VCS Engage Annual Snapshot Survey of the Children, Young People and Families VCS in Yorkshire & the Humber 2008/9
VCS Engage is a national programme funded by the DCSF and managed by Children England which aims to support the engagement of the Children, Young People and Families (CYPF) voluntary and community sector (VCS) in the Change for Children agenda.  The programme is delivered through nine Regional Development Managers (RDMs).  An annual ‘state of the sector’ Snapshot Survey is part of the programme in the Yorkshire & Humber (Y&H) region.  This is carried out using a standard set of questions addressed to local infrastructure workers in all 15 of the districts which make up the region, either face-to-face or, rarely, over the telephone.  The replies are approved by interviewees prior to circulation of the ‘raw data’ to key stakeholders.  The summary information shown below is in the public domain, downloadable from the vcsengage-yorkshire.net website, or direct from the RDM (lesley.wood70@ntlworld.com, 07704 452862).

The survey is carried out at the end of the year and reported in the spring.  It began in 2007/8 and current funding will support the research up to March 2011.
Because the issue of Safeguarding has been particularly prominent this year, a separate survey of the VCS reps on Local Safeguarding Children Boards was carried out in early 2009.  This is Appendix 1 to this report.

Summary of findings
	Key aspect of VCS 

Engagement 
	Brief overview 2007/8
	Findings from 2008/9

	1. Resources for local infrastructure
	There were resources for infrastructure support in all but one district (Kirklees) and one post was vacant.  Most were lone workers and 3 were part-time.  About half had some level of admin support.  The sources of funding were variable, usually short-term and most respondents were concerned about future prospects.  
In some areas (Hull, Sheffield, North Yorks, Wakefield and Leeds) there was separate funding for infrastructure support to the youth sector (organised regionally as the Voluntary Youth Organisations Network or VYON).
	Overall there was an increase in resources for infrastructure, and some good examples of longer-term funding.  These include:

· Leeds, where the full-time worker (with admin support) is still in post (secure up to Mar 2010).  In addition there is a new 5-13 capacity building worker, 2 infrastructure support workers for the VCS youth sector and a new worker employed by the Local Safeguarding Children Board (LSCB) to support the VCS.  The Early Years team at the Council also support the Under 5s VCS.
· Bradford, where the overall funding doubled since last year, to include:  1 full-time Strategic Development Officer;  1 full-time Network Support Officer;  1 (0.2) part-time support worker based in Keighley CVS working on locality issues;  1 full-time Safeguarding Development Officer and  1 student on placement.  It must be noted, however, that there was great uncertainty about future funding, because of the overall funding situation.
· Wakefield which has a children’s development worker post 0.5, a workforce development worker post 0.5, an administrator 0.5 and a community development co-ordinator 0.6, with a new (2 yr) full-time Safeguarding post.
· East Yorks is also relatively well-resourced with a particularly interesting mix of funding sources:  Big Lottery BASIS, local authority (both Community Education and Sports Development), the Children’s Workforce Development Council’s (CWDC) Workforce Strategic Partners Programme (WSPP), and the Tudor Trust and Esme Fairbairn Trust.

The picture is, however, extremely mixed and increasingly threatened by the economic downturn.  For example, the successful and well-regarded infrastructure in Bradford faces great uncertainty, with the loss of the full-time development post for Safeguarding (downgraded to a part-time Information Officer) and funding found (disconcertingly late in the day) for the other posts, for one year only. 
There is still no post for CYPF VCS support in Kirklees, though the CWDC WSPP funding is being successfully deployed here (as in other areas) to provide good support to the sector.  This funding is, however, only £20K/year and ends in March 2010.

Some local authorities are putting VCS infrastructure support functions out to tender (eg in Hull and Kirklees, with an overall reduction in available resources).  This creates difficulties for CYPF VCS support.  In Leeds the infrastructure support is being reviewed and will be brought together more coherently by 2010.  VCS staff are discussing how to make this work as effectively as possible

The CWDC WSPP is a significant source of useful resources.  Proposals for the future (after the fund ends in March 2010) are currently being discussed.
Specific resources for the VCS youth sector are still supporting workers in North Yorks, Sheffield and Leeds.
Another notable new initiative was the appointment of a VCS infrastructure support worker to develop local networks linked to locality management (though sadly this has come to an end and seems unlikely to be renewed)

	2. What infrastructure delivers- at district level
	These results are not significantly different across the two years of the survey so are reported in the next column
	Infrastructure roles are relatively unchanged from the previous year, as listed below.  Some new aspects were: a greater focus on support around Safeguarding (influenced by the aftermath of the death of Baby Peter); further development of specific networks such as delivery consortia; website development (Rotherham and Calderdale);  developing leadership, greater confidence and a more strategic approach;  supporting large-small partnership and supply chain developments;  supporting locality management;  and bringing the players together to resolve differences.  Many respondents said that they have become much more ‘credible’ and trusted by the statutory sector, which is ‘coming to them’ rather than the other way round. 
The main areas of work are:

· Strategic engagement, support for VCS reps and creating linkages with the wider VCS

· Mapping the sector (estimate that the local infrastructure workers across the region are in touch with around 5,000- to be checked member organisations)

· Engagement with commissioning agenda, sector mapping and marketing

· Business development, social enterprise approaches

· Change agent- support and challenge role

· Advocacy and promoting the ‘voice of the sector’

· Network support, information hub, conferences and events

· Capacity building- working towards fitness for purpose, eg QA, financial sustainability), contribution from CWDC funding invaluable, 

· Operational support, funding advice, payroll facility, equipment loan service, trustee support, professional networking for front-line workers
· One-to-one support for organisations and representatives in some areas

· Participation of children and young people

· Building partnerships across statutory and voluntary sector (and in some places including the private sector), and within the VCS itself (bridge-building may be necessary across children and youth service organisations, between large and small/medium sized VCOs, and between the children’s sector and generic VCS)

· Trust is the magic ingredient which supports creative initiatives and risk-taking

· Brokerage role

· Supports good practice and creative developments (see below ‘Good News’ section)

The long list of skills needed to deliver infrastructure support in a complex environment has not diminished since last year!  

· Good people skills
· Good communication
· Flexibility 

· Negotiation and mediation
· Ability to operate in all fields – from high level strategic managers to volunteers running small youth clubs

· Work focuses on the best interests of the children and young people receiving services from the VCS 
· Ability to be direct with the sector itself- remain objective challenge if necessary
· Self-starting
· Experience of CYPF services

· ‘Business’ head- eye to the future

· IT & Admin skills.
· Understanding of partnership Knowledge of local scene
· Creative

· Analytical
· Patience
· Being prepared to go the extra mile
· Networking
· Able to keep up with changing local/national policy.

