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1. Project Proposal

Can the statutory partner agencies of the Mid and West Wales Regional Safeguarding Board achieve consistency in responding to  safeguarding concerns about Practitioners and those in a Position of Trust? 

1.1 Context 

Protecting children and adults from harm is a statutory duty for all local authorities and statutory partner agencies in Wales.
          
 Organisation

[bookmark: _Hlk162441149]The Social services and Well-being (Wales) Act 2016, (SSWBA) is a significant piece of legislation that came into force in Apil 2016. It provides a legal framework for enhancing the well-being of adults and children who require care and support, 
The SSWBA established six Regional Safeguarding Boards which are responsible for improving muti agency safeguarding arrangements within its area. The functions of the Regional Safeguarding Boards are set out in statutory guidance, “Working Together to Safeguard People, Volume 1”. and includes providing a framework for improving safeguarding arrangements in its area. It is responsible for the facilitation of multi-agency joint working on matters of mutual concern, which should be supported wherever possible by common policies and procedures. Welsh Government (2016).
The Mid and West Wales Regional Safeguarding Board (MWWRSB) was established in 2016 and is the largest in geographical size. Its statutory functions are carried out by representatives from Carmarthenshire, Ceredigion, Pembrokeshire and Powys Local Authorities, Dyfed Powys Police, Hywel Dda University Health Board, Powys Teaching Health Board, Public Health Wales, and the Probation Service (Wales).
Situation
[bookmark: _Hlk162446159]The MWWRSB plays an active role in identifying areas of operational challenge and routinely seeks solutions through collaborative, multi-agency working. It facilitates statutory Child and Adult Practice Reviews and ensures any associated learning is applied in practice. It proactively analyses multi-agency performance data which is used to identify good practice and improvement opportunities. It has established various subgroups consisting of multi-agency safeguarding practitioners focusing on continuous improvement activities. This work is often the catalyst for the development of regional and national policies, procedures, and guidance.

1.2 Justification

[bookmark: _Hlk162507143]Why is the research project needed?
In 2019, Welsh Government launched the Wales Safeguarding Procedures (WSP) which are the first universal national safeguarding procedures for Wales. They were developed to “help practitioners apply the legislation of the SSWBA and its statutory guidance.” (Wales Safeguarding Procedures 2019).
The guidance for managing safeguarding concerns about Practitioners and those in a Position of Trust (PiPOT) is reportedly lacking the same level of detail contained in all other sections of the WSP. The apparent lack of clarity has resulted in perceived differences in safeguarding practice across the Mid and West Wales region, causing confusion and possible inequality.
Inconsistent and confusing safeguarding approaches can result in missed opportunities to safeguard children and adults and can have serious consequences for a person’s current and future employment status. It is therefore imperative that safeguarding responses are as consistent as possible across a regional and national footprint. 
       How does it fit into context?
In line with its statutory functions, the Mid and West Wales Regional Safeguarding Board (MWWRSB) is committed to seeking improvements and resolutions to areas of multi-agency safeguarding practice which present operational challenge, risk or inequity. The MWWRSB endorses further research relating to this important area of safeguarding.
1.3 Intended impact
       Direct Impact
The research’s direct impact will result in a positive change in multi-agency operational safeguarding practice in the Mid and West Wales region. It will strengthen multi agency collaboration and provide reassurance to children and adults at risk and for agencies working with them. It will also ensure that the multi-agency response to safeguarding concerns in Mid and West Wales is fair and consistent for Practitioners and those in a Position of Trust.
      Wider Impact 
The findings of the research will be shared with the Wales Safeguarding Procedures Board responsible for developing and updating the WSP. It is anticipated the research will influence potential changes to provide greater clarity for safeguarding practitioners and improved consistency in safeguarding practice across Wales. 
1.4 Outlined intention
The study will examine the MWWRSB partner agencies operational experience of responding to safeguarding concerns about Practitioners and those in a Position of Trust since the introduction of the Wales Safeguarding Procedures (WSP) in 2020. 
The researcher will consider experiences from individual and organisational perspectives and will compare interpretations and applications in practice. Viewpoints will be sought to identify common themes and areas of significant challenge. 
The intention is to consolidate the information gleaned to achieve a regional consensus. It is intended that the findings will contribute to the development of additional guidance which will be adopted by the MWWRSB. Areas of ambiguity will be reported to the Wales Safeguarding Procedures Board (WSP) for considered amendments. The findings and anticipated guidance will be shared with the National Independent Safeguarding Board (NISB) to consider as an example of best practice.
The researcher will engage regularly with the Wales Safeguarding Procedures Board (WSPB) lead officer to ensure good working relationships are maintained and to advise on any relevant emerging themes or areas requiring immediate resolution. The study will consider activity between 2020 and 2023. The results of the research will be summarised and shared with the Regional Safeguarding Board and the Wales Safeguarding Procedures Board for consideration.
  Participants
The participants involved in the study will be the Local Authority Designated Officers (LADO) Who have overall responsibility for managing PiPOT concerns, Designated Officers for Safeguarding (DOS) within each Local Authority and Designated Safeguarding Lead Practitioners (DSLP) from the statutory partner agencies of the Mid and West Wales Region. It is anticipated that twelve participants will contribute to the study. Contact details of participants will be stored on a Carmarthenshire County Council secure database.
The aims of the research will be achieved by:
· Exploring personal and organisational experiences of applying the Wales Safeguarding Procedures (Section 5 – PiPOT) in practice in the Mid and West Wales region
· Critically evaluating the Wales Safeguarding Procedures (s5) to identify potential gaps in guidance or clarity.
· Collecting and critically analysing qualitative data in the form of anonymised case studies to identify potential areas of ambiguity and inconsistency. 
· Collecting and analysing quantitative data to identify trends in demand.
· Synthesising information gleaned and constructing a justified proposal of recommended amendments firmly based on the findings of the research.
  Methods 
The research will include:
· Online survey/questionnaire - online
· Semi structured interviews - online
· Semi structured focus groups - online
· Analysis of quantitative data
· Analysis of qualitative data 
· Analysis of the content of the Wales Safeguarding Procedures
· Evaluation of existing research. legislation and practice guidance  
   Justification for research methods
The main research method will be by semi- structured focus groups involving multi - agency practitioners. This is an effective method for exploring participants thoughts on a topic in more detail and allows for the collection of qualitative data.  It will allow participants to reflect on their experience and discuss the key themes without the constraints of other methods. It enables the researcher to engage with participants and to seek further clarity and ask supplementary questions where necessary.  Identifying key themes in advance enables the researcher to be better prepared and better able to facilitate the discussion ensuring adequate time for each theme. 
An anonymous on- line questionnaire will also be used to broadly gauge opinions. There are numerous benefits to using this method which include: Participants more likely to provide an honest response if their identity is protected, more accurate data collection, and a higher rate of participation. The anonymity of this research method reduces the pressure on participants to comply with a consensus. The questionnaire will involve the LADO and DOS from each local authority only as they have the overall duty to receive and respond to safeguarding reports.
Semi structured one-to- one interviews will also only involve the LADO and DOS from each local authority for the same reasons s above. This will include LADO’S from outside the Mid and West Wales Safeguarding Board area if possible. The interviews aim to identify more detailed areas for discussion. The outcome of the interviews will be used to identify themes for focus group discussion. Like the focus group discussions, the one-to-one interviews will illicit rich data and will allow for further exploration or clarification. Face to face interviews will also enable the researcher to obtain additional data through non-verbal cues such as facial expressions and body language however, these are limited when conducted online.
Timeline
Ethical approval: July 2022
Online survey/questionnaire:  February 2023
Semi - structured interviews: February- March 2023
Semi structured focus groups: March 2023- October 2023
Analysis of findings/report writing: November 2023 – January 2024
Presentation to MWWRSB - February 2024

1.5 Ethics and insider research

   Ethical implications

It is possible that participants may be reluctant to openly share operational practices for fear they may be scrutinised or judged. The researcher will reassure participants on matters of confidentiality and will reiterate the purpose of the study. Participants will be reminded and reassured that they are able to share as little or as much information as they choose and are able to withdraw their involvement at any time.





   Insider research

The researcher will have experience and knowledge of the area of study through their own professional role in operational safeguarding practice. The researcher will be familiar to the participants and will have established working relationships. The researcher will again always maintain confidentiality and act professionally ensuring their own experience and knowledge does not influence the research study or its findings.

1.6 Expected Learning Outcomes

· How well has the Mid and West Wales Region applied the Wales Safeguarding Procedures (section 5, PIPOT) in practice?

· To what extent has the Wales Safeguarding Procedures (section 5 PIPOT), improved safeguarding Practice in the Mid and West Wales Region?

· What examples of good practice have been identified in applying the Wales Safeguarding Procedures in practice (section 5 PIPOT)?


· To what extent do multi agency partners contribute to decision making in relation to the Wales Safeguarding Procedures (section 5 PIPOT)?

· To what extent is performance data (section 5 PIPOT) analysed to inform patterns and trends?

References
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1. Introduction 
Context
Protecting children and adults from harm is a statutory duty for all local authorities and statutory partner agencies in Wales. The Social services and Well-being (Wales) Act 2016, (SSWBA) is a significant piece of legislation that came into force in Apil 2016. It provides support. Part 7 of the SSWBA sets out the safeguarding duties for local authorities and statutory partner agencies. 

Organisational Context 

The SSWBA established six Regional Safeguarding Boards in Wales replacing twenty-two local safeguarding boards. The Mid and West Wales Regional Safeguarding Board (MWWRSB) was established in 2016 and is the largest in geographical size, (fig 1). Its statutory functions are carried out by representatives from Carmarthenshire, Ceredigion, Pembrokeshire and Powys Local Authorities, Dyfed Powys Police, Hywel Dda University Health Board, Powys Teaching Health Board, Public Health Wales and the Probation Service (Wales).
[image: A map of the united kingdom
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Figure 1. Regional Safeguarding Boards in Wales
Each Regional Safeguarding Board (RSB) must facilitate collaborative working on matters of mutual concern, and through its associated subgroups is able to develop relevant regional safeguarding policies and procedures where appropriate. This ensures that all constituent partner agencies of the RSB are working to clear and consistent safeguarding frameworks. 
Justification
Why is this research project needed?
Whilst SSWBA became legislation on 1st April 2016, the associated safeguarding statutory guidance, the Wales Safeguarding Procedures (WSP) did not materialise until November 2019 and were formally adopted by all Regional Safeguarding Boards in April 2020. The procedures aim to standardise safeguarding practice across Wales and across all agencies. 
Development of the procedures was protracted but on completion it is felt that they are largely clear and well written however, the final section (section 5) which relates to concerns about Practitioners and those in a Position of Trust (PiPOT), is reportedly confusing and lacking the same level of detail and clarity found in all other sections. 
Practitioners across Wales identified potential inconsistencies in the interpretation and application of the procedures (section 5, PiPOT) including: decision making based on personal or organisational perception of risk, potential conflicts with other processes and procedures, confusion and prejudices about job roles, lack of clarity on Positions of Trust, and the circumstances which might trigger the procedures. 
Poor or inconsistent safeguarding approaches can not only result in missed opportunities to safeguard children and adults at risk but can also have detrimental career consequences for practitioners who find themselves inappropriately or unfairly subject to the procedures. 
In addition, the lack of clarity and confusion is likely to have contributed to an increase in the number of PiPOT reports received by local authorities, placing additional pressures on social services departments. 
The abuse of vulnerable adults at Winterbourne View Hospital broadcast by the BBC Panorama programme in May 2011 exposed significant abuse perpetrated by People in a Position of Trust and highlighted the need for robust mechanisms for reporting and responding to reports about those entrusted to care for others. The Department of Health review into the abuse: Transforming Care - A national response to Winterbourne View Hospital, published in December 2012 concluded: “The abuse revealed at Winterbourne View hospital was criminal. Staff whose job was to care for and help people instead routinely mistreated and abused them” (Department of Health, 2012).
Intended impact
This study will consider the different approaches to PiPOT concerns applied in the Mid and West Wales region and will identify the key areas of inconsistency and challenge.
The intended impact of this research will be the development of a regionally agreed approach to managing PiPOT concerns supported by multi agency guidance.
The findings of the research will be shared with the Wales Safeguarding Procedures Board and it is anticipated that this will influence enhancements to the procedures providing additional clarity and guidance. Consequently, this will improve safeguarding practice across Wales and positively contribute to keeping children and adults at risk safe. 
Expected Learning Outcomes
· How well has the Mid and West Wales Region applied the Wales Safeguarding Procedures (section 5, PIPOT) in practice?

· To what extent has the Wales Safeguarding Procedures (section 5 PIPOT), improved safeguarding Practice in the Mid and West Wales Region?

· What examples of good practice have been identified in applying the Wales Safeguarding Procedures in practice (section 5 PIPOT)?


· To what extent do multi agency partners contribute to decision making in relation to the Wales Safeguarding Procedures (section 5 PIPOT)?

· To what extent is performance data (section 5 PIPOT) analysed to inform patterns and trends?

