 

“The arrangements arrived at should maximise the strategic benefits and the 
efficiency opportunities of collaboration and where appropriate integration at a 
pan-Dorset level. Equally, they need to retain an effective focus on place, 
community, and ‘the different needs and aspirations’ of rural and urban Dorset, as 
well as the need for each local authority for assurance that its lead responsibilities 
under the Care Act are being effectively discharged.”   

It maintains a clear focus on the core responsibilities of a Safeguarding Adults Board, 
while facilitating much closer alignment with the work of other key strategic 
partnerships. It does not reflect the desire of some stakeholders for a clear reduction 
in the absolute number of meetings, but should make the meetings themselves more 
purposeful and very significantly reduce duplication.  

7.2 There is no obvious reason for the inconsistency in local authority and CCG funding 
between the Dorset and BCP Safeguarding Adults Boards and it is recommended that 
every effort be made to equalise this. The local authorities, the police, and the CCG do 
not have a shared responsibility for the establishment of the Safeguarding Adults 
Board, as they do for the children’s safeguarding arrangements. However,  it does not 
seem unreasonable, given that they are the only statutorily prescribed members of 
the Board, that the partnership should move towards matching the commitment 
made in the published plan for the Safeguarding Children Partnership, that the two 
local authorities, the police and the CCG will in future each fund 25% of the agreed 
costs of the safeguarding adults partnership arrangements across the pan-Dorset 
area.  



Appendix A 

Individuals interviewed for the review: 

Barrie Crook, Independent Chair, BCPSAB and DSAB 

Kelly Ansell    BCP Council 
Glynis Hargreaves BCP Council 
Phil Hornsby   BCP Council 
Claire Hughes   BCP Council 
Judith Ramsden  BCP Council 
Kate Ryan    BCP Council 
Jan Thurgood   BCP Council 
David Vitty   BCP Council 
Sarah Webb   BCP Council (by telephone) 
 
Vivien Broadhurst Dorset Council 
Jonathan Carter  Dorset Council 
Graham Duggan  Dorset Council 
Andy Frost   Dorset Council 
Karen Maher   Dorset Council 
Lisa Rowe    Dorset Council 
 
 
Fiona Grant   Dorset Police 
Ben Hargreaves  Dorset Police (by telephone) 
 
Jo McGowan   Dorset and Wiltshire Fire and Rescue Service (by telephone) 
 
Vanessa Read   Dorset CCG 
 
Sarah Cake   Dorset County Hospital 
 
Denise Richards  Poole Hospital (by telephone)  
 
Verena Cooper  Dorset Healthcare Trust  
 
Respondents contributing by email 
 
Tracey Kybert   BCP Council 
 
Fiona Brown   Dorset Council 
 
David Bourne   HMP Verne 
 
Tina Ridge    National Probation Service 
 
Jenny House   Royal Bournemouth and Christchurch Hospitals 



Donna Martin  Citizens Advice BCP 
 
Marie Waterman  Volunteer Centre Dorset 
 
Chris Kippax   Independent consultant 