· Tact, imagination, openness, willingness to listen both vertically and laterally
· Open and honest approach

· Thick skinned!

· Be prepared to ask ‘silly’ questions

· Strategic

· Advocacy skills

· Ability to support and recruit VC representatives 
· Good understanding and compliance of equal opportunities. 

· Ability to chair and coordinate events and meetings.
· A facilitator first and foremost but also offer some leadership as well
· Ability to ‘stand your ground’

	3. What infrastructure delivers- at regional level
	Through 2007/8 specific support for the CYPF VCS was provided by VYON (2.5 days/week), VCS Engage (2-3 days/week) and through the regional group of NCVCCO, which changed its name to Children England (CE) in Dec 08.
The district-based interviewees were asked what support they need at regional level.  The responses are given in the next column, together with further points made in 2008/9
	The VYON capacity was reduced to 1 day/week in 2008/9, whilst the VCS Engage resources stabilised to 3 days/week.  The regional group CE group gained strength and restarted its conference programme, in partnership with VCS Engage, delivering 2 successful events, on Safeguarding and Commissioning.

There was a lot of common ground over the 2 years in terms of support needed at regional level, as below.  Additional points from 2008/9 included:  web-based information and networking (requested by 5 interviewees); funding information; support for the VCS reps and Chairs;  and more leverage on regional stakeholders.
Points raised previously were:
· Sharing good practice (eg use of the Compact, network development, commissioning, relationship building, evaluation, positive approaches from LAs, funding opportunities) 

· Regional events and networking

· Opportunities for discussion and problem-solving

· Access to information, ideas, tools, good practice, support from across the region

· Work on the Safeguarding agenda

· Consultation regarding national developments that affect young people in rural areas

· Breakdown, interpretation and summarising of key documents

· Communications hub

· Better links with GOYH

· Opportunities to influence regional and national agenda

· Information about effective models for co-operation on the part of umbrella organisations
· Peripatetic work on key issues such as QA, commissioning, workforce development

· Support for particular local challenges

· Consortium development and brokerage

· Cross-regional collaboration and delivery of work

· A regional VCS children and youth consortium?

· Personal support

	4. How this is evaluated
	All the infrastructure workers provide monitoring data about their work back to funders.  A range of methods are used including:  user surveys; meetings and events evaluation;  annual reviews;  WSPP monitoring;  informal feedback;  steering group reporting;  line management;  facilitated self-assessment;  focus groups, attendance at meetings;  and some external evaluation.
	Answers in 2008/9 were very similar.  Some interesting new aspects were:

· Provision of impact information to contribute to the recent review of VCS infrastructure in Bradford.  NAVCA also carried out a visit as part of an award process in which Bradford VCS participated.

· In Leeds the infrastructure worker is also providing qualitative information through case studies and ‘So What’ questions as well as carrying out an Annual Representatives Review.


	5. VCS representation on Children’s Trusts (CTs) and support arrangements
	This is highly variable across the region, partly depending on VCS capacity (eg in smaller areas) and cohesion, and partly on the willingness of the statutory sector to resource engagement.

It happens in a number of ways- primarily via VCS representatives on Children’s Trust (CT) structures (sometimes at the highest level), but also via wider networking and events mostly supported by the network co-ordinators.

There can be issues around capacity and linkages- how representative can the reps be? Are some parts of the sector less well engaged (BME, small/medium sized organisations)?  How is the balance between narrow self-interest and wider sector interests managed?

In some areas there are back-fill arrangements and the payment of fees to support VCS reps.  Support is also available from the CTs through access to free training (eg on Safeguarding), and, in Kirklees, via Network Support Officer.
Issue of linkage with wider representative structures such as LSPs.

Locality working increases the burden on the VCS for reps, and creates some confusion around the roles of local, district-wide and national organisation.
	Overall there has been an increase in the level of participation of the VCS in the CT arrangements (although the picture is still variable).  As well as a ‘senior’ representative at the highest level in most areas, there are reps operating on many sub-groups and specific working groups.  For example, VCS Engage mapped the VCS reps on Local Safeguarding Children Boards and found that the sector was represented on all 15 LSCBs across the region.  A fuller survey of their views and experiences was conducted separately to the Annual Snapshot Survey and appears as Appendix 1 to this document.

In the smaller districts (such as North Lincs) the capacity of the VCS limits the level of participation.

The methods for identifying the reps vary- in some areas they are elected from VCS forums, whereas in others the arrangements are ‘historic’.  Similarly the mechanisms for accountability are different across the districts though they are becoming more dynamic in most areas as the CYPF VCS forums and networks strengthen.
The infrastructure workers have an important role in supporting the reps, including: induction; networking meetings; special events to develop VCS strategy and perspective;  and information flow.

Locality management is increasing and, with it, the challenge of providing VCS reps at a more local level.

The link with the Local Strategic Partnership structures is unclear in some areas.

The number of areas where reps get fees for attending meetings, or where there are ‘backfill’ arrangements now stands at 6 (Leeds, Bradford, Sheffield, Calderdale, North Yorks and Wakefield).

In Sheffield the timings of some meetings have been changed to enable better VCS preparation and participation.

In Leeds there is an annual reps get-together as well as regular networking meetings and one-to-one support from the local infrastructure worker.

In York, increased VCS representation has been set as a target by the Early Intervention fund.


	6. How this is evaluated
	Evaluation of the impact of this substantial expenditure of human resource by the VCS is currently under-developed.  The VCS do, however, carry out some evaluation but few respondents mentioned evaluation by the LA side.  Opportunities in the APA, Single Plan, JAR and the PSA targets could be explored with GOYH staff
	This year some respondents to the survey said that VCS representation at meetings is counted and evaluated.  In Wakefield the representation is reported back to the Children and Young People’s Management Board.

The issue of VCS engagement was also evaluated in Joint Area Reviews (recognised as ‘excellent’ in Bradford’s JAR, but found lacking in Kirklees’).
In Leeds there is an Annual Representatives Review.
Eight of the 15 LAs in the region have selected NI7 (environment for a thriving third sector) as one of their Local Area Agreement priorities so will be reporting specifically on this.  The LAs are Barnsley, Calderdale, East Yorkshire, Doncaster, North Lincs, Rotherham, Wakefield and York.

	7. Good news stories
	Results from 2007/8 are summarised below:

Improved VCS engagement:

· Stronger VCS ‘voice’ and engagement at all levels (planning, review, workforce development, improving outcomes).  In some areas this has improved VCS engagement in more generic areas such as LSPs.