2. Literature Review (1944)
There are many theories and philosophies relating to the concept of Trust which are interesting to consider in the context of abuse perpetrated by those in positions of trust. In the video titled “The Philosophy of Trust: Key Findings”, Sanford Goldberg from the Kellogg School of Management states that:

“Many philosophers define trust as a kind of reliance on other people based on a certain attitude… some say it is a simple belief that the other person will do the right thing for the right reasons. Others say it is rooted in a felt altruism, or in the hope that displaying trust will influence the other person to do what one wants them to do.”  (Goldberg, S.)
Goldberg further references Annette Baiers challenge to this theory in her 1986 paper  entitled “Trust and Antitrust” in which she suggests that “it failed to distinguish trust from mere reliance, and secondly (and perhaps more importantly), it failed to make sense of the idea that when you trust someone and your trust is violated, you feel a sense of betrayal rather than mere disappointment”. (Baiers, 1986)
Wider context
Due to the importance of safeguarding children and vulnerable adults, much has been reported in the media about abuse by persons in a position of trust, especially when it has resulted in death or serious harm, or where the person in a position of trust has a high-profile image.
The murder of Sarah Everard in March 2021 perpetrated by a serving Metropolitan Police Officer was an abuse of a position of trust at its worst. It caused national outcry and resulted in an independent review into the standards of behaviour and internal culture of the Metropolitan Police Service. The review was led by Baroness Casey who concluded that: “In the absence of vigilance towards those who intend to abuse the office of constable, predatory and unacceptable behaviour has been allowed to flourish. There are too many places for people to hide. The integrity of the organisation remains vulnerable to threat.” Casey, L. (2023).  
It is perhaps understandable therefore that the betrayal of a trusted professional is deemed the most serious and can not only undermine the trust placed in the individual but also an entire profession or organisation.
In 2014, Dr Myles Bradbury (UK Doctor) was sentenced to 22 years in jail for committing 25 sexual offences. A spokesperson for the NHS In England said: “He manipulated safety procedures to harm those in his care and broke the trust of his patients, their families and his colleagues in the NHS,” Egan, R. (2015). 

A person in a position of trust can be described as someone who has authority, power or influence over another person who is vulnerable or dependent on them. Defining and identifying professional roles that constitute a position of trust can be difficult as it is often dependent on the type of work undertaken and the level of supervisory or caring responsibilities commensurate with the role. It could be argued that in relation to children, every adult in any position is a trusted person. 

In the United States of America (USA), child and adult protection laws differ from state to state. In June 2020, a State Supreme Court in Colorado clarified that “position of trust” for child sex abuse is contextual. The court concluded that “An adult who sexually abuses a child need not have explicit supervisory responsibility over the victim to be deemed a person in a position of trust”. Justice Monica M. Marquez stated, “Today we clarify that a defendant’s special access to the victim by virtue of an existing relationship or other conduct or circumstances is evidence of an implied duty or responsibility for the welfare or supervision of the victim during those periods of special access,” 
In a previous case in 2013, Justice Márquez also determined that a landlord who molested a tenant’s young child while taking her on an errand was sufficient grounds to prove a position of trust, given his friendship with the family. 
Considering its commitment to protecting children, it is interesting to note, that the USA is one of only very few countries worldwide that has not adopted the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child. (UNCRC) “With 196 states party, the U.N. Convention on the Rights of the Child (CRC) is currently the most ratified international human rights law instrument (Tobin, 2019; UNICEF, n.d.). 
Like the USA, child and adult protection laws in Australia differ in each jurisdiction however, each has mandatory reporting laws. The Australian Institute of Family Studies (AIFS) has produced a resource which sets out the mandatory reporting requirements in each jurisdiction, many of which include a list of mandated professionals with a legal requirement to report concerns. It could be argued that the mandated professional is therefore recognised as a person in a position of trust by virtue of that responsibility. Many of the reporting laws in Australia set significant penalties including imprisonment for failure to report concerns about the welfare of a child. There are no such provisions in the UK. (aifs.gov.au)
The Sexual Offences Act (2003) in England and Wales legally defines a person in a position of trust as someone who is “caring for, training, supervising or being in sole charge” of a child under the age of 18. It does not include a list of roles, but examples include Teachers, Care workers, Youth justice workers, social workers and Doctors. This was amended in 2022 to include faith leaders and sports coaches.

The Act makes it a crime for a person in a position of trust to engage in sexual activity with 16 and 17-year-olds in their care. Whilst it is an important piece of legislation it is likely that this is not always fully understood. For example, there could be instances, where two young people attend a sports club. One young person is 19 years old and in a coaching role and the other is 17 years old and being coached.  If the young people develop a sexual relationship, by interpretation of the Act this could be unlawful. 
Abuse perpetrated by those in a position of trust is not always sexual in nature. Abuse can encompass all forms including physical, psychological, and financial yet there is no apparent definition of a person in a position of trust set out in law for other offences.

Child Practice Reviews (CPR) and Adult Practice Reviews (APR), previously known as Serious Case Reviews (SCR) are undertaken by Safeguarding Boards in England and Wales when there has been a serious incident resulting in death or serious harm. These are often the catalyst for changes in legislation, guidance, and operational practice to prevent reoccurrence. 
In the SCR relating to Somerset school teacher Nigel Leat in 2012, the review's author made 32 recommendations including that the serious case review is read by head teachers, governors, and safeguarding boards across the country. It also concludes that all staff working educational settings are in positions of trust.
The opening statement of the SCR states: 
“A relationship between an adult and a child or young person is not a relationship between equals. As a result of their knowledge, position and / or the authority invested in their role. All adults working in education settings are in positions of trust in relation to the young people in their care. Broadly speaking, a relationship of trust can be described as one in which one party is in a position of power or influence over the other by virtue of their work or the nature of their activity. It is vital for all those in positions of trust to understand the power this can give them over those they care for, and the responsibility they must exercise as a consequence of this relationship. There is potential for exploitation and harm of vulnerable young people. Adults therefore have a responsibility to ensure that an unequal balance of power is not used for personal advantage or gratification”. (eani.org.uk)
Due to the narrow and specific focus of study there is little comparative research available. It has therefore been useful to consider areas of research which are similar in nature.
In 2020 the National Independent Safeguard Board commissioned “A review of Integrated Multi Agency Operational Safeguarding Arrangements in Wales.” The focus of the evaluation was primarily on “front door” arrangements for receiving and responding to safeguarding concerns and whether co located multi agency teams were advantageous. Whilst the review was informative it did not specifically evaluate or review arrangements in place for managing PiPOT concerns. The review was completed soon after the Wales Safeguarding Procedures had been adopted by Regional Safeguarding Boards therefore their effectiveness or impact was not considered.   
Legislative context England and Wales
[bookmark: _Hlk162880112]The Care Act (2014) in England sets out the primary legislation for child and adult protection. Its statutory guidance “Working together to safeguard children” established a specific role within each Local Authority with overall responsibility for managing concerns relating to Persons in a Position of Trust. This role is referred to as the Local Authority Designated Officer (LADO) and is exclusive to children’s services and therefore only responsible for managing concerns relating to children. However, Safeguarding Adult Boards in England are required to establish and agree a framework and a process to respond to allegations about anyone (either paid or unpaid) with adults and support needs. 
England has further established a LADO network. “The Aim and Purpose of the group is “to provide a forum to consider LADO practice issues, develop national guidelines and consider future developments of the LADO role and services. Its primary purpose is to support local authorities (specifically the Local Authority Designated Officers) in developing robust systems for managing allegations against people who work with children and young people” 
The establishment of the LADO role and the LADO network is perhaps indicative of the importance of this area of safeguarding. Each Safeguarding Board in England has produced supplementary PiPOPT guidance for children, most of which are identical. It is possible that the similarities are due to the work of the LADO network and its aim to achieve consistency.
In Wales, the Social Services and Wellbeing (Wales) Act 2014 sets out the primary legislation for child and adult protection. Its associated statutory guidance is aimed at assisting practitioners working with both children and adults. In 2019, Welsh Government introduced the Wales Safeguarding Procedures which are the first universal procedures applicable for both children and adults. It has also adopted the LADO role introduced in England and has applied it to both children and adult services. However, the procedures do not appear to have expanded on this role or further developed it. There is no existing LADO network in Wales.
In March 2023, Welsh Government commissioned a report into the evaluation of the Social Services and Well-being (Wales) Act 2014. The report entitled “From Act to Impact?” made only eight specific references to safeguarding, none of which related to the Wales Safeguarding Procedures or more explicitly the management of concerns relating to PiPOTS. (Gov.Wales, 2023).
3. Research Methods 
Research Philosophy 
Research is underpinned by the principles of ontological and epistemological positions. Ontology refers to the understanding of reality, where epistemology refers to more subjective understanding of the question and how we know it is real. An individual researcher’s stance between these two philosophies will inform their methods (Alharahsheh and Pius, 2020).
Research Paradigm 
A researcher will fall into specific paradigms: Positivism, interpretivism, or pragmatism. Positivism concerns the search for the objective, provable and repeatable truths of reality. Interpretivism concerns the more subjective realities and is underpinned by “truth” not being static and consistent between groups. (Park, Konge and Artino Jr., 2020; Al-Ababneh, 2020). Pragmatism balances both approaches – a belief that qualitative and quantitative methods are applicable to describe reality, and use of each depends on the circumstances. A researcher using this is referred as a mix-methods researcher.
This study requires a mixed methodology to best answer the research question. As the research will be considering individual interpretations of set of procedures and professional opinion on how this has been applied into operational practice it is subjectivist in ontology. The research will be enhanced by the analysis of qualitative data (i.e case studies) to identify variations in application and quantitative data (i.e. existing performance data) to identify changes in demand, making it interpretivist in epistemology. 
Methods
· Online survey/ questionnaire (Local Authority Designated Officer)
· Semi structured online one- to- one interviews (Local Authority Designated Officer)
· Semi structured focus groups (Multi-agency Designated Safeguarding Lead Practitioners)
· Analysis of quantitative data
· Analysis of qualitative data 
· Analysis of the content of the Wales Safeguarding Procedures
· Evaluation of existing research and practice guidance documents 
Timeline
Online survey/questionnaire:  February 2023
Semi structured interviews: February- March 2023
Semi structured focus groups: March 2023- October 2023
Analysis of findings/report writing: November 2023 – January 2024
Presentation to MWWRSB - February 2024
Participants  
The participants involved in the study will be the Local Authority Designated Safeguarding Officers with overall responsibility for managing PiPOT concerns, the Designated Officers for Safeguarding within each Local Authority and Designated Safeguarding Lead Practitioners from within the statutory partner agencies of the Mid and West Wales Regional Safeguarding Board. It is anticipated that twelve participants will contribute to the study. Contact details of participants will be filed on a Carmarthenshire County Council secure database.
Methodology
Online questionnaire
Questionnaires consist of predetermined questions to which participants are asked to respond. Whilst they are commonly used to elicit information which can be analysed, they can be difficult to construct in a way that produces good quality, reliable data. “Questionnaires should be supplied with instructions, only containing questions based on the research topic. Response rates are often poor as many are not incentivised to complete so irrelevant questions must be avoided” (Gillham 2007)
The questionnaire in this study will consist of predetermined questions based on anecdotal perceptions. It will be used to elicit information which will be analysed and used as a precursor for semi structured interviews which will explore the subject more specifically. The questionnaires will be anonymous. Microsoft Forms will be the tool of choice used to facilitate the questionnaire. The questionnaire will take approximately 30 minutes to complete, Details of the purpose of the research and research questions will be explained to participants who will be advised that they can withdraw involvement at any time. Participants will be thanked for their contribution and researcher contact details for information will be provided. 
Semi structured interviews: 
Semi-structured interviews ask participants a flexible set of questions that can be altered and added to dependant on responses to previous questions (Queirós et al. 2017). This style of interview allows for the opportunity to seek clarification and gain more detailed responses compared to a structured interview. It also allows for the interviewer to conduct the interview informally and using fewer participants to gain a large amount of data. Contrasting this, it can be very time consuming, and due to the diversity of results can make it harder to draw conclusions and introduces bias via choice of participants.
This style of interview was used as it would allow for free-flowing conversation and an expansion of views necessary to adequately capture the variety of experiences by participants.
An alternative form of interview is a structured interview. These interviews take place between an interviewer and interviewee. The structure of the interview tends to be straight forward and in line to what an interviewee would expect. Although it’s structure can be simple there are different ways in which an interviewer can vary with style to be more structured or free flowing, each with their own positive and negative traits. Structured interviews are when an interviewer will set a series of static, pre-determined questions (Queirós et al. 2017). The strengths of this style of interview allows interviewers to compare answers between participants, and due to the less time constraints, the process is easily repeated and allows for more respondents. However, the negative of this style is that during preparation it can be time consuming, and the closed questions can limit the opportunity for clarification and investigation of answers given by participants. 
The structured interview method was not used as it was felt this would limit the quality of the responses gathered. It was felt that this research method would not be conducive to the study due to the complexity of the subject area. 
The purpose of the interviews in this research is to obtain more detailed qualitative information from safeguarding experts who have completed the online questionnaire. The interview will last approximately 1 hour, and the results will be anonymised. The interviews will take place via Microsoft Teams and with permission from participants will be recorded.  If this is unacceptable to participants the researcher will make written notes, Recordings and notes will be deleted upon approval of written summary from the participants. Questions will in the main elaborate on the responses of the questionnaire, but they will be open-ended to allow participants to provide additional detail and anonymised case examples where appropriate. Participants will be advised that they can withdraw involvement at any time. Participants will be thanked for their contribution and researcher contact details will be provided.
Semi Structured Focus groups: 
Semi-structured focus groups will also be used in this study. This will allow for facilitation of discussions between select groups of people, recording what is being said and noting behaviours (Queirós et al. 2017). As further illustrated by Queirós et al. (2017) the strengths of this allows the researcher to interact with participants and information from various groups can be collected quickly. This allows the researcher to gain a broader amount of data and an opportunity to seek further clarification on points. However, this style of focus group can be difficult to control and encourage participation of all individuals. It also lends itself to potentially allowing the most polarised opinions to take precedence and therefore data may not be representative of the entire focus group.
The focus groups will encourage in depth discussion regarding current challenges and identification of improvement opportunities. The focus group discussion will take place via Microsoft Teams and will be recorded with the permission of the participants who will be reminded of online meeting etiquette. Participants will be reminded to anonymise any third-party information. As facilitator, the researcher will ensure conversations stay on topic and remain relevant. The purpose, structure and themes of the focus groups will be explained to participants in advance. Participants will be thanked in advance of their contribution and at the end of the focus group sessions. Researched contact details will be provided for further information. Ethical considerations such as confidentiality and equality must be thought through prior to the group, ensuring consent is sought (Smith, 1995).
There are several alternative qualitative methods that could be used for this research, these include observation, ethnography and field research. Observation is the observation of a phenomenon in its natural state. As illustrated in Queirós et al. (2017) it allows for the collection of unobstructive, simultaneous data that is reliable and flexible. However, it can be logically challenging and time consuming, allowing bias in its interpretation. Ethnography is the same as previous with follow up interviews. This contains all the previous strengths and weaknesses but minimised the potential of bias by the researcher by combining with participants but also caused the diversity of results to make it more difficult to draw conclusions. Field research allows for the observation of phenomenon in its natural state over a period of extended time. This allows for the depth of perception and identification of patterns and correlations in the data. This is contrasted by the potential of bias in the interpretation and the diversity of results make it difficult to draw conclusions. This method also is not easily applicable to large groups of people with many influencing factors (Queirós et al. 2017).
The observational method of obtaining data was not considered appropriate for this study as observations in operational practice are often associated with scrutiny and judgment. It was felt that an observational approach could be perceived as an audit or an intrusion. In addition, observational research is time consuming and, in this instance, would not yield any additional benefits.
Quantitative Data
Quantitative data is numerical in nature, focussing on the relations between variables (Creswell, 2014). Whereas qualitative research focusses on subjective phenomena through non-numerical data (Creswell & Poth, 2017). While quantitative data offers measurable statistics, qualitative data offers more depth and subjectivity.
This method has been chosen as it will enable easy comparison of numerical data Local authorities will be requested to share quantitative performance data in relation to PiPOT activity. This data will be analysed and presented in graph format. 
Qualitative data
Case studies
Case studies are a set of anonymised practice examples given by participants as descriptions of their own experiences (Yin, 1984). In this instance, these will be used to compare decision making and application of the Wales Safeguarding Procedures.
Sampling Method
In specifically using multi-agency Safeguarding lead practitioners within the Mid-West Wales regional area as participants, the sampling method used in this research can be categorised as opportunity sampling (Lewin, 2005). This choice is necessary due to the need for specific expertise and experience in participants to ensure appropriate and relevant responses, and ease of access to such participants. This method does, however, have the potential to introduce bias and data outliers may be missed out.
Ethical considerations
The potential impact of participation in a study necessitates responsibility that every project should have its moral appropriateness scrutinised and agreed by all stakeholders, and the approval of the university or workplace ethics board prior to its commencement (Robson, 1993).
In this study it is possible that participants may be reluctant to openly share operational practices for fear they may be scrutinised or judged. The researcher will reassure participants on matters of confidentiality and will reiterate the purpose of the study. Participants will be reminded and reassured that they are able to share as little or as much information as they choose and are able to withdraw their involvement at any time.

Insider Research
The are advantages to insider research including easy access to participants, establish trust due to ongoing working relationships and shared experiences. The inside researcher may be better able to interpret the data and have a better understanding of ethical concerns.
The disadvantages include potential preconceived bias, lack of objectivity and conflict of roles.

The researcher in this study will have experience and knowledge of the area of study through their own professional role in operational safeguarding practice. The researcher will be familiar to the participants and will have established working relationships. The researcher will again always maintain confidentiality and act professionally ensuring their own experience and knowledge does not influence the research study or its findings.







4. Findings
4.1 Findings from questionnaires (See appendix 1)
Question 1

Figure 2. Question 1 of the Questionnaire "Do you feel the Wales Safeguarding Procedures provide a clear definition of a Practitioner/Person in a Position of Trust?"
Question 1 asked, “Do you feel the Wales Safeguarding Procedures provide a clear definition of a Practitioner/Person in a Position of Trust?”. Of the 9 total responses to this question, 7 responded “yes” and 2 responded “no” – a majority of approximately 77.8% “yes”.
The comments associated with this question can be seen below:
	Participant ID
	Comment

	1
	This is open to interpretation.

	2
	The Safeguarding Procedures are not clear, need to agree regional approach.

	3
	/

	4
	There is an explanation but no clear definition.

	5
	I believe it assumes the roles set out in the sexual offences act.

	6
	It describes but is open to interpretation.

	7
	Not really clear.

	8
	It does not set it out clearly so open to interpretation.

	9
	In a broad sense.



The key perceptions captured here suggests that whilst the procedures provide a definition of a Person in a Position of Trust it is ambiguous.
Question 2

Figure 3. Question 2 of the Questionnaire "Are you clear on the type of job role/responsibilities that fit the criteria of a PiPOT?"
Question 2 of the questionnaire asked, “Are you clear on the type of the job role/responsibilities that fit the criteria of a PiPOT?”. Of the 9 total responses to this question, 3 responded “yes” and 6 responded “no” – a majority of approximately 66.7% “no”.
The comments associated with this question can be seen below:
	Participant ID
	Comment

	1
	This is open to interpretation.

	2
	Not clear from procedures.

	3
	Generally, yes but it is open to interpretation which isn't always helpful.

	4
	Not clear from the procedures

	5
	Partly, direct harm to child or adult at risk is clear but not events which may bring into question a person’s suitability.

	6
	It is open to interpretation.

	7
	Definitely open to interpretation, it’s in two parts. Acted in a way that brings into question suitability to work with children or adults at risk is more difficult.

	8
	Not clear.

	9
	Broadly.



The key perceptions captured here suggest that whilst there is some general understanding the type of job role that would trigger the PiPOT process, the procedures are again ambiguous.
Question 3
Figure 4. Question 3 of the questionnaire "Are you clear on the circumstances that would justify the PiPOT procedures?"
Question 3 asked, “Are you clear on the circumstances that would justify the PiPOT procedures?”. Of the 9 total responses to this question, 5 responded “yes” and 4 responded “no” – a majority of approximately 55.6% “yes”.
The comments associated with this question can be seen below:
	Participant ID
	Comment

	1
	/

	2
	Not from the procedures but from our own developed working practices.

	3
	However there is often multi agency debate over thresholds where there is not an adult or child at risk.

	4
	Not entirely clear.

	5
	There are some circumstances that are more likely to be poor practice rather than presenting a risk, however there is sometimes different perspectives on current risk and future risk.

	6
	THROUGH EXPERIENCE.

	7
	However some concerns challenge my thinking on this.

	8
	Acted in a way that brings into question suitability to work with... can sometimes be difficult to judge.

	9
	/



The key perceptions captured here suggest that practitioners have gained an understanding through experience and locally developed procedures. It also suggests that there are some areas of challenge when the concern does not involve a child or adult at risk. The range of comments suggest that the procedures are not clear on this.
Question 4
Question 4 asked, “In your area, is the decision to progress with the PiPOT process a local authority or multi-agency decision?”. This was an open-ended question, the answers for which can be seen below:
	Participant ID
	Comment

	1
	Multi agency.

	2
	Multi-agency but LA staff who have the strategy discussions at the front door are very clear on thresholds etc and if there is a query/concern, the staff usually speak with the LADO before the strategy discussions to gain perspective before the strategy discussion.

	3
	Multi agency but usually police and LA and health if health staff member.

	4
	Multi agency.

	5
	Multi agency.

	6
	LA is the decision maker as they have the statutory duty.

	7
	Multi agency with Police or Health.

	8
	Multi agency discussion but LA is decision maker.

	9
	No LA is decision maker but informed by other agencies via strat discussion.



The key perceptions captured suggest that in the main decisions are made on a multi-agency however there is recognition that the Local Authority has overall statutory duty for decision making.
Question 5

Figure 5. Question 4 of the questionnaire "In your area, is the decision to progress with the PiPOT process a local authority or multi-agency decision?"
Question 5 asked, “Do you feel the PiPOT procedures play a significant role in keeping children and adults at risk safe?” Of the 9 total responses to this question, 100% responded “yes”.
The comments associated with this question can be seen below:
	Participant ID
	Comment

	1
	/

	2
	In terms of the collaboration multi-agency work that happens as part of the process, I feel we do protect people.

	3
	It’s been useful to track concerns and have intelligence to track multiple referrals for the same person.

	4
	Good recording and information sharing.

	5
	/

	6
	/

	7
	The PiPOT procedures are an essential safeguard.

	8
	Definitely.

	9
	Information sharing, access to historical information.



The key information captured suggests that practitioners are overwhelmingy in agreement that the procedures help keep children and adults at risk safe. It also suggests that there is good information sharing and record keeping.
Question 6
Figure 6. Question 6 of the questionnaire "Do you feel that the type of concerns reported to the local authority are relevant and meet the definition of a PiPOT?"
Question 6 asked, “Do you feel that the type of concerns reported to the local authority are relevant and meet the definition of a PIPOT?” Of the 9 total responses to this question, 5 responded “yes” and 4 responded “no” – a majority of approximately 55.6% “yes”.
The comments associated with this question can be seen below:
	Participant ID
	Comment

	1
	/

	2
	Or if not, we provide the appropriate advice and guidance.

	3
	Generally yes however there is evidence of referrers wanting somebody else to determine whether the threshold for s5 is met.

	4
	Not always due to confusion.

	5
	Inappropriate reports made for employees who do not work with children or adults at risk.

	6
	The criteria is sometimes misunderstood.

	7
	This has improved over time.

	8
	Mostly.

	9
	It has become the repository for all manner of incidents, many of which do not relate to risk of harm to children or adults



The key perceptions captured suggest that whilst over 55% of respondents felt that PiPOT reports were relevant were that this has improved over time and there is still some confusion and inappropriate reports made. 

Question 7
Figure 7. Question 7 of the questionnaire "Do you feel that statutory partner agencies and employers understand the purpose of the PiPOT procedures and their role within it?"
Question 7 asked, “Do you feel that statutory partner agencies and employers understand the purpose of the PiPOT procedures and their role within it?” Of the 9 total responses to this question, 5 responded “yes” and 4 responded “no” – a majority of approximately 55.6% “yes”.
The comments associated with this question can be seen below:
	Participant ID
	Comment

	1
	This can vary depending on the agency e.g. HR colleagues / transportation colleagues can find this difficult if unfamiliar.

	2
	Most Partner agencies-definitely, sometimes employers do not always understand but it once explained, do then take seriously.

	3
	Statutory agencies yes and there is growing awareness with the private sector and education.

	4
	Partner agencies do, other agencies not so much.

	5
	Partner agencies understand but other agencies are not clear.

	6
	Partner agencies yes.

	7
	/

	8
	In the main, yes.

	9
	Partner agencies are better than other organisations.



The key perceptions gleaned are that whilst the statutory partner agencies do understand the PiPOT procedures and their role within it, other agencies are not as familiar and require further explanation. 
Question 8

Figure 8. Question 8 of the questionnaire "Do you feel that statutory partner agencies make appropriate reports to the local authority in relation to PiPOT concerns?"
Question 8 asked, “Do you feel that statutory partner agencies make appropriate reports to the local authority in relation to PiPOT concerns?” Of the 9 total responses to this question, 8 responded “yes” and 1 responded “no” – a majority of approximately 88.8% “yes”.
The comments associated with this question can be seen below:
	Participant ID
	Comment

	1
	Police referrals appear sparse.

	2
	Mostly they do.

	3
	But they tend to refer for decisions that don't meet threshold.

	4
	Some partner agencies are better than others.

	5
	Police do not report frequently.

	6
	Health are very proactive and appropriate in making reports.

	7
	Some partner agencies are good however some agencies report very little - Police are less frequent.

	8
	In general.

	9
	In the main.



The key perceptions captured suggest that partner agencies make appropriate reports to the local authority reports either from the Police or about the Police are limited.
Question 9
Question 9 asked, “What are the biggest challenges for you when managing PiPOT concerns?”. This was an open-ended question, the answers for which can be seen below:
	Participant ID
	Comment

	1
	Cross border issues. Diverse issues. Lack of input at times from POT viewpoint - this shouldn’t be SG unit role.

	2
	Undertaking any investigations or further enquiries that are needed (if not police) in order to come to an outcome which the procedures ask us to do.

	3
	Determining when to bring into s5 if there is not an AAR or child. There are mixed views on this for example when DV is reported in the persons private life.