· Support for VCS representatives, increasing the effectiveness

· Challenge role maintained (as per government drive!)

· Enables engagement with small/medium sized organisations- evidence in some areas of an increase in ‘grass-roots’ organisations

· Supports fitness for purpose (eg CWDC funds)

· Links made at regional and national levels

· Improved information exchange

Positive relationships and improved trust:

· Statutory, private and voluntary sectors

· Generic and children’s VCS

· Large and small VCOs

· Diverse organisations within the children’s VCS

· Recognition of the VCS role and sustained funding support

Brokerage of funding:
· NYY

· ERVAS

· ILS in Rotherham

Business support:

· Special rates for insurance, equipment loan

· Support for collaborative working 

· Support for social enterprise

· Support for sustainability

Commissioning agenda:

· Sector mapping

· Input to commissioning frameworks

· Marketing events and other ‘showcasing’ activity

· Engagement with LA comm./proc staff across departments

Projects:

· Street Talk (VANL)
· East Marsh film for JAR
	It is interesting to note that the key improvements noted for 2008/9 were already underway in 2007/8.  Much of what appears in the previous column has been sustained into this year.  In particular, stronger networks, more, and more effective and transparent, VCS representation, greater credibility and improved relationships with statutory sector partners

The ‘good news’ from 2008/9 included:
· A much greater emphasis on Safeguarding, including:  funding from the Safeguarding Boards to support a range of activities;  new VCS Safeguarding posts in Bradford, Wakefield and Leeds;  workshops, roadshows, training audits and toolkits- something happening in the majority of districts.

· Longer-term funding for many of the local infrastructure workers (in Calderdale, East Yorks, (get info via Jennifer)
· Workshops and events around commissioning and greater VCS involvement in the development of Commissioning Strategies.
· In Rotherham, new members are still joining the local CYPF VCS network (known as the Consortium).  The Consortium held a very successful event to celebrate its 5 year anniversary.  It has set up a trading arm, Independent Local Solutions which secured funding for 3 years for the Consortium Worker (100% for year 1 and 2 and 50% for year 3) and continues to seek business opportunities. Associate member status has been created to widen participation by community groups.
· A new entity for the CYPF VCS, Young Lives, has also been created in Wakefield, which has, among other things, led a successful MyPlace bid and secured funding for work on safeguarding.

· Partnership work in North Yorks on ‘Aiming High for Disabled Children and Young People. The CYPF VCS Forum has mapped delivery organisations working with disabled children and young people, as well as developing parent networks.
· Some areas have begun working in partnership with PCTs (eg on issues such as Teenage Pregnancy and the needs of Travellers)

· A successful bid for Youth Sector Development Funding was made by V6, a VCS youth service delivery consortium in Kirklees.
· Work to reach out to foster carers in East Yorks
· Good news in Leeds included:  VCS input to the development of locality commissioning pilots;  development of Compact Compliant Funding and Commissioning Code of Practice; and the creation of a new project to monitor the extent of VCS commissioning

· Good news in North Lincs included: funding for the Development Worker up to full time;  direct service delivery linked to the role;  working with and brokering free training for young volunteers;  and more strategic involvement in service planning and development.
· In East Yorks, the increased, and diversified, funding income has enabled a corresponding increase in the number and range of activities taking place with the CYPF VCS.

· In Leeds the Children’s Trust has encouraged large/small collaboration in service delivery and the development of supply chain models
· Invest to Save project in Kirklees


	8. Key factors delivering success
	Some central aspects of VCS engagement were highlighted:
· Resources for infrastructure support

· Positive relationships with statutory sector partners

· Positive relationships among the VCS ‘players’ locally

· Strong and cohesive networks which can agree consensus and hold representatives to account

· Good communication

· Opening up markets for VCS commissioning, following government guidance

· Can do, creative approaches

· Sector mapping and marketing- knowing what the VCS ‘offer’ is

· Taking care around the balance between challenge and confrontation

· Staying focused on outcomes

· Staying open to all opportunities

· CWDC funding
	Similar results were obtained in 2008/9.  There was, perhaps, an increased emphasis on developing leadership and strategic capacity in the CYPF VCS, especially as times get tougher through the economic downturn.  
The issues raised were:
· Good relationships within the sector- with the larger organisations having more capacity and the smaller ones freer to speak out.  

· Time spent on understanding each other- roles, outcomes, strengths and weaknesses, values and perspectives- to identify common interests and increase effective collaboration

· Recognition that “we are as strong as our weakest link”
· Enabling young people to participate meaningfully and facilitating good ‘voice and influence’ practice

· Going for a non-confrontational approach

· Focus on outcomes

· Staying positive whilst not losing the clarity to challenge when necessary

· Honesty

· Shared mission

· Emphasis on values and sense of purpose

· Empowering each other with hard information to increase credibility

· Providing information pitched at the correct level 
· Good governance and good practice in the VCS
· Opportunities to deliver services
· High morale

	9. How powerful the CYPF VCS is in the district
	Interviewees were asked two linked questions on this topic
How does the VCS balance their support and challenge roles?

How powerful is the VCS?

In 2007/8 key factors which helped the sector to engage effectively were:  well-developed networks to back up representative voices;  relationships of trust with key players in the statutory sector;  a separation of the advocacy and service provision roles eg in Rotherham by the creation of a trading arm linked to the wider VCS network; strategic capacity and confidence in the sector.

Factors which are unhelpful are: competition for scarce resources (including through contracting) and the overall sense of the VCS as being a relatively minor partner.
	This area has shown marked improvement in the areas where the key helpful factors have been present, notably:

· Improved infrastructure support (it also helps if some of this funding is independent of the local authority (eg in NE Lincs)

· More confident VCS reps supported by stronger VCS networks

· Increased engagement by the VCS at a range of levels

· Improved relationships and trust, which takes time

· Improved organisation in terms of receipt and discussion of papers and provision of hard information (eg in Sheffield)
Some examples of positive developments are:

· In Bradford the CYP Forum issued a VCS Consensus Statement to set out aspirations and issues in relation to an infrastructure review
· In many areas bids for funding from the MyPlace programme were effectively led by the VCS, and in others through good partnerships with the local authority
· One area summed up their approach as “Using ‘challenge’ strategically” in a context of “honest open dialogue based on mutual respect”
One respondent noted however that “It’s like a Victorian marriage – much rhetoric about sharing and mutual commitment, but in reality the weaker, smaller VCS partner gets told what to do”.