	4
	The outcomes, voice of the PiPOT in the process, investigations

	5
	Outcomes, cross border concerns, when does the process end?

	6
	Deciding whether to apply the procedures when there is no child or adult harmed. Sharing information

	7
	Investigations, role of employer, communicating with PiPOT

	8
	Deciding if the person is in a position of trust. The outcomes, sharing information, cross boundary issues

	9
	The outcomes are not based on risk but rather if an incident has occurred.



The data captured here suggests there are number of areas of challenge, some of which are common between participants.
Question 10

Figure 9. Question 10 of the questionnaire "Have you noticed any changes in the type of PiPOT concerns reported to the local authority since the introduction of the Wales Safeguarding Procedures?"
Question 10 asked, “Have you noticed any changes in the type of PiPOT concerns reported to the local authority since the introduction of the Wales Safeguarding Procedures?” Of the 9 total responses to this question, 100% responded “yes”.
The comments associated with this question can be seen below:
	Participant ID
	Comment

	1
	Numbers increased sharply - some drop now.

	2
	The concerns that come through are wider.

	3
	There appears to be an increase in referrals as s5 makes it clear that concerns should be reported to the LA.

	4
	More poor practice concerns reported.

	5
	Increase in concerns that relate to incidents in a person’s private life.

	6
	Increase in volume and broader range.

	7
	Historically professional concerns was triggered when a child or adult had been harmed however the procedures have highlighted that it is wider than that.

	8
	Volume increased and so much more varied than previously.

	9
	There is a broad spectrum from low level poor practice to very serious allegations about people clearly in a position of trust.



The key perceptions captured here suggest that the number of PiPOT concerns have increased and the type of concerns have varied over time.
Question 11

Figure 10. Question 11 of the questionnaire "Has the number of PiPOT reports received by the local authority increased since the introduction of the Wales Safeguarding procedures?”
Question 11 asked, “Has the number of PiPOT reports received by the local authority increased since the introduction of the Wales Safeguarding procedures?” Of the 9 total responses to this question, 100% responded “yes”.
This question was accompanied by the follow-up question “If yes, to what extent has the number of reports received increased?”. The comments associated with this question can be seen below:
	Participant ID
	Comment

	1
	No requirement to report data.

	2
	Unable to provide accurate data at present but the amount for children and adults have increased.

	3
	Not wholly sure as we haven’t historically captured data.

	4
	Approximately 100 %

	5
	Significant increase, do not have accurate data at present.

	6
	Unsure of accurate data.

	7
	112% increase.

	8
	Significant increase.

	9
	Unsure of exact increase but likely to be between 60-90 % increase.



The key points captured here suggest that performance data in relation to PiPOT is not being captured.
Question 12

Figure 11. Question 13 of the questionnaire "Do you feel the PiPOT procedures conflict with any other statutory guidance?"
Question 12 asked, “Do you feel the PiPOT procedures conflict with any other statutory guidance?” Of the 9 total responses to this question, 2 responded “yes” and 7 responded “no” – a majority of approximately 77.8% “no”.
This question was accompanied by the follow-up question “If yes, please give examples”. The comments associated with this question can be seen below:
	Participant ID
	Comment

	1
	/

	2
	Not experienced a conflict with other guidance but possibly other process e.g. internal HR/ Criminal 

	3
	Some employment law and human rights legislation.

	4
	/

	5
	Some organisations are confused as to how this process fits with internal disciplinary process- some organisations don’t report concerns because they are “dealing with it internally”. Police do this often

	6
	There is sometimes confusion with organisations HR processes 

	7
	Can be challenges deciding which safeguarding process takes primacy

	8
	Keeping learners safe.

	9
	/



The key perceptions captured here shows that whilst the majority of participants stated there was no conflict with other procedures, feedback suggests that there is conflict with some Employment law, Human Rights legislation and the statutory guidance in Education “keeping learners safe” but also some potential confusion/ conflicts with organisational internal processes e.g Human Resources processes.
Question 14

Figure 12. Question 15 of questionnaire "Do you feel there are specific areas where the Wales Safeguarding procedures could be improved in relation to manging PiPOT concerns?”
Question 14 asked, “Do you feel there are specific areas where the Wales Safeguarding procedures could be improved in relation to manging PiPOT concerns?” Of the 9 total responses to this question, 100% responded “yes”.
The comments associated with this question can be seen below:
	Participant ID
	Comment

	1
	Not enough detail - worse than the previous part 4 AWCPP. No best practice guide or research to draw upon.

	2
	The emphasis should be more around the risks that the professional poses as opposed to coming to an OUTCOME as that does not always fit particularly in relation to the "out of work" issues that come through on the referral, e.g. domestic abuse.

	3
	It’s very generic some tighter guidance about the behaviour and harm caused generally if harm has occurred there is not an issue but if no harm has occurred to an AAR or child consistency is key.

	4
	Outcomes are not explicitly based on ongoing risk, involvement pf the PiPOT, Role of the employer.

	5
	Guidance when no harm has occurred.

	6
	The outcomes, and when the procedures end, e.g. criminal investigations.

	7
	The outcomes, investigations, cross boundary issues.

	8
	Employer role, link with criminal investigations.

	9
	Better guidance needed, the outcomes, involvement of the PiPOT.



The key information captured suggests overwhelmingly that the Wales Safeguarding Procedures could be improved with examples given.

4.2 Findings from Semi Structured Interviews (see appendix 2)
Sample of quotes.
“it is difficult to determine a position of trust as there is no clear guidance and some less obvious roles do suggest an implied position of trust”.
“The complexity of situations is making difficult to determine when to trigger the procedures, especially when there is no harm to a child or adult. Matters that occur in a person’s private life can impact professional role.”
“Many reports are simply poor practice and matter for the employer.  We see many of these reports”.
The MARF is completely inappropriate for PiPOT reports as it asks all the wrong questions. Reporters are not filling it properly as a result.
I believe the outcomes of the process are irrelevant. Even though we focus on risk at the meeting, the procedures do reference that this should be the main consideration, it just determines if something has happened. It may have happened but does not present a risk. 
The procedures do not set out how to engage the PiPot in the process. I feel it’s important to hear their voice.
I understand all the principles of GDPR etc but it is still sometimes difficult to know when to share information with employers and secondary employers
I keep cases open until the end of a criminal or disciplinary investigation as I have been challenged on making an outcome decision in advance of this outcome
I find employers frequently refusing to communicate the outcome of the PiPOT process with the person. Many believe this is a social services decision and therefore the communication should come from the meeting chair
We are currently developing our system to capture stand alone information about the PiPOT without it being linked to the adult at risk 
4.3 Findings from Focus Groups
    Focus Group - 1 (30/03/2023)
Terminology
The group discussed the terminology used by safeguarding leads when referring to concerns about Practitioners and those in a Position of Trust. PiPOT is new terminology introduced in the Wales Safeguarding Procedures. The group discussed how this had quickly been adopted by some practitioners in some agencies whilst others continue to use a variety of historical terminology. This was causing some challenges for agencies especially those which cover more than one local authority area, such as Hywel Dda University Health Board and Dyfed Powys Police. Examples of terminology included:  Professional concerns, Part 4 concerns, PASMS, section 5 concerns, PiPOT, professional abuse concerns. 
Who is a Person in A Position of Trust?
The group discussed the different types of practitioners / job roles being reported to the local authority and debated whether these roles constituted a position of trust. This prompted a discussion about the legal definition of a position of trust and the job roles prescribed in the Sexual Offences Act 2003. The discussion considered whether a position of trust extended to roles where the person was not working directly with children or adults with care and support needs and whether it could be applied in relation to other offences. Some participants felt that limiting the definition to people who work in regulated settings might be more helpful. The discussion confirmed that interpretations differed and that the WSP are not clear on this, resulting in ambiguity and an increased volume of reports being made to the local authority. Examples were provided and included “a nightclub security officer who has been arrested at his home as an alleged perpetrator of domestic abuse, does this person’s job role constitute a position of trust?”. Participants felt that generally there is a lack of guidance and clarity on roles that would indicate a position of trust which makes it difficult to determine whether or not to trigger the procedures.
When to trigger s5 procedures (type of concern)?
The group talked in detail about this topic and gave examples of scenarios that were difficult to decide upon. The group were clear that when a person who is clearly in a position of trust has harmed a child or adult with care and support needs, the procedures must be triggered and followed. Participants discussed how it is more challenging to decide when trigger the procedures when no harm or potential harm has been caused to a child or adult with care and support needs and how this often links to the part of the procedures which considers when a PiPOT has potentially acted in a way that makes them unsuitable to work with children or adults.
Acted in a way that makes a person unsuitable to work with Children/Adults?
The discussion further considered when a concern or incident might suggest that a person is unsuitable to work with children and adults with care and support needs and how subjective this can be. Examples of this was provided:
“A teacher arrested for an alleged assault on a partner, when under the influence of alcohol during a night out”, the incident did not involve an assault on a child or an adult with care and support needs”. The question was asked as to whether this suggests the teacher is unsuitable to work with children?” 
“A person employed in role working directly with children- employed in a position of trust and is currently the subject of police enquiries. X is alleged to have behaved in a way which would call into question his suitability to work with vulnerable adults and children. Allegation of domestic abuse and domestic violence to ex-partner, children and previous ex-partner including strangulation and coercive and controlling behaviour.” Participants collectively agreed that domestic abuse incidents were the most common concern reported.
The wording of the procedures was presented to participants on screen for discussion: 
Safeguarding concern or Poor practice?
Following the discussion above, the group discussed the increase in the number of reports and how some of these were not appropriate for the PiPOT procedures. Participants felt that some of the concerns reported related to poor practice rather than presenting a risk to children or adults with care and support needs or acting in a way that makes then unsuitable to work with children or adults with care and support needs. The example below was provided for discussion:
“A care home worker arrested for drink driving the morning after attending a party. The worker was not enroute to work and did not have a child or adult with care and support needs in the car.” 

Discussion in the group suggested that in some local authority areas this incident would be brought into the procedures so that the employing organisation could decide on the level risk and how best to manage it. Most participants felt that the PiPOT procedures were not required for that to happen, and that the employer would manage this. Another participant shared their view that they would not manage that incident through the PiPOT procedures however, they would if the person arrested was a social worker. The participant was asked to justify this decision and felt that different roles had different codes of conduct. “some professional roles have greater expectations in terms of standards”. Participants felt this was an area of real contention and inconsistency.
Criminal allegations/ investigations
The discussion considered how the PiPOT procedures might dovetail or conflict with criminal investigations. Participants were unclear as to how much information is shared when there is a potential Police investigation, should the procedures be on hold until the criminal investigation is complete? One participant raised the point that the procedures should be used to ensure the appropriate early safeguards are in place and whether some is guilty or not. Participants raised the point that a criminal threshold is higher than the safeguarding threshold.
Participants also discussed how employers will not commence any disciplinary procedures until a Police investigation has been completed. One participant highlighted that the PiPOT process and criminal process had separate purposes. One is to immediately safeguard, and the other is to investigate a crime. It was identified that some local authorities keep the case open until the criminal investigation has concluded which in some cases can be two years. Other participants felt that this was unnecessary as the outcome of a criminal matter was to some extent irrelevant to the PiPOT process. Participants felt that further clarity was required on the purpose and connection of the two processes.
  Focus Group 2 – (10/05/2023)
The LADO and DOS Role 
This discussion considered the introduction of the Local Authority Designated Officer (LADO) role and Designated Officer for Safeguarding (DOS). The group discussed how this was a new role in Wales introduced in the safeguarding procedures. The group discussed how these roles had been taken from existing guidance in England which had been in place for some time. The group identified some confusion about the roles and at what level of seniority they should sit. The wording of the procedures was presented to participants on screen to aid discussion:
The group discussed whether the MWWRSB should agree a level of seniority for these roles and whether each local authority should identify and publicise the named persons in these roles. The group discussed whether the LADO must be a qualified social worker as it is not explicit in the procedures. There was an overwhelming consensus that the LADO and DOS should be social work qualified. It was also suggested that because of the obvious challenges with the PIPOT procedures whether the named LADO’S should meet regularly to ensure ongoing consistency of application. 
The group discussed how they felt much of the procedures had been lifted from existing English legislation and guidance and did not always fit neatly in Wales. Adult services practitioners also felt that the adult section of the procedures had been lifted from the children’s section which was not compatible with adult safeguarding practice.
Decision making – who is the PiPOT decision maker?
It emerged from this discussion that there are some differences in approach to decision making about when to trigger the PiPOT procedures. In most cases participants felt that decisions were made jointly with relevant agencies, for example, the Police or Health Board safeguarding leads. Some participants felt that in some cases the partner agency took the lead in decision making when in fact it is a local authority decision to make. One participant expressed concern and gave an example where a local authority decision maker felt overruled by Police colleagues (even though the concern was not a criminal matter) and felt pressurised into bringing the concern through the procedures when they believed there was no justification to do so. The group agreed that multi agency decision making was important however, the statutory duty and decision-making sits with the Local Authority Designated Officer.
Cross boundary concerns issues 
This discussion considered concerns which overlap with other local authority areas and asked the question about which local authority leads the PiPOT process. Examples were given where the PiPOT lives in one local authority area, works in another and the incident occurred in another. Discussion take place about whether the process should be managed by the local authority in which the person works as the procedures are linked to a person’s job role, however children’s services participants felt that if the PIPOT has a child/children and the concerns raised potentially  impact on their ability to care for their child/children, then the process should sit with local authority in which the PiPOT lives. The wording of the procedures was presented to participants on screen to aid discussion.
Participants felt that without any additional guidance practitioners would need to rely on good working relationships with other local authorities. This area of practice was identified as being particularly problematic when the other local authorities involved are outside Wales and working to different legislation and guidance. Participants noted the contradictory or interchangeable use of terminology in the procedures such as Designated Officer for Safeguarding and Delegated Officer for Safeguarding
 Focus Group 3 – 11/09/23
Purpose of the section 5 PiPOT meeting
The group discussed how the procedures worked in practice and what is their intended purpose. The group felt that this topic had been touched upon in the criminal investigations discussion however participants were keen to revisit. The wording of the procedures was presented to participants on screen to aid discussion:
Most participants felt that the above confirmed the focus to be on the risk the PiPOT may present to children and adults they work with however, additional wording of the procedures below was presented to participants on screen to aid further discussion 
The main functions of the strategy meeting are to:
· Ensure the proper co-ordination of child, adult protection, criminal and employment procedures
Participants discussed how this was more difficult to do in practice due to confusions about which process takes precedence, when one process ends and another one starts, it was also felt that many of the above processes were lengthy and the focus of the PiPOT process i.e. the statutory safeguarding process should be early management of risk and then handover to Police or and or employer.  
   The management of risk – link to S5 outcomes 
It was felt that this topic had been discussed above and would be discussed again under s5 outcomes.
    Role of the employer
Participants felt that the role of the employer was not always clear in this process. Some employers would have commenced disciplinary procedures before the PiPOT strategy meeting and examples were given were the employer had dismissed the employee prior to the meeting. Employers lacked understanding on their role within the process and examples were given where employers felt that social services were responsible for managing and communicating with PiPOT. The group discussed the importance of keeping the employee informed and ensuring their ongoing welfare.
 Participants of the group gave many examples where the employer has not done this and informed the employee to contact social services for information. It was agreed that further clarity was required in the procedures. Participants also felt that employers and other attendees at the strategy meetings required additional guidance. Participants felt that one of the biggest challenges was dealing with PiPOTS where there is no employer, for example self-employed people or those working via a direct payment. Participants felt this was missing from the procedures and a regionally agreed document would be helpful. Participants highlighted the fact section 5 of the WSP do not contain any pointers for practice as in all other sections.
    Involvement of the PiPOT in the process
Participants discussed this topic in detail. It was felt that there was little opportunity for the PiPOT to be directly involved in the process. The PiPOT is not invited to the meeting and is  not asked to give an account of the alleged incident .. One participant highlighted that as registered professionals all participants were vulnerable to being subject to these procedures and on that basis should consider how they would wish to be involved. Participants also discussed the increase in the number of subject access requests in relation to this process. It was noted that more people are challenging the information shared and decisions made at these meetings including the outcome decisions and their basis.
    Article 6 Human Rights Act (1998)
The group discussed the potential implications of Article 6 - Hunman Rights Act (1998) on the PiPOT process. The below summary of the article was shared on screen with participants. 
You have the right to a fair and public trial or hearing if:
· you are charged with a criminal offence and have to go to court, or
· a public authority is making a decision that has an impact on your civil rights or obligations.
The group discussed the concept of a trial in the context of these procedures and debated its relevance. The group were unclear as to whether the PiPOT outcomes could be interpreted as potentially impacting on a person’s civil rights or obligations. One participant gave an example where an employee’s HR advisor cited the article 6 rights and suggested the employees civil right to work had been compromised. The group acknowledged the importance of treating people fairly and equitably. 
     Investigations
participants felt that this topic had previously been discussed.

Information sharing (including secondary employer)
Participants discussed the challenges of sharing relevant information at the PiPOT strategy meetings. Participants felt that this was particularly challenging when the Police are conducting a criminal investigation and this risks of compromising that investigation. In addition, the meetings sometimes share details about personal relationships and personal lives. This must be carefully managed and relevant considering the employer’s and other attendees present at the meeting. The group discussed whether local authority legal representatives were required to attend but the consensus was that they were not. The group also discussed occasions when it might appropriate to share information with a secondary employer or a perspective employer.
        When does the PiPOT process end?
Further to the above discussion participants felt that there was confusion as to when the PiPOT process ended. Some participants re iterated the fact that they keep the case open and ongoing until the end of any other processes. Others firmly stated that they did not do the same. One participant felt strongly that the outcome of the PiPOT process is different to the outcome of any others process. Ther participant went on to suggest that each process was concluding different things and therefore the outcomes could be different. For example: 
Criminal - Decision is whether someone is guilty of crime.
Disciplinary- Decision is whether someone has breached employment contract. 
PiPOT- Decision is whether someone is in a position of trust and what action should be taken to safeguard children or adults at risk immediately and in the future.
The group debated whether one process was dependent on another and opinion was divided.
Focus Group 4 – 10/10/23
    The interface with other processes, eg internal disciplinary process 
Participants felt that his topic had already been discussed but further re iterated a lack of reports received about the misconduct of Police Officers. Some participants gave examples of hearing about Police misconduct through news channels but were confident this had not been reported through the PiPOT process. 
    Compatibility with Keeping Learners Safe
The group discussed potential conflicts with the statutory guidance to the Education Act (2002) “keeping learners safe”. Participants described how the guidance makes provision for physical contact with pupils, including restraint. The following appropriate extract from the guidance was shared online for participants to consider.
“A teacher or member of staff may have to use reasonable force to stop a child hurting themselves or someone else.”
Participants described how this guidance is sometimes used as a defence in cases of alleged assault against a child.
   PiPOT, procedures outcomes
Further to previous discussion, the outcomes section of the procedures prompted much debate. One participant felt strongly that the outcomes were not compatible with the aims of the procedures. The participant felt that outcomes were set in a way that is aimed at proving guilt or innocence, albeit on a balance of probability, rather than deciding on current and ongoing risk. Some participants agreed with this viewpoint however others felt that a decision needed to be made as to whether the alleged incident had occurred or not as this would be the trigger for other processes. One participant gave an example of when an incident had happened, therefore substantiated, but it presented no risk to children or adults but based on a substantiated outcome was dismissed by the employer. All participants confirmed the focus of meeting to be on risk. Each participant described how they ensure the focus of the meeting is on managing risk.
The participant disagreed and argued that the fact that an incident had or hadn’t occurred is not indicative of the risk of harm.  
     Communicating the outcome of the process with the PiPOT
The group felt that this had previously been discussed but reiterated the importance of ensuring the PIPOTS voice is independently heard throughout the process and felt strongly that communication with PiPOT lies with the employer, this includes communicating the outcome of the process.
    Appeals/ Complaints
The group discussed the lack of appeals process for the PiPOT process or mechanisms for complaint. Participants shared examples of complaints received and how they had tried to manage them.
One participant also raised concern that the LADO (Local Authority Designated Officer) was not protected in the decision-making process and are exposed to receiving complaints. The participant shared an example of a challenge to the PiPOT process outcome which was decided one year before a Crown Prosecution Service decision not to prosecute. The PiPOT felt that the PiPOT process outcome should reflect the CPS outcome. The participant stated because of this challenge they no longer close a case prior to a CPS decision. This has resulted in cases remaining open for a significant length of time even though immediate safeguards and actions have been completed. Participants shared differing approaches to this scenario across the region.
     Reporting PiPOT data
The group discussed how this data has not previously been collected due concerns about holding information on a person not receiving services. One participant stated that previously all the detail about the person in a position was recorded in the victims record therefore hidden making it impossible to identify repeat concerns. It was stated that this was also very difficult to manage if a subject access request was received. One participant shared advice from an information management expert who advised that details of the PiPOT must be recorded and recorded separately to any victim.This is because the local authority has a legal duty to manage these concerns and therefore activity must be recorded. 

Findings of Qualitative data (anonymised case studies)
Case example 1 – Threshold for PIPOT process is met as the staff member has behaved in a way which undermines the trust placed in him by virtue of his position and is currently subject to police investigation. Allegation by service user that X has said “ill punch you in the throat”. Service user was left feeling very upset and disheartened by the comment.
Case example 2 – Threshold met for S5 - employed in a position of trust and is currently the subject of police enquiries. X is alleged to have behaved in a way which would call into question his suitability to work with vulnerable adults and children. Allegation of domestic abuse and domestic violence to ex-partner, children and previous ex-partner including strangulation and coercive and controlling behaviour.
Case example 3 - Allegation of non-fatal strangulation and domestic abuse to ex-partner 3 years ago and current ongoing harassment. X is a fire officer and therefore a PIPOT.  Threshold for S5 PIPOT process to be followed under the Wales Safeguarding Procedures as X has “Been the subject of criminal procedures that indicate a risk of harm to a child or adult at risk”.
Case example 4 - An anonymous call was received into **** yesterday alleging that *** Officer X was sending nude photo's of himself to an ex-patient. The call has been recorded. The caller was concerned about the individual who is receiving the messages, she is an older lady, there is no reason to assume she lacks capacity, and it sounds as though there may be a relationship between them, she is described as being flattered. The call handler discussed, or it was overheard by another colleague in the same room, who provided additional information which he was aware of last year but had not reported. Threshold met for S5 PIPOT process – Person has behaved in a way that undermined the trust placed in them by virtue of their position or role.
Case example 5 – Clerk in a ****** alleged to have stolen money from the community group. S5 threshold was discussed but it was agreed that threshold was not met as there is no evidence to suggest that X works directly with children or adults with care and support needs and he/she also does not have access to individuals bank accounts. In addition to this X has now resigned from post. Risk management is in place and police will continue as a single agency. Police have been asked to resubmit to adult safeguarding should any information come to light that X is in a position of trust as defined by the Wales Safeguarding procedures. 
Case example 6 – Person alleged to be making malicious allegations about care at a care home and the manager of the care home. Person believed to work in care sector but no details of employer and unable to confirm they are in a position of trust so threshold not met. 
Case Example 7- Teacher allegedly involved in an altercation with school caretaker on school grounds. No children harmed and no children witnessed the event. Query- Does this suggest the teacher is unsuitable to work with children? Has the teacher contravened the organisations safeguarding policy? – Decision made, case does not meet threshold- matter to be dealt with by school internal processes.
Case example 8 – Person employed as a security guard in a supermarket, has assaulted a customer and been arrested, also found to be in possession of class A drugs. Decision made that this person is not in a position of trust for the purposes of the procedures- Matter to be dealt with by Police and employer.





Findings of Quantitative data 
Participant 1 

Participant 2 - No data
Participant 3 - No data
Participant 4 – No data
The lack of reported data suggests that this not being collected or analysed. 
5. Analysis of Findings
Analysis Questionnaire data 
Summary of findings
The information gleaned from the anonymous questionnaire and semi structured interviews were consolidated to identify common themes which were used to guide the focus group activity. (Gorard and Taylor,2006)
Analysis of Focus Group data 
Key issues 
  Terminology
It is evident that there is an inconsistent use of terminology, it is possible that much of this is linked to historical guidance documents such as the All-Wales Child Protection Procedures (AWCPP) and Protection of Vulnerable Adults guidance (POVA). It is possible that the use of inconsistent language gives stakeholders the impression that practitioners or different areas are applying different procedures. Some participants were keen to hold on to old terminology and dint feel it was overly relevant or significant. Research by Miller and Ahmed (2000) “acknowledges that the successfulness of any collaboration rested upon the introduction of a ‘common language’.”
 The interface with other processes, eg internal disciplinary process 
The most significant observation related to the lack of Police concerns reported into to the PiPOT procedures. Most participants were able to confirm their concerns and experiences in relation this. A police representative did not attend this session however there was no correlation between their absence and the discussion, Participants were keen to state that the discussion would have continued with Police presence. Some participants gave examples of hearing of Police misconduct through news channels but were confident this had not been reported through the PiPOT process. The recent focus on Police standards of behaviour made the discussion more poignant. 
 It was evident that partner agencies in Mid and West Wales do hold each other to account and will escalate concerns through the Mid and West Wales Regional Safeguarding Board. A key consideration here is how partner agencies are able to do this at the same time as maintaining good working relationships. Whittington (in Weinstein et al., 2003) provides the following definitions of partnership and collaboration: “Partnership is a state of relationship, at organisational, group, professional or inter professional level, to be achieved, maintained and reviewed. Collaboration is an active process of partnership in action.” 
Defining a Person in a Position of Trust
Defining a Person in a Position of trust beyond the obvious professional roles appears to be challenging. It is possible that the focus of previous guidance documents and the Sexual Offences Act definitions are too heavily weighted on job roles with explicit safeguarding responsibilities and do not include those with implied safeguarding responsibilities such as hospital and school ancillary staff and those working in public facilities such as libraries and parks. The only legal definition of a position of trust in the UK is contained in the Sexual Offences Act (2003) as someone who is “caring for, training, supervising or being in sole charge” of a child under the age of 18. The WSP suggest this is “a member of staff or volunteer in a position of power or influence over a child or adult by virtue of the work or nature of activity being undertaken” which suggests a broader remit.