Overall, in the areas were the relationships are going well and the VCS is well-organised there is a view that it is now time for the rhetoric to become reality, especially in terms of investing in the sector and opening up markets for service commissioning.

	10. Cohesion and inclusivity of VCS networks
	The CYPF VCS is an immensely diverse and complex collection of groups and organisations.  With the resources available it is probably not realistic to expect local networks to be fully cohesive and inclusive.  Infrastructure resources are essential to work towards these goals.  Thus, the picture across the region is highly variable, with the best practice in those areas with the most effective support systems.  For example, setting up structures which ensure transparency and accountability.
Issues from 2007/8 were:

· A lack of full recognition of the importance of the children and young people’s change agenda in some VCSs.

· The issue of VCS capacity to participate in and build effective networks
· The issue of competition undermining cross-sector collaboration
Good practice from 2007/8:

· Provision of information in accessible formats

· Self-evaluation around BME engagement

· Targeted work on LGB&T, migrant workers, inter-generational activity and disability

· Links to Equalities Forums
	Many of the issues, challenges and good practice reported in 2007/8 are similar for 2008/9.  This is another area where the improvement in VCS infrastructure and representation has led to positive outcomes.  At the same time, however, respondents reported a worsening of the competitive dynamic because of the economic downturn and concerns about funding.

There was more awareness this year about equality and diversity issues, more examples of positive work, greater openness about issues that still need to be addressed, and more knowledge about wider networks (eg on equality and diversity).  For example, in Calderdale themed meetings take place on vulnerable groups as defined by the UN Rights of the Child, and sub-groups of the Children’s Trust have representation from BME, disability and LGB &T groups.  In N Yorks a BME conference has taken place and disability groups are well represented within the existing membership of the VCS network.
Rurality is still a barrier to inclusivity and cohesion in some areas (especially N Yorks).  There is also a major issue in terms of the ‘reach’ of the VCS networks down to the small, local groups.  This has been a challenge for the VCS, linked to the development of locality management in many areas.  Rotherham appointed a worker to reach out to the small groups, though this arrangement has now ended.  Some networks organise their meetings at times, and in venues, more accessible to the smaller, local groups.
Further information about re-organisation of the sector in terms of business partnerships and local consortia, is given below.



	11. Commissioning and market development
	This is a significant area of concern for the CYPF VCS.  The survey covers the following relevant areas as below:
Funding of the sector

Narrowing of focus is disadvantaging smaller groups.

Connexions and Children’s Fund (and other funding streams) coming to an end is causing great pressure and there is considerable evidence of staff redundancies and organisational closures, described as ‘awful’ and ‘traumatic’ by some respondents.

In some areas the Children’s Fund has been rolled forward for periods up to one year, which is helpful in the short term.

Some organisations have been able to make successful protests about impending catastrophe.

Communication has been lacking in some areas. Commissioning practice has been patchy- sometimes with unrealistic service specifications and limited to the monies formerly allocated to the VCS, without opening up mainstream budgets. 

Marketing the sector
This mostly happens incidentally alongside general VCS engagement activity, as well through inclusion in service plans and locality-based information.

Many areas have undertaken VCS service mapping, including web content.

Some specific activities:

· Leeds marketing events, and VCS attendance at ECM outcome sub-group

· Calderdale ‘showcasing’ slots of CT meetings, and new Community Sports Network

· Creation and marketing of Independent Local Solutions in Rotherham

· Involvement in Extended Services developments

· Inclusion in general service directories

No districts mentioned using web-based marketing systems (eg SCMS)
Commissioning strategies

Generally slow progress but VCS is engaged in many areas and the LAs have organised events and provided information about commissioning and tendering.

There is a plethora of advice, toolkits, training, but no easy answers!

Calderdale Council in collaboration with VCS networks are pulling together a commissioning strategy that is addressing issues such as capacity around time, staff and representation that have been raised as concerns for small VCS groups and is looking at how the VCS can be effectively supported
Commissioning processes are often not accessible or meaningful.

VCS continue to argue for the retention of grants.

Collaborative approaches

There are several initiatives promoting a range of collaborative models, most supported by network co-ordinators- including Independent Local Solutions, collaborative bidding, partnership bidding with lead agency role, training consortia, service-based collaboration (eg mutual referral systems), 

There is a lot of interest in this and willingness to make it work, despite the competitive funding pressures- but it is not a magic solution, just more hard work!

Social enterprise

Most areas are involved in some way with support for social enterprise and adopt an inclusive approach to organisations which see themselves as social enterprises.

Some areas have worked more pro-actively- eg Rotherham’s trading arm, Independent Local Solutions, ERVAS, NYY.

Some areas also mention working with the private sector.

Some tensions around this approach- does it mean charging service users, are we ‘businesses’?

Specific links with the LEGI initiative in Leeds.
	This continues to be a high priority for the sector and the slowness of change in commissioning strategy and practice in Children’s Trusts is leading to some frustration.
Funding of the sector

When the survey was conducted there was still great uncertainty about the future of key funding streams such as Children’s Fund and Connexions. Interim arrangements were in place up to March 2009 in some areas and in others it has been rolled forward for another year

The Children’s Fund has gone out to localities in many areas.
There are continuing pressures on the medium-sized organisations many of whom are closing.  Some of the smaller groups are getting by on small amounts of income, and have access to new funding programmes such as Grassroots Grants.

In York the Children’s Fund has become the Early Intervention Fund, inviting applications from both voluntary and statutory sectors. This has resulted in a loss of funding for some groups but new funding for others.

Connexions funding has gone back into the local authority with mixed impacts on the youth VCS and a lot of debate, which is still ongoing.

There are concerns about the sustainability of Children’s Centres in some areas because of funding changes.

There are efforts to track the impacts on the wider sector by some of the infrastructure workers.