   When a person has acted in a way that makes them unsuitable to work with children
or adults.
It was evident from the research that instances involving harm to a child or adult are easy to identify and progress through the procedures unquestionable. Incidents not directly involving a child or adult are more challenging. A likely cause is that many of these incidents occur outside the work setting and the decision maker must make a clear correlation between this and the ongoing risk this presents to the children or adults they work with. This requires careful consideration and justification as the consequences of a poor decision either way can be serious. Domestic abuse incidents are the most common cause for these concerns, and it is likely this correlates with an increase in domestic abuse and sexual violence incidents nationally. This was particularly prevalent during the Covid- 19 lock down period. Research conducted by the BBC reports that calls to a national Domestic Abuse helpline were up by more than 60% between April 2020 and February 2021.  

  Involving the PiPOT in the Process
It was evident that the procedures lack emphasis and guidance on when and how to involve the PiPOT in the process. It is possible that the procedures do not fit with the spirit of the Social Services and wellbeing (Wales) Act 2014, which strongly supports voice, choice, and advocacy for service users. It is possible that in terms of equity this approach should also be afforded to all. It is apparent that this is an omission within the procedures and essential for transparency.
   Outcomes of the PiPOT procedures
This section of the procedures is proving to be challenging. The outcome determinations of the process are possibly lacking a direct correlation with risk. It does not necessarily follow that if an incident is substantiated, i.e. it happened, that it presents an ongoing risk to children or adults. A possible solution is that the procedures are amended to determine the risk not the incident, or both. Despite the controversial expected determinations, the focus of the PiPOT meeting discussion is very much on identifying manging risk.
The procedures expect an outcome determination to be made on each case. These are substantiated, Unsubstantiated, Unfounded, deliberately invented or malicious. Whilst there are definitions for each of these there is no reference to how this links to risk causing arbitrary decisions to be made. Social safeguarding practice is fundamentally based on  mitigating risk  
Analysis of Qualitative Data 
 Analysis of the information suggested a degree of consistency in approaches and appropriate adherence to the guidance set out in the WSP. This is likely to be due to the expertise and experience of the decision makers involved. It probable that over time practitioners have developed knowledge in this area and apply a consistent interpretation within their own agency This does not necessarily result in consistency across the region,. Ericsson states “that to develop expertise, is not simply doing work. It is a cognitively effortful activity in which one is thinking about what one is doing”, Ericsson K. A.  (1996)
Analysis of Quantitative Data 
Only one local authority was able to provide historical performance data. Welsh Government has not set PiPOT reports as a performance measure. It is likely therefore that the collection of this data has not been built into local Management Information Systems. The local authority which provided data for the study confirmed that due to the implementation of a new Management Information System, the organisation anticipated the need to collect this data and built into the system in advance. 
The organisation reported a significant increase in the number of reports received over a three-year period. On further analysis the likely cause of this rise is the launch of the new Wales Safeguarding Procedures and the national roll out of associated training and awareness raising. It should be noted that the year 202-2021 was significantly impacted by the Global Covid-19 pandemic. It could therefore be that reports during that time were particularly low due to limited contact professionals had with service users. 
It is essential that performance data in relation to PiPOTS is recorded, shared and analysed. Without this information it is impossible to understand demands, trends and areas of concern. Analysing performance data informs preventative approaches and ensures continuous improvement. Deming,W.E (1986) emphasised the need for data driven performance in the Total Quality Management framework and is now widely used in social care in light of the need to more with less.
The Mid and West Wales Safeguarding Region collects other safeguarding performance data however, it is likely that this replicates Welsh Government requirements. Peter Drucker suggests “what gets measured gets managed” Drucker. P (1954).
6. Analysis of Research Methods
     Questionnaires 
The use of a questionnaire was beneficial to this study as it allowed participants to complete a series of short questions which were not overly time consuming. The use of Microsoft teams was particularly useful as its easy for participants to use and the information is returned in an easy format. However, on reflection the questions presented to participants could have been better formulated as some were repetitive and poorly written. Whilst the questions gleaned useful information for further discussion this method could have been better utilised. I also feel that anonymising the questionnaire for such a small sample group did not serve any significant purpose. The participants of the sample group share information regularly and it is likely therefore that that responses could be easily attributable to a participant. On reflection the questionnaires should have include multi agency participants as joint decision makers and key stakeholders.
     Semi Structured Interviews 
The semi structured interviews were a useful method of data collection. The nature of the interviews was informal, and participants appeared comfortable in sharing their operational experiences. Information gathered from the interviews was informative and provided sufficient topics for the Focus group activity however, this method was time consuming. A total of 6 out of a possible 8 participants engaged with the interview process. The lack of involvement was due to operational demand and sickness. On reflection the questionnaires should have included multi agency participants as joint decision makers and key stakeholders.
    Focus Groups
The focus group research yielded the most significant data. Unlike the previous research methods this activity involved multi agency participants which provided the researcher with different perspectives and made for interesting discussions. Due to number of themes identified, the workshops were conducted over 4 sessions. This process was protracted due to significant operational demands. This research method was therefore time consuming. On reflection the workshop themes could have been rationalised further to avoid areas of duplication and to make better use of time. The number of participants in each focus group ranged from 9 to 12. This meant that some participants did not attend every session. Whilst this did not significantly affect the quality of the discussion it did mean that some agencies were not represented at some discussions and therefore their views and experiences were not captured. For future focus group activity, it would be beneficial to build in a method of capturing absent participants views separately.
   Qualitative data
The qualitative data research method enabled the researcher to have provided an insight into the types of reports received by local authorities and the decision making in relation to those concerns however, the sample provided was small and did not allow for any in depth analysis or comparisons. With permission some of the case examples were used for further discussion within the focus group activity and stimulated much debate. Analysing the case examples in a group setting was more beneficial than researcher analysis. 
 Quantitative data
Using this method would have been an effective method for analysing straightforward comparable data. Only one participant was able to provide the data requested as others did not have this information. Whilst there were 12 participants in total, only four sets of data were expected from the local authority participants. As the data set provided included a date range, some minimal analysis was possible however, the trend identified may not have been representative of the region. On reflection, it should have been an essential consideration of the researcher to establish whether the data required was collectable and available. Understanding this in advance would have influenced the research methods used.
7. Conclusions  
Can the statutory partner agencies of the Mid and West Wales Regional Safeguarding Board achieve consistency in responding to safeguarding concerns about Practitioners and those in a Position of Trust?
It had been anticipated that the research study would identify and confirm inconsistencies in the interpretation of the Wales Safeguarding Procedures relating to persons in a Position of Trust in the Mid and West Wales region. It was evident that there were some examples of this however, the most obvious related to determining if a person is in a position of trust and if a person is unsuitable to work with children or adults. This has become increasingly challenging and compounded by the volume of reports received.
From the research findings It is possible to conclude that achieving total consistency in this area of safeguarding practice is not likely to be achieved as each case is contextual and there will be elements of subjectivity or professional judgement involved. 
There were many areas of operational challenge identified however it appears that most of these are shared challenges caused by lack of clarity in the WSP rather than significant regional inconsistencies, for example cross boundary issues and involving the PiPOT in the process. It is evident that the WSP require additional guidance in many areas to provide national clarity and to avoid the development of various local or regional solutions. 
 It is likely that the increase is numbers is not as result of more People in Positions of Trust deliberately abusing children or adults at risk but more likely as a result of increased awareness of the legal duty to report, ongoing good quality safeguarding training and increased public social consciousness.   
There was no evidence to suggest that inconsistencies or operational challenges presented additional risks to children or adults but more likely to cause inequity in for Practitioners and those in a Position of Trust working in the region. It was evident that multi-agency practitioners in the region work collaboratively to safeguard children and adults at risk.
Recommendations
 Mid and West Wales Regional Safeguarding Board
· Introduce the requirement for reporting PiPOT data in the quarterly performance framework. 
· Review the regional Multi-Agency Referral Form (MARF) to ensure compatibility with PiPOT concerns.
· Conduct a regional audit to identify partner agency employees involved in the PiPOT procedures.
· Produce easy read stand-alone regional PIPOT guidance for Mid and West Wales Safeguarding Board website.
· Identify Local Authority Designated Officer in each local authority and communicate via MWWRSB website.
· Produce regional guidance for employers and others attending PiPOT meetings.
· To agree and adopt consistent terminology for the PiPOT procedures.
Wales Safeguarding Procedures Board
· To consult further on the content of the Wales Safeguarding Procedures (section 5) to ensure areas of operational challenge/confusion are strengthened.
· To introduce pointers for practice for key area.  
 National Independent Safeguarding Board
· Consider establishing a LADO network to ensure regular sharing of information and good practice and the development of consistent resources.
· Consider creating a repository for Child or Adult Practice Reviews involving Persons in a Position of Trust for ease of shared learning
· Recommend to Welsh Government the mandatory reporting of PiPOT data
Reflection on learning
The results of the research highlighted that as anticipated this is an area of safeguarding practice that is growing in volume and complexity. It highlighted the challenges of working with processes and procedures that are ambiguous and open to interpretation. It further evidenced the enormity of achieving consistency within a multi-agency system with 6 different agencies on a large geographical footprint. 
The research methods chosen and the operational demands on practitioners at the time were not as conducive to this study as first anticipated. This has resulted in research data that is rich in quality but difficult to analyse and compare. I have learned to consider this in future apply a more rigorous approach to further research in this area. I have also learned the benefits of contextual decision making and will apply in practice.

Potential for further study
The Wales Safeguarding Procedures repealed previous safeguarding procedures in Wales and there is some evidence to suggest that this may not have achieved the improvements and clarity anticipated. There is potential therefore to review of the WSP to critically analyse its application in practice and to ensure this has been enhanced rather than impeded. 
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Appendix 1

Wales Safeguarding Procedures (Section 5) Practitioners and those in a Position of Trust (PiPOT)
Questionnaire Template.
Questionnaire sent via Microsoft Forms
https://forms.office.com/e/MbQubiTCtC 
This questionnaire is anonymous to the researcher. Please send responses to the Mid and West Wales Regional Safeguarding Board Business Unit. CYSUR@pembrokeshire.gov.uk

1) [bookmark: _Hlk117847873]Do you feel the Wales Safeguarding Procedures provide a clear definition of a Practitioner/ Person in a Position of Trust?
Y/N
Comments
……………………………………………………………………………………………….
2) Are you clear on the type of job role/ responsibilities that fit the criteria of a PiPOT?
Y/N
Comments
………………………………………………………………………………………
3) Are you clear on the circumstances that would justify the PiPOT procedures?
Y/N
Comments
…………………………………………………………………………………………
4) In your area, is the decision to progress with the PiPOT process a local authority or multi agency decision?

………………………………………………………………………………………

5) Do you feel the PiPOT procedures play a significant role in keeping children and adults at risk safe?
Y/N
Comments …………………………………………………………………………………………

6) Do you feel that the type of concerns reported to the local authority are relevant and meet the definition of a PIPOT
Y/N
Comments …………………………………………………………………………………………
7) Do you feel that statutory partner agencies and employers understand the purpose of the PiPOT procedures and their role within it?
Y/N
Comments …………………………………………………………………………………………
8) Do you feel that statutory partner agencies make appropriate reports to the local authority in relation to PiPOT concerns?
Y/N
Comments …………………………………………………………………………………………
9) What are the biggest challenges for you when managing PiPOT concerns?
Comments …………………………………………………………………………………………
…………………………………………………………………………………………
10)  Have you noticed any changes in the type of PiPOT concerns reported to the local authority since the introduction of the Wales Safeguarding Procedures? 
Y/N
Comments …………………………………………………………………………………………
11)  Has the number of PiPOT reports received by the local authority increased since the introduction of the Wales Safeguarding procedures?
Y/N …………………………………………………………………………………………
12)  If yes, to what extent has number of reports received increased?
…………………………………………………………………………………………
13)  Do you feel the PiPOT procedures conflict with any other statutory guidance?
Y/N……………………………………………………………………………………

If YES, please give examples
…………………………………………………………………………………………

14)  Do you feel there are specific areas where the Wales Safeguarding procedures could be improved in relation to manging PiPOT concerns?
Y/N
Comments …………………………………………………………………………………………
Thank you for your participation.
