Marketing the sector
The local infrastructure workers are vital in providing the mapping and networking which enable the CYPF VCS to set out its service and advocacy ‘offer’.  Across the region these workers enable access to approximately (numbers reached) organisations.  
Ways in which this has developed are:

· In East Yorks mapping info (about 500 VCS organisations) is gathered and published collaboratively with the local authority

· In many areas the information is published in local authority databases and websites
· Some localities publish the data on their own websites, eg Rotherham’s Consortium Service Directory- online from May 09

· In Barnsley locality management has given the VCS opportunities to advertise services locally
· Celebration  and marketing events take place across the region, often collaboratively with Children’s Trusts
· CVS databases and directories

· Studies showing sector contribution to ECM outcomes (Calderdale)

· Marketing work in Rotherham, which counted the proportion of CYPF organisations in the wider VCS, and demonstrated its contribution to meeting the needs of the most vulnerable young people
· E-bulletin and Young Lives magazine (Wakefield)

· In Bradford there have been CYP Partnership Network themed days

· The Bradford Network for VCS youth organisations is well recognised
· Doncaster Forum members are asked about their contribution to ECM outcomes on joining
· The Doncaster Children’s Plan is distributed to Forum members with a template to check what they contribute
There is, however, an acknowledgement that the sector needs to do more about providing evidence of impact, including at locality level.
Commissioning strategies

Senior-level commissioning appointments have been made in many Children’s Trusts, so more progress is being made strategically.  Some business is coming out but most of the commissioning is of resources already allocated to the VCS, as last year.  There is some frustration with the slowness of change.  Highlights from 2008/9 include:
· Commissioning Strategies are being developed and usually involve the VCS

· The new Supporting Links to Commissioning project in Leeds is monitoring the extent of VCS commissioning and helping to build the capacity of smaller organisations in relation to commissioning and procurement.

· In Rotherham, there are more tendering opportunities coming through from the NHS & Children Services but it is still slow and inconsistent across different commissioners.  
· The personalisation process (where funding follows the individual) is beginning in the health field but also spreading wider.

· Some youth service business is coming out to the VCS in Sheffield (eg Positive Activities for Young People and some 14-19 work).
· Commissioning opportunities are circulated directly to CYPF VCS in East Yorks

· In Leeds, capacity to address the Safeguarding agenda is to be included in commissions, there is encouragement for large providers to develop supply chain arrangements with smaller, local providers, and a new Commissioning Framework has been shared with the VCS (and may include the principle of 3-year funding)
Collaborative approaches

This is still a ‘live issue’ for the sector.  Examples from the 2008/9 survey are;

· Youth Consortium in Sheffield with ‘Zest for Young People’ being the lead member, with about 20 members.  It is worth noting that some of those who haven’t signed up feel quite threatened by it.
· Voluntary Action Sheffield’s Procurement Project organises dialogue with statutory sector commissioning/procurement staff and supports VCS consortium development
· A successful bid for Youth Sector Development Funding was made by V6, a VCS youth service delivery consortium in Kirklees.

· Home-Start in Sheffield is working to put together an Early Years consortium

· Barnardos is now working collaboratively with Sheffield Futures

· Staff at York CVS are exploring Best Practice in Partnership Working and  planning a getting Connected event – a structured networking event designed to develop partnership working between groups

· In Bradford the VCS youth network is working on collaborative arrangements, the Bradford Play Network made an (unsuccessful) bid for work and the MyPlace work was led by YMCA and is still in the running

· In East Yorks there is a mixed picture in each locality- one effort to develop a delivery consortium was successful for a short time but only one of the organisations has continued to deliver. There are also ongoing efforts to match potential partners.
· In Hull North Bank Forum has infrastructure funding to develop a supply/demand model (NBF to provide brokerage, capacity building and project management for QA etc)

· In Leeds the Supporting Links to Commissioning project in Leeds is helping to build the capacity of smaller organisations in relation to commissioning and procurement, there is a CYP 5-13 post looking at partnership building, there are links to the West Yorks Learning Consortium, and VCS consortium development work is happening in West Leeds.
Social enterprise

Social enterprises are included and usually participate actively in local CYPF networks.  This model seems to be more increasing and more accepted within the VCS, though concerns were expressed about charging service users.  As one respondent said, “there is an ongoing tension around whether income generation necessarily means charging service users, and whether or not this acceptable – will we exclude by doing so?”
In Rotherham the consortium trading arm, ILS, is a social enterprise (Community Interest Company)

In Wakefield there are some significant developments, which are on the rise- Campitor, Special Abilities, Kids Aware, Informal Learning, and Extended Services are being seen as being delivered through a social enterprise model.
In Bradford there is an increase in new organisations with a social enterprise focus, eg youth organisations such as Lighthouse Group and One in a Million.

In East Yorks there are several examples, Creative Play, HINGE youth centre’s trading arm and there is greater awareness in the sector, with CERT carrying out commissioning workshops in the district.

The Goodwin Trust is a major social enterprise in Hull.

In Leeds the LEGI initiative includes support for the VCS and links with social enterprise and community business development.  The Schools Ambassadors Programme is funded by LEGI to promote social enterprise among school students

	12. Safeguarding
	In 2007/8 the survey did not include specific questions on Safeguarding but it was raised as an issue of concern by several respondents.
	As a result of the concerns raised in 2007/8, a series of actions took place in 2008/9, including a survey of the VCS reps on the LSCBs, which appears as Appendix 1 to this report

	13. Workforce development
	WSSP was widely regarded as a helpful resource enabling much useful work.  It was mostly deployed through CVSs, in many cases by the network co-ordinators.  It was taken up in all areas, though in some there was a slow start.  It is being used to:

· Provide a wide range of training opportunities

· Map training needs and plan how to meet them

· Analyse QA systems and support organisations to engage with them

Some specific examples iinclude:

In Bradford:

· Development of a ‘Grow your own’ volunteer recruitment and support initiative
· Developing our own infrastructure i.e. development of our 4 sub blocs - Youth, Early Years, Play and Family Support
· Delivery of capacity building training – ‘Playing Our Part’
· Raising awareness of safeguarding issues
· Comprehensive mapping of training needs

· Development of evaluation strategies for organisations

And in Rotherham: 

· Common management and leadership skill set for VCS

· Common system of performance and development training

· Common basic system of recruitment and selection across the consortium

· Backfill fund for organisations to participate in learning and development opportunities

· Positive actions for recruitment of male employees
	The WSPP programme will end in March 2010, the information below refers, therefore, to the penultimate year.  CWDC have been concerned at shortfalls in funding claimed by fund-holders (though this region compared favourably with others across the country) and have set out new milestones for the final year.  There is a new approach to working with Children’s Trusts, through the One Children’s Workforce Development Framework and a requirement that CTs establish Workforce Development Strategies.  It is expected by CWDC that the CYPF VCS will be fully engaged in these processes.

In many areas the WSPP funding was used to part fund the local infrastructure workers, or to support the employment of specific workforce development or safeguarding staff.  The main activities carried out through the WSPP programme in this region are listed below:

· Continuing work on training needs analyses, workforce surveys and delivery of training and development activities
· Production of training manuals (to promote available training)
· Design and dissemination of Common Core induction workbooks
· Induction training DVD made by young people around what they expect of staff working with Children & Young People.