Appendix 2
Sent via email from Mid and West Wales Regional Safeguarding Board Business Unit
Dear Participants 
My name is Cathy Richards, and I am the Senior Manager for Adult Safeguarding in Carmarthenshire County Council. I am currently conducting research on behalf of the Mid and West Wales Regional Safeguarding Board.
The research topic is: 
Can the Can the statutory partner agencies of the Mid and West Wales Regional Safeguarding Board achieve consistency in managing safeguarding concerns about Practitioners and those in a Position of Trust? 
You have been identified as an appropriate participant due your knowledge and expertise in this area, and I would be grateful for your involvement.
The purpose of the interview is to gain a better insight into some identified areas of importance. The interviews will be semi structured in nature and are designed to allow for a free-flowing discussion. 
To aid the discussion the following topics have been identified.
1. Understanding terminology, definitions and thresholds
2. Understanding job roles, decision making and reporting
3. The management of risk, outcomes and working lawfully
4. Interfaces, information sharing and communication with the PiPOT
The interviews will last approximately 1 hour and will be conducted via Microsoft Teams. Feedback from the interviews will be used to construct multi agency Focus groups however the content will remain anonymous. With permission the interview will be recorded for note taking purposes only. The recording will be deleted on confirmation of the written record which will be shared with you. You will have the opportunity to identify areas of inaccuracy within the notes.  
The interviews will be conducted between February and May 2023. I would be grateful if you could confirm your agreement to participate by replying to cysur@pembrokeshire.gov.uk. Alternatively, you can contact me directly on CRicahrds@carmarthenshire.gov.uk.
If you agree to participate in the study I will contact you with potential meeting dates which will be mutually agreed.
Thank you in anticipation of your involvement.
Cathy Richards

Appendix 3
Mid and West Wales Regional Safeguarding Board
 Focus Groups relating to the 
Wales Safeguarding Procedures 
(section 5) 
Practitioners and Those in a Position of Trust
(PiPOT)
Workshops Themes
The purpose of workshops is to discuss regional interpretation and application in practice to identify areas of improvement and ensure consistency where possible.
Workshop 1
Understanding the purpose and scope of the procedures
1. Terminology
2. Who is a Person in a Position of Trust?
3. When to trigger s5 procedures (type of concern)
4. Acted in a way that makes a person unsuitable to work with Children/Adults?
5. Poor practice vs Professional concern
6. [bookmark: _Hlk162695210]Criminal allegations/ investigations

Workshop 2
Managing the process
7. [bookmark: _Hlk162708620]The LADO and DOS Role 
8. Making/receiving a PiPOT report (MARF or Separate report?) 
9. Decision making – who is decision maker?
10. Cross boundary issues
11. When concerns impact both children and adults



Workshop 3
[bookmark: _Hlk162709764]The purpose of the s5 meeting
12 The management of risk – link to S5 outcomes 
13 Role of the employer
14 Involvement of the person in the process
15 Article 6 Human Rights Act (1998)
16 Investigations
17 Information sharing (including secondary employer)
18 Timescales
19 When does the PiPOT process end?
________________________________________________________________________
Workshop 4
20. [bookmark: _Hlk162709839]The interface with other processes, eg internal disciplinary process
21.  Compatibility with Keeping Learners safe
22. PiPOT, Section 5 outcomes
23. When to refer to DBS and other professional bodies
24. Communicating the outcome with the PiPOT
25. Appeals/ Complaints
26. Record keeping 
27. Reporting PiPOT data
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Forms





Do you feel the Wales Safeguarding Procedures provide a clear definition of a Practitioner/ Person in a Position of Trust?




Total	No	Yes	7	2	Yes or No


Number of Respondents



Are you clear on the type of job role/ responsibilities that fit the criteria of a PiPOT?

Yes	No	3	6	Yes or No


Number of Respondents



Are you clear on the circumstances that would justify the PiPOT procedures?

Yes	No	5	4	Yes or No


Number of Respondents



Do you feel the PiPOT procedures play a significant role in keeping children and adults at risk safe?

Yes	No	9	0	Yes or No


Number of Respondents



Do you feel that the type of concerns reported to the local authority are relevant and meet the definition of a PIPOT?

Yes	No	5	4	Yes or No


Number of Respondents



Do you feel that statutory partner agencies and employers understand the purpose of the PiPOT procedures and their role within it?

Yes	No	5	4	Yes or No


Number of Respondents



Do you feel that statutory partner agencies make appropriate reports to the local authority in relation to PiPOT concerns?

Yes	No	8	1	Yes or No


Number of Respondents



Have you noticed any changes in the type of PiPOT concerns reported to the local authority since the introduction of the Wales Safeguarding Procedures?

Yes	No	9	0	Yes or No


Number of Respondents



Has the number of PiPOT reports received by the local authority increased since the introduction of the Wales Safeguarding procedures?

Yes	No	9	0	Yes or No


Number of Respondents



Do you feel the PiPOT procedures conflict with any other statutory guidance?

Yes	No	2	7	Yes or No


Number of Respondents



Do you feel there are specific areas where the Wales Safeguarding procedures could be improved in relation to manging PiPOT concerns?

Yes	No	9	0	Yes or No


Number of Respondents



PiPOT

PiPoTs	
Q1	Q2	Q3	Q4	TOTAL 22-23	TOTAL 21-22	TOTAL 20-21	63	123	73	85	344	245	158	
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APPLICATION FOR ETHICAL APPROVAL



In order for research to result in benefit and minimise risk of harm, it must be conducted ethically. A researcher may not be covered by the University’s insurance if ethical approval has not been obtained prior to commencement.



The University follows the OECD Frascati manual definition of research activity: “creative work undertaken on a systematic basis in order to increase the stock of knowledge, including knowledge of man, culture and society, and the use of this stock of knowledge to devise new applications”. As such this covers activities undertaken by members of staff, postgraduate research students, and both taught postgraduate and undergraduate students working on dissertations/projects.



The individual undertaking the research activity is known as the “principal researcher”.



Ethical approval is not required for routine audits, performance reviews, quality assurance studies, testing within normal educational requirements, and literary or artistic criticism.



Please read the notes for guidance before completing ALL sections of the form.



This form must be completed and approved prior to undertaking any research activity. Please see Checklist for details of process for different categories of application.  



SECTION A: About You (Principal Researcher)

		1

		Full Name:

		Catherine Richards



		2

		Tick all boxes that apply:

		Member of staff:

		☐

		Honorary research fellow:

		☐



		

		Undergraduate Student

		☐		Taught Postgraduate Student

		☒		Postgraduate Research Student

		☐





		3

		Institute/Academic Discipline/Centre:

		

WAPPAR



		4

		Campus:

		

Carmarthen



		5

		E-mail address:

		

CRichards@carmarthenshire.gov.uk



		6

		Contact Telephone Number:

		

07853185984



		

		For students:



		7

		Student Number:

		1817663





		8

		Programme of Study:

		MA in Professional Practice



		9

		Director of Studies/Supervisor:

		Lowri Harris and Sarah Loxdale












SECTION B: Approval for Research Activity

		1

		Has the research activity received approval in principle?

(please check the Guidance Notes as to the appropriate approval process for different levels of research by different categories of individual)

		YES

		☒		NO

		☐

		

		

		Date



		2

		If Yes, please indicate source of approval (and date where known): Approval in principle must be obtained from the relevant source prior to seeking ethical approval

		Research Degrees Committee

		☐		



		

		

		Institute Research Committee

		☐		



		

		

		Other (write in)

WIWBL Ethics Board Representative

		☒		08/04/2022







SECTION C:  Internal and External Ethical Guidance Materials

		

		Please list the core ethical guidance documents that have been referred to during the completion of this form (including any discipline-specific codes of research ethics, location-specific codes of research ethics, and also any specific ethical guidance relating to the proposed methodology).  Please tick to confirm that your research proposal adheres to these codes and guidelines. You may add rows to this table if needed.



		1

		UWTSD Research Ethics & Integrity Code of Practice

		☒

		2

		UWTSD Research Data Management Policy

		☒





		3

		Carmarthenshire County Council Data Protection Policy

Carmarthenshire County Council Email Usage and Monitoring Policy

Carmarthenshire County Council Information Security Policy

Carmarthenshire County Council Behavioural standards Policy

		☒









SECTION D: External Collaborative Research Activity

If there are external collaborators then you should gain consent from the contact persons to share their personal data with the university. If there are no external collaborators then leave this section blank and continue to section E.

		1

		Institution

		

N/A



		2

		Contact person name

		N/A





		3

		Contact person e-mail address



		N/A



		4

		Is your research externally funded?

		YES

		☐

		NO

		☒



		5

		Are you in receipt of a KESS scholarship?

		YES

		☐

		NO

		☒



		6

		Are you specifically employed to undertake this research in either a paid or voluntary capacity?

		Voluntary

		YES

		☐

		NO

		☒



		7

		

		Employed

		YES

		☐

		NO

		☒



		8

		Is the research being undertaken within an existing UWTSD Athrofa Professional Learning Partnership (APLP)?

		If YES then the permission question below does not need to be answered.

		YES

		☐

		NO

		☒



		9

		Has permission to undertake the research has been provided by the partner organisation?

		(If YES attach copy)

If NO the application cannot continue

		YES

		☐

		NO

		☒









Where research activity is carried out in collaboration with an external organisation

		10

		Does this organisation have its own ethics approval system?

		YES

		☐

		NO

		☒



		

		

If Yes, please attach a copy of any final approval (or interim approval) from the organisation (this may be a copy of an email if appropriate).









SECTION E: Details of Research Activity

		1

		Indicative title:

		Achieving a regionaly consistent application of the Wales Safeguarding Procedures ( Section 5)



		2

		Proposed start date:

		09/08/22

		Proposed end date:

		30/11/22



		

		Introduction to the Research (maximum 300 words per section)

Ensure that you write for a Non-Specialist Audience when outlining your response to the points below:

· Purpose of Research Activity

· Proposed Research Question

· Aims of Research Activity

· Objectives of Research Activity

Demonstrate, briefly, how Existing Research has informed the proposed activity and explain

· What the research activity will add to the body of knowledge 

· How it addresses an area of importance. 



		3

		

The Social services and Well Being (Wales) Act 2014 is a landmark piece of legislation for social care in Wales which came into force on 1st April 2016. It repealed numerous pieces of outdated legislation and consolidated and updated more recent, relevant legislation. In addition to placing an emphasis on giving citizens greater voice, choice, and control over the services they receive and focusing on early intervention and prevention, well-being, and multi-agency approaches, it placed safeguarding adults on a statutory footing in line with safeguarding children. 



Whilst the Act became legislation on 1st April 2016, the associated safeguarding procedures did not materialise until November 2019 and were adopted by Safeguarding Boards in Wales in April 2020. The procedures have been written to provide guidance for practitioners who work with children or adults with care and support needs. It sets out the procedures that must be followed in relation to child and adult protection concerns and the expectation placed on professionals responsible for identifying and responding to such concerns. 



The Wales Safeguarding Procedures were developed by consulting with statutory agencies and stakeholder groups across Wales. This process was led by the Wales Safeguarding Procedures Project Board, which was chaired by the Director of Social Services at Vale of Glamorgan Council on behalf of Cardiff and the Vale of Glamorgan Regional Safeguarding Board. The initial draft of each section was completed by Emeritus Professor Jan Horwath, before undergoing numerous revisions informed by consultation responses. 



The process of developing the procedures was protracted but on completion it is acknowledged that they are largely clear and well written however, the final section which relates to concerns about Persons in a Position of Trust in paid or unpaid roles, i.e Section 5 (s5) is reportedly confusing and contradictory and lacking the helpful “pointers for practice” found in all other sections of the procedures. The Wales Safeguarding Procedures Project Board acknowledge that section 5 (s5) did not benefit from the same level of consultation as the other sections due to the tight timescale for completion.



The overall statutory responsibility for managing safeguarding concerns relating to children and adults sits with local authority social services departments in Wales however, like all effective safeguarding arrangements it requires a robust multi-agency approach. Managing concerns about a person in a position of trust continues to be a challenging area of safeguarding practice as poor or inconsistent can not only result in missed opportunities to safeguard vulnerable people but can also have detrimental career consequences for practitioners who may find themselves inappropriately or unfairly subject to the s5 procedures



Through regular discussion between partner agencies in the Mid and West Wales region, it has become apparent that section 5 (s5) decision making can be subjective and dependent on local interpretation, perceptions of potential risk resulting from a person’s actions or specific offences committed and prejudices about certain professional roles and responsibilities. This has resulted in regional inconsistencies causing a postcode lottery for children and adults at risk and practitioners in a position of trust. 



The perceived inconsistencies have been raised in various professional safeguarding forums including the Wales Safeguarding Procedures task and finish group and the Mid and West Wales Safeguarding Leads group. The importance of having effective safeguarding systems and processes in place to manage the potential risks posed by persons in a position of trust is unquestionable however, to be properly effective it is acknowledged that the procedures must be applied consistently by all statutory and non-statutory agencies. It is also acknowledged that further work is required to improve this area of safeguarding practice. 





The research proposal



To consider the application of section 5 (s5) of the Wales Safeguarding procedures “Persons in a Position of Trust) across the Mid and West Wales Safeguarding Board area with a particular focus on:

· How the definition of a “person in a position of trust” is being interpreted by statutory agencies across the Mid and West Wales region.



· Who makes decisions to proceed to section 5 (s5) procedures (i.e. Local Authority or multi-agency decision)



· The criteria/thresholds being applied by decision maker(s) to proceed to section 5 (s5) of the Wales Safeguarding procedures 



· The impact the Wales Safeguarding Procedures has had on the volume of concerns relating to persons in a position of trust received by local authorities in the Mid and West Wales region 



· To consider existing good practice examples across England and identify potential improvement opportunities for the Mid and West Wales region.



· To share the findings with the National Safeguarding Procedures subgroup for further consideration







(this box should expand as you type)



		4

		Research Question



Can the statutory partners of the Mid and West Wales Regional Safguarding Board achieve greater consistency in the application of section 5 (s5) of the Wales Safeguarding Procedures?



(this box should expand as you type)



		5

		Aims of Research Activity

What I hope to achieve at the end of the research



· To gain an informed understanding of how section 5 (s5) of the Wales Safeguarding procedures is being interpreted and applied across the Mid and West Wales Region.