· Increased work specifically on Safeguarding, including needs mapping, free access to E-learning, production of local resources and training delivery.
· Supervision training for third sector managers held alongside statutory managers

· Best practice guidelines for all scenarios have been made available electronically.
· Funding and mentoring groups have been taken through quality assurance level one

· Holding events and conferences

· Common management and leadership skill set, performance and development training, and basic system of recruitment and selection for the VCS
· Backfill fund for organisations to participate in learning and development opportunities
· Positive actions for recruitment of male employees
· Organisation of collaborative sub-regional events eg for foster carers
· Feasibility study on VANL becoming an accredited deliverer of youth work skills training
· Widening VCS representation on children’s structures
· Mapping whether VCS orgs are in growth or decline



	14. Other initiatives
	N Lincs

V involved team is being set up

Calderdale

Extended Services pilot study

Anti-bullying and teenage pregnancy initiative
York

CWDC-funded research into QA issues

Wakefield

NCB-led research under the VCS Engage banner, applying a SET model

Leeds

NAVCA sponsored ‘Skilling up for LSPs. Now looking to produce a follow up report looking at the specific skills required for local level representational activity.
Bradford

NAVCA workforce development research

Integrated Capital Strategy – within Aiming High
Doncaster

Childrens Mapping project http://www.childrensmapping.org.uk/ Doncaster is a pilot authority and VCS are contributing 
Kirklees

ICARUS is carrying out a review of infrastructure support to the VCS by the VCS, but not specifically about children or young people

	N Lincs

V involved team now established 
Calderdale
Extended Services pilot study

Anti-bullying and teenage pregnancy initiative – led by LA

‘No Worries’ pilot – PCT outcomes focus

York

Plans for York to submit a MyPlace bid

York is a ‘All Together Better’ pilot

Wakefield

NCB-led research under the VCS Engage banner

Leeds

Worked with NAVCA on skills analysis for CYPF VCS reps.  Co-ordinator is involved in workforce development at regional level and will be facilitating further workshops.

Bradford

CWDC funded work on pathways to career development and apprenticeships in youth work

Work on Accreditation for Volunteers (national project led by NYCVS)

Work on Voice for CYP in Disability and Complex Health Needs field

Doncaster

Doncaster is participating in the Durham University-led Children’s Mapping Project

The Forum is being consulted by the PCT as part of a redesign of children’s services

Kirklees

Invest to Save- add info here
East Yorks

Young Advisers Scheme- national charity supporting young people to be youth advisers

NELincs

Integrated neighbourhood working

V-involved volunteering

Children and Young People’s Forum will be leading on Myplace

	15. Issues and challenges
	The headline issues and challenges from 2007/8 were:
Partnership development with the key regional stakeholders
Priority districts for targeted support? (Kirklees, Hull?)

Commissioning issues (in partnership with GOYH)
BME and other equality and diversity issues 
Safeguarding issues (This seems to be a general concern)

Collaborative working and social enterprise

Evaluation of Children’s Trusts in relation to VCS engagement (There is a  framework for this)

Trends

· Changing scope of partnerships (eg CVS umbrella and relationship with CYP networks, working across all age ranges, impact of funding eg Youth Sector Development Fund)

· Social enterprise approaches

· Commissioning agenda and collaborative working approaches

· High level political drivers- changes?
	Headline issues remain similar in 2008/9.  Progress since last time includes:

Improved relationships with the regional stakeholders, in particular GOYH, CWDC and the Strategic Health Authority
Some work has taken place in Kirklees and Hull so there is better awareness of the need for resources and collaboration in the VCS in those areas, though the need to engage the statutory sector ‘players’ remains

The new Commissioning Support Programme is working with VCS Engage, GOYH and others to identify opportunities to work on VCS commissioning.  The joint VCS Engage/Children England Y&H and NAVCA conference produced useful outcomes and action

A new link has been created with the regional Voluntary Sector Equality and Human Rights Network (VEHRN) working towards an event in 2009/10

There has been a lot of work to support the VCS around Safeguarding, including a conference, specific research with the VCS reps and LSCBs and a networking event.  This work will support the regional roll-out of the new national Safe Network (the DCSF funded Third Sector Safeguarding Unit).

A range of developments on collaborative working models were highlighted at the conference on VCS commissioning described above

Overall conclusions

The overall picture is contradictory.  On the positive side, the VCS at the end of 2008/9 was more secure, more strategic and better resourced than last year.  This was noticeable at both regional and district level and included improvement in the following aspects:

· The vitality of VCS representation in Children’s Trust arrangements, and the breadth and depth of the support networks which back this up

· The role of the local infrastructure workers and their networking and leadership capacity

· The credibility of the VCS with statutory sector partners

· The quality of relationships between the VCS and statutory sector partners, leading to a wide range of innovative developments

· Progress in support for the VCS on Safeguarding

· The beginnings of progress on VCS commissioning

· Further positive activity on workforce development supported by CWDC WSPP 

These positive changes are, however, highly inconsistent across the region, with some districts well ahead, and some lagging behind.  The more worrying aspects from the survey included:

· The economic downturn is beginning to ‘bite’ with the increased confidence, stronger networking and strategic capacity shown in the survey from 2008/9 now threatened by budget pressures  
· The continuing loss of capacity among service-delivery VCS organisations, especially those in the medium/small and local sectors.  The smallest groups seem able to continue to run on small grants and volunteer capacity, but those on the next level up, who have been in receipt of declining regeneration or EU funding streams, have been hard hit over the last year.
· Concern about the particular vulnerability of resources for infrastructure, so vital to underpin the VCS role in delivering outcomes for children and young people, in this tougher operating environment
· Continuing slow progress in commissioning practice contributing to damaging uncertainty among VCS service providers, and increasing competitive pressures


Appendix 1:  Stronger Voices:  research into the views and experiences of VCS representatives on Local Safeguarding Children Boards (LSCBs)

In March/April 2009 a survey was carried out on VCS representation on LSCBs in Yorkshire and the Humber.   The VCS Engage RDM has previously identified the VCS representatives on all of the 15 LSCBs and contacted them by e-mail, asking them for their views of the situation for the VCS around Safeguarding.  It was not possible at that time to obtain a complete picture, so a further survey was undertaken to provide a fuller mapping and survey of CYPF VCS engagement in Safeguarding across the Yorkshire and Humber region.  This was carried out in March/April by an independent researcher for VCS Engage.  The aim was to: 
Identify how well Local Safeguarding Children Boards are supporting the VCS to address safeguarding
Notes from each area are included in the full report available from the VCS Engage RDM, or on vcsengage-yorkshire.net.  The findings from the survey have been used to:
· provide information to VCS representatives so they have some insights into current practice in other areas

· inform the future work programme of VCS Engage

· contribute to the setting up of the new Third Sector Safeguarding Unit

· inform regional policy makers and stakeholders. 

The findings from the survey are summarised below.  The survey was conducted by telephone in March and April 2009.  It was carried out for VCS Engage by Steve Skinner, a researcher, trainer and facilitator based in Leeds and working nationally. 
In some areas there is more than one VCS representative on the LSCB.  However, due to the limited resources for the research project, for each area only one person was interviewed. In a minority of cases rather than the actual representative a network/development worker or infrastructure organisation manager was interviewed.  

The summary below gives some general observations about the relationship between Boards and VCS in the region and moves on to look at the picture of VCS participation in safeguarding initiatives and the main barriers being faced.  It finishes with some pointers for the ways forward.   Particular examples are drawn from various areas to get a spread of experience and ideas.   Please note these selected examples do not imply other areas are not necessarily doing similar activities. The report was produced with support from the Government Office for Yorkshire and the Humber and the national Third Sector Safeguarding Unit.
General observations

The relationship between Boards and the VCS
Main points:

· The majority of LSCBs in the region have a place for VCS representation, usually on the main board itself or, if not, on the operational executive (in Sheffield).  North Lincolnshire and Hull are the only exceptions to this.  In Hull this is through a temporary gap in the arrangement caused by the loss of the representative’s post which is in effect now in place again and the arrangement is likely to be re-instated soon.  In North Lincolnshire there is no formal representative at board level but there is active involvement in sub-committees. 

· In some cases there was early resistance to VCS representation at Board level, but the general picture now is one of acceptance of VCS involvement:

‘The Board has generally demonstrated a willingness and openness to work with the VCS. They recognise that the VCS provide a wide range of services and that understanding this role is part of the Board’s need to get a good overview of Children’s services in the district’
· In many cases, as well as there being a VCS representative on the Board itself, there is involvement in board sub-committees, as chair or active member.  Participation on the Boards and sub-committees is generally not seen as tokenistic. However, in many cases, VCS representatives felt that the Board does not fully understand the broad range and complexity of the VCS.

‘There is still a need to get the VCS recognised as more equal partners – there is a perception of statutory agencies not always fully understanding the role of the VCS and perhaps seeing some local groups as too informally run’.

· Very few Boards have directly financed a development worker role to increase VCS participation in safeguarding initiatives.  One such post is currently being cut due to pressures on the Board’s own resources and replaced with an Information Officer post.  

· In Leeds, funding has recently been approved for a third sector development worker to specifically support third sector involvement in safeguarding issues. This post funded by the Board and appears to be the only example in the region of a Board now funding a third sector development worker post.

· Some Boards have been directly involved in jointly organised awareness-raising events for the VCS, such as workshops and conferences. In some cases conferences have been launched by senior local authority staff, such as the Director of Children’s Services, which obviously provides a public expression of support.

In some areas, through the involvement with the Board, training has been provided by the local authority with places open to the VCS and in others the training has been provided on a multi-agency basis.

· In Rotherham, the Board recently supported a bid to Children England for resources to run a series of seven locally based safeguarding workshops.  The location of these reflects Rotherham’s area based form of administration. 

· Other examples of recognition of the role of the VCS are, for example, by giving the infrastructure organisation the equivalent of local authority designated officer status.

These examples from around the region show what can be done, in terms of joint working and support, though in practice the picture of such initiatives is patchy, with some areas with several in place and others with very little.

VCS participation in safeguarding initiatives

A key issue in the region is how to facilitate awareness in the VCS of the importance of safeguarding and the implementation of required systems and procedures.  The region is active in a range on initiatives; here are some examples.

Identifying needs

In order to identify the level of involvement of VCS groups in safeguarding and associated training needs, some areas have carried out surveys. Some of these have been specific to safeguarding while others have had safeguarding as part of a wider range of issues. For example:

· Sheffield carried out a Gap Analysis linked to domestic abuse issues.

· East Yorkshire carried out a training needs analysis and reported on it at a conference attended by 90 people.

Generally such surveys seem to be a useful tool to get a baseline picture of needs.

Training 

Examples are:

· In Barnsley and York training is being funded by the Children’s Workforce Development Council.

· York and Rotherham have carried out training linked to a safeguarding tool kit.

Training has been targeted at different types of people, for example:

· In North Lincolnshire for VCS committees and trustees

· In Wakefield for volunteers

· In North Yorkshire for professional staff

· In East Yorkshire there has been a ‘training the trainers’ programme.

Some training has been local authority based and/or multi-agency in organisation but in some cases the style and content does not relate effectively to the needs of VCS groups. 

Conferences

Several areas have had conferences on safeguarding organised by the VCS:

· Hull has held several conferences on general safeguarding themes, often with specific sessions on particular themes e.g. role of employers. These events have received senior office support and contributions.

· In Kirklees a conference was directly funded by the Safeguarding Board. 

E Learning 

This is being used in some areas such as East Yorkshire.  Such methods are especially useful in rural areas. 

· In North Lincolnshire the infrastructure organisation’s website is used as a useful source of links.

· In East Yorkshire a new project is starting this April, providing e based learning, where groups use the e learning resource, then receive a one to one session for further support with a trainer. 
Newsletters

Several areas use newsletters to circulate information and material on safeguarding. In East Yorkshire the next one will focus on VCS providers; future ones are planned on vetting and barring issues and providing training information.
Tool kits

· North Lincolnshire and York has used a NSPCC Tool kit.

· Bradford has developed a bespoke Tool kit with a supporting Hand book.

· Rotherham has developed one, drawing on Bradford’s version.

In several areas a Tool kit has been used for further follow up development work with groups:

· In North Lincolnshire it is used as a basis of monitoring with groups.

· In Rotherham the Toolkit is being used as a ‘way in’ to work with groups and offer further follow up support. 

Model safeguarding policies

These have been used, for example, in Bradford.  This has been developed for groups to use and adopt, based on the Board’s particular policies.  The model policy can be adopted by groups, which saves them re-inventing the wheel.
Development work

Practical examples of other methods and ideas are:

· using sub-groups of the main board to increase opportunities for VCS representation in Wakefield.

· basing a CRB checking scheme in the VCS infrastructure organisation in order to make it more user friendly and accessible.  For example, VANEL runs a Criminal Records Bureau (CRB) checking service, available to all VCS organisations.  This is an important well used service and though originally SRB funded now has no direct funding support and as a service needs to charge VCS groups a minimal amount to contribute to the administration costs.
· providing a list of  recommended trainers in Barnsley.

· in Rotherham the idea of buddying is being explored where groups support each other.

· VANL  in North Lincolnshire is promoting safeguarding compliance as part of funding criteria for appropriate VCS small funding pots. 

Challenges

As shown there is a wealth of initiatives and new ideas in the region being used in the VCS to increase awareness and participation in safeguarding.  The survey also unearthed a range of challenges that the VCS is facing. 

Involving VCS groups and organisations in safeguarding activities

Reaching the vast diversity of VCS organisations, including the small, local groups, is widespread challenge.   All areas are experiencing varying degrees of difficulty in engaging the VCS to the extent needed in safeguarding procedures and systems.  

Keeping a large number of VCS groups updated on safeguarding issues was expressed as a demanding problem by many representatives interviewed.  In some cases, smaller groups are not part of umbrella networks, making communication difficult.  Conferences are an effective way to involve people but in some cases have been too ‘academic’ in style and not appropriate for smaller community organisations.  In rural areas contacting and involving groups has been difficult due to the isolation of groups and the distances involved.   

Many representatives discussed the problems in particular of raising awareness in smaller community groups, who often do not have many or any paid staff yet are providing invaluable services to their communities.  CRB checks, while necessary, were experienced by some as rather heavy handed, especially where there were long established and well known volunteers.  Some groups, such as playgroups, may have a high turn over of parents involved in running the group, so there is a problem of gaining enough continuity. Some local groups are not a part of VCS networks and consequently do not receive up to date information on safeguarding issues. 

The issue of informing and involving trustees, in relation to their responsibilities around safeguarding, is a further significant challenge.

Securing on-going funding for development workers

Clearly, development workers and VCS infrastructure organisations have a key role to play.  Several areas have posts based in VCS infrastructure organisations where part or all of the role is to support VCS group’s involvement in safeguarding systems and processes.   These are being funded through a variety of sources, for example:

· In Calderdale from the Children’s Trust

· In East Yorkshire from the Big Lottery fund

· In Leeds directly from the Board

Other situations are:

· In Rotherham, supporting safeguarding involvement in the VCS is a part of a local authority post.   
· In Wakefield, the local authority has given funding for a new safeguarding development post, initially for a year which will be a part of the Young Lives partnership and based in the local authority.  

· In Barnsley, the local authority used to part fund a third sector participation officer but this post has now been lost. Efforts being made to get the post back. 

In general , however, the LSCBs do not fund development posts based in the VCS; Leeds seems to be the exception to this pattern.   As mentioned,  Bradford did have such an arrangement until recently, where the development post is now being replaced by an Information Officer post.

The lack of any systematic funding base for VCS development worker posts to address involvement in safeguarding is a major gap in the regional picture. This role is crucial to securing the appropriate level of participation.

‘There is the problem of getting wider VCS representatives involved in the wide range of Local Safeguarding Children Board sub-groups where there is not a development worker position in the third sector to support this level of involvement.’

Support for representatives

In several cases from those surveyed, the representative role on the Board is carried out by a senior manager in an area based service of a national voluntary organisation.  In others the representative role is carried out by the development worker themselves based in an infrastructure organisation.   The representative position in Sheffield is elected through a local network; this is the only elected representative in the region.

The pattern of organisational base of the representatives surveyed is as follows:

Barnardos:  
Leeds, Wakefield, Kirklees, Barnsley, Bradford, 

NSPCC:  



Sheffield

Action for Children:  

Rotherham

VCS Infrastructure organisation:
Hull, East Yorkshire, Calderdale, NE Lincs, York, N Lincs
Housing Association:   

N Yorks 

The dedication and commitment of VCS representatives needs to be recognised.   Many people are carrying out these roles on top of other responsibilities where the type of role is not part of their job description.  This partly reflects the increased use of a commissioning system for VCS funding, where areas of activity such as VCS representation in local partnerships may not be included in the criteria for contract delivery. 

‘We receive no direct funding specifically for safeguarding development work or representation work.  This is a problem when public sector contracts are very specific to deliver programmes and do not cover functions such as safeguarding support.’

Safeguarding procedures and systems can involve complex and demanding work, such as Individual Management Reviews.  One comment was:

‘Serious case reviews are very detailed with complex issues for the VCS to contribute to in any depth’

Many VCS organisations do not have the staff capacity to get involved in such processes and, in particular, the staffing structure with a non-line manager at senior level required for participation in an independent management review.   In some areas, there were added pressures from media coverage of local cases. In general the time involved for organisations to provide representatives that are often already under strain of limited resources is a major challenge. 

Concluding points

A general observation is that the pattern of active support to the VCS from LSCB’s is very varied across the region.  The examples given in this report show what can be done, in terms of joint working with and support from Boards to the VCS, though in practice the picture of such initiatives is patchy, with some areas with several in place and others with very little.

There is consequently still a need for Boards to look at the experiences of other areas in the region and benefit from new ideas and different ways of working.  

While Boards display varying degrees of openness and encouragement for VCS involvement, a common theme is not listening  enough to the experiences and issues brought to the table and fully appreciating the roles the VCS has to play in contributing to  the safeguarding agenda.   Wider discussion is needed in the region on the VCS role and a more strategic recognition of its strengths and needs.

The region demonstrates a wide range of activities and methods are being used to increase awareness of safeguarding issues in the VCS and enable active participation in implementation.

It is significant that all areas are experiencing varying degrees of difficulty in engaging VCS groups and organisations to the extent needed in safeguarding procedures and systems.  

Given the range of challenges being faced, the VCS representatives, development workers and infrastructure organisations must be commended for their energy and innovation. 

The VCS is a key partner in Change for Children and needs to be fully equipped to deliver the safeguarding agenda, especially in the light of recent criticism of service failures, including in this region.   The sector has been involved in the work of LSCBs but more needs to be done. 

The presence, in districts, of resources for VCS infrastructure support, to map and support communication with the sector, is essential (see Appendix).

It seems to be difficult in the region for LSCBs to fully appreciate the scale of the challenge in reaching the VCS, and to accept the need for resources to deliver the necessary support for organisations to address safeguarding.

The resources needed to support development worker posts and effective representation  are not available in any systematic or organised way but come from a variety of sources.  

This raises the wider policy question whether, having been established in their new key strategic roles, LSCBs have been equipped by government with the resources needed to effectively engage with and support the VCS. 
Steve Skinner, Independent researcher and facilitator, May 2009
www.steveskinnerassociates.org.uk
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