· To identify improvement opportunities for greater consistency and make recommendations to the Regional Safeguarding Board with particular focus on achieving:





1. Regional clarity and agreement on the purpose of the section 5 (s5) procedures



2. Regional clarity and agreement on the definition of a “Person in a Position of Trust” in the context of the Wales Safeguarding Procedures (section 5) i.e. type of job role to which the procedures apply



3. Regional clarity and agreement on the difference between safeguarding concerns and poor practice ( ie concerns that should and shouldn’t be managed under the section 5 procedures) 



4. Regional clarity and agreement on the decision-making process for progressing section 5 (s5) of the Wales Safeguarding procedures, i.e Local Authority as lead agency or multi agency decision



5. Regional clarity and agreement on how the section 5 (s5) concerns are recorded on management information systems



6. Clear regional guidance on the application of section 5 (s5) of the Wales Safeguarding procedures, 





(this box should expand as you type)



		6

		Objectives of Research Activity

The actions I will take to achieve the aims-



Critically analyse the Wales Safeguarding Procedures (s5) to understand its content and intended aims.



Collect and critically analyse anonymised case examples and identify areas of inconsistency and incompatibility with the aims of the procedures.



Establish and critically evaluate the decision-making processes in place across te Mid and West Wales region in relation to s5 concerns and identify areas of inconsistency and incompatibility with the procedures.



Critically evaluate existing guidance documents produced in England to understand how English Regional Safeguarding Boards have approached this area of safeguarding practice and identify potential good practice approaches.



Gain the opinion of key safeguarding practitioners across the Mid and West Wales region to identify the areas which present the greatest challenge in practice.



Critically evaluate feedback from consultation in relation to the distinctions being made between poor practice and safeguarding concerns and evaluate the potential impact on practitioners involved in the process and the impact on safeguarding resources.



Synthesise information gleaned and construct a justified proposal of recommended amendments to the Mid and West Wales Regional Safeguarding Board and the Wales Safeguarding Procedures task and finish group firmly based on the findings of the research.







(this box should expand as you type)



		

		Proposed methods (maximum 600 words)

Provide a brief summary of all the methods that may be used in the research activity, making it clear what specific techniques may be used. If methods other than those listed in this section are deemed appropriate later, additional ethical approval for those methods will be needed. You do not need to justify the methods here but should instead describe how you intend to collect the data necessary for you to complete your project.



		7

		

· One to one semi structured interviews including pre- interview questionnaire - Lead agencies (Local authorities) - 

· Semi structured focus groups- Multi agency (statutory partners)  

· Qualitative data analysis 

Methodological Position  

The research requires a mixed methodology to best answer the research question. As the research will be considering peoples interpretations of statutory guidance and professional opinion on how this has translated into practice it is subjectivist in ontology. The research will be enhanced by the analysis of qualitative data to identify variations in application and quantitative data (existing performance data) to identify changes in demand, making it interpretivist in epistemology. 







Participants  

Participants will be front line staff and service manager staff employed in key safeguarding roles within the statutory agencies listed in the Social Services and Well-Being (Wales Act ) 2014. Contact details of participants will be filed on a Carmarthenshire County Council secure database.

Methods 

Questionnaire /Survey: (Local Authority Safeguarding Leads)

The questionnaire will consist of a set of predetermined questions which people are asked to respond to. It will be used to elicit information which will be analysed and used as a precursor for semi structured interviews which will explore the subject more specifically. The questionnaires will be anonymous and will ask a series of relevant questions. Microsoft Forms will be the tool choice used to facilitate the questionnaire. The questionnaire will take approximately 30 minutes to complete. Details of the purpose of the research and research questions will be explained to participants who will be advised that they can withdraw involvement at any time. Participants will be thanked for their contribution and researcher contact details for information will be provided. 

Semi structured Interviews: (Local Authority Safeguarding Leads)

The purpose of the semi structured interviews is to obtain more detailed qualitative information from safeguarding experts who have completed the questionnaire. The interview will be anonymised and will last approximately 1 hour. The interviews will take place Microsoft Teams and with permission from participants will be recorded.  If this is unacceptable to participants the researcher will make written notes, Recordings and notes will be deleted upon approval of written summary from the participants. Questions will elaborate on questionnaire responses ask about reasons for responses and will be open-ended to allow participants to provide detailed responses if necessary. Participants will be advised that they can withdraw involvement at any time. Participants will be thanked for their contribution and researcher contact details for information will be provided

Focus groups: (Local Authority and statutory partner agency safeguarding Leads)

The focus groups will encourage in depth discussion regarding current challenges and identification of improvement opportunities. The focus group discussion will take place via Microsoft Teams and will be recorded with the permission of the participants. As facilitator the researcher will ensure conversations stay on topic and remain relevant. The purpose, structure and themes of the focus groups will be explained to participants in advance Participants will be thanked in advance of their contribution and at the end of the focus group sessions. Participants will be reminded to anonymise any third-party information and of online meeting etiquette. Researched contact details will be provided for further information.

Quantitative Data

Local authorities in Wales are required to collect performance data in relation to safeguarding activity.  Regional data in relation to section 5 (s5) concerns will be gathered, analysed and presented in graph format.

Analysis 

Questionnaires: Responses to closed questions will be analysed and presented in graph format. 

Interviews: responses will be analysed by themes, so that the key factors influencing responses can be established. 

Existing guidance documents available in England will be analysed, summarised and presented by themes. 

(this box should expand as you type)



		


		Location of research activity

Identify all locations where research activity will take place.



		8

		

Engagement will be primarily with Safeguarding Practitioners in the Mid and West Wales region; however, contact will also be made with a small cohort of practitioners in England for the purpose of comparison and sourcing good practice examples. All activity will take place via online platforms such as Microsoft Teams or Zoom.



(this box should expand as you type)



		

		Research activity outside of the UK

If research activity will take place overseas, you are responsible for ensuring that local ethical considerations are complied with and that the relevant permissions are sought. Specify any local guidelines (e.g. from local professional associations/learned societies/universities) that exist and whether these involve any ethical stipulations beyond those usual in the UK (provide details of any licenses or permissions required). Also specify whether there are any specific ethical issues raised by the local context in which the research activity is taking place, for example, particular cultural and/or legal sensitivities or vulnerabilities of participants. If you live in the country where you will do the research then please state this.



		9

		

N/A



(this box should expand as you type)







		10

		Use of documentation not in the public domain: Are any documents NOT publicly available? 



		NO

		☒



		

		

		YES

		☐



		11

		If Yes, please provide details here of how you will gain access to specific documentation that is not in the public domain and that this is in accordance with the current data protection law of the country in question and that of England and Wales.







(this box should expand as you type)







		

		Does your research relate to one or more of the seven aims of the Well-being of Future Generations (Wales) Act 2015?

		

YES

		

NO



		12

		A prosperous Wales

		☐



		☒





		13

		A resilient Wales

		☐



		☒





		14

		A healthier Wales

		☒



		☐





		15

		A more equal Wales

		☒



		☐





		16

		A Wales of cohesive communities

		☒



		☐





		17

		A Wales of vibrant culture and thriving Welsh language

		☐



		☒





		18

		A globally responsible Wales

		☐



		☒





		19

		If YES to any of the above, please give details:



		

		

A Healthier Wales - A society in which a peoples physical and mental well-being is maximised and in which choices and behaviours that benefit future health are understood – It is recognised that any actions taken by statutory agencies to mitigate the risk of harm to children or adults with care and support needs and practitioners who work with these client groups will be beneficial to the health and well-being of anyone affected



 A more equal Wales- A society that enables individuals to fulfil their potential no matter what their background or circumstances

Ensuring effective safeguarding arrangements are in place will contribute to ensuring that individuals are protected from the risk of harm and therefore able to fulfil their potential.



A Wales of cohesive communities- Attractive, safe, Viable and well connected

Ensuring effective safeguarding arrangements are in place will contribute to ensuring that the communities in which we live as safe from harm as possible











SECTION F: Scope of Research Activity

		

		Will the research activity include:

		YES

		NO



		1

		Use of a questionnaire or similar research instrument?

		☒



		☐





		2

		Use of interviews?

		☒



		☐





		3

		Use of focus groups?

		☒



		☐





		4

		Use of participant diaries? 

		☐



		☒





		5

		Use of video or audio recording?

		☒



		☐





		6

		Use of computer-generated log files?

		☐



		☒





		7

		Participant observation with their knowledge?

		☐



		☒





		8

		Participant observation without their knowledge?

		☐



		☒





		9

		Access to personal or confidential information without the participants’ specific consent?

		☐



		☒





		10

		Administration of any questions, test stimuli, presentation that may be experienced as physically, mentally or emotionally harmful / offensive?

		☐



		☒





		11

		Performance of any acts which may cause embarrassment or affect self-esteem?

		☐



		☒





		12

		Investigation of participants involved in illegal activities?

		☐



		☒





		13

		Use of procedures that involve deception?

		☐



		☒





		14

		Administration of any substance, agent or placebo?

		☐



		☒





		15

		Working with live vertebrate animals?

		☐



		☒





		16

		Procedures that may have a negative impact on the environment?

		☐



		☒





		17

		Other primary data collection methods. Please indicate the type of data collection method(s) below.

		☒



		☐





		

		Details of any other primary data collection method:



· Anonymised regional quantitative performance data relating to number of reports managed under section 5 of Wales Safeguarding procedures.



· Anonymised regional qualitative data relating to type of concerns manged under section 5 of Wales Safeguarding Procedures





(this box should expand as you type)

		

		





If NO to every question, then the research activity is (ethically) low risk and may be exempt from some of the following sections (please refer to Guidance Notes).



If YES to any question, then no research activity should be undertaken until full ethical approval has been obtained. 



SECTION G: Intended Participants

If there are no participants then do not complete this section, but go directly to section H.



		

		Who are the intended participants:

		

YES

		

NO



		1

		Students or staff at the University?

		☐

		☒



		2

		Adults (over the age of 18 and competent to give consent)?

		☒

		☐



		3

		Vulnerable adults?

		☐

		☒



		4

		Children and Young People under the age of 18? (Consent from Parent, Carer or Guardian will be required)

		☐

		☒



		5

		Prisoners?

		☐

		☒



		6

		Young offenders?

		☐

		☒



		7

		Those who could be considered to have a particularly dependent relationship with the investigator or a gatekeeper?

		☐

		☒



		8

		People engaged in illegal activities?

		☐

		☒



		9

		Others. Please indicate the participants below, and specifically any group who may be unable to give consent.



		☐

		☒



		

		Details of any other participant groups:





(this box should expand as you type)

		

		







		

		Participant numbers and source

Provide an estimate of the expected number of participants. How will you identify participants and how will they be recruited? 



		10

		How many participants are expected?



		

15-20



(this box should expand as you type)



		11

		Who will the participants be?



		

Professionals with statutory safeguarding responsibilities





(this box should expand as you type)



		12

		How will you identify the participants?

		

Existing network of safeguarding professionals within the Mid and West Wales Safeguarding Board area



(this box should expand as you type)









		

		Information for participants:

		

YES

		NO

		

N/A



		13

		Will you describe the main research procedures to participants in advance, so that they are informed about what to expect?

		☒



		☐



		☐





		14

		Will you tell participants that their participation is voluntary?

		☒



		☐



		☐





		15

		Will you obtain written consent for participation?

		☐



		☒



		☐





		16

		Will you explain to participants that refusal to participate in the research will not affect their treatment or education (if relevant)?

		☐



		☐



		☒





		17

		If the research is observational, will you ask participants for their consent to being observed?

		☐



		☐



		☒





		18

		Will you tell participants that they may withdraw from the research at any time and for any reason?

		☒



		☐



		☐





		19

		With questionnaires, will you give participants the option of omitting questions they do not want to answer?

		☒



		☐



		☐





		20

		Will you tell participants that their data will be treated with full confidentiality and that, if published, it will not be identifiable as theirs?

		☒



		☐



		☐





		21

		Will you debrief participants at the end of their participation, in a way appropriate to the type of research undertaken?

		☒



		☐



		☐





		22

		If NO to any of above questions, please give an explanation 



		

		Consent will be obtained by agreement from partner agency leaders and by acceptance of invitation to interview and / or focus group meeting. 





(this box should expand as you type)







		

		Information for participants:

		

YES

		NO

		

N/A



		24

		Will participants be paid?

		☐

		☒

		☐



		25

		Is specialist electrical or other equipment to be used with participants?

		☐

		☒

		☐



		26

		Are there any financial or other interests to the investigator or University arising from this study?

		☐

		☒

		☐



		27

		Will the research activity involve deliberately misleading participants in any way, or the partial or full concealment of the specific study aims?

		☐

		☒

		☐



		28

		If YES to any question, please provide full details 



		

		





(this box should expand as you type)







SECTION H: Anticipated Risks



		

		
Outline any anticipated risks that may adversely affect any of the participants, the researchers and/or the University, and the steps that will be taken to address them. 



If you have completed a full risk assessment (for example as required by a laboratory, or external research collaborator) you may append that to this form.  



		1

		Full risk assessment completed and appended? 

		Yes 

		☐



		

		

		No

		☒



		2

		Risks to participants



There is a risk that participants may inadvertently share personal data or sensitive organisational information. There is also a small risk to organisational reputation due to potential criticism of internal procedures or decision making.





		

		



Risk to participants:



Professional reputation:



(this box should expand as you type)

		How you will mitigate the risk to participants:



Ensure questions are appropriate and not misleading



Be clear about my responsibility to report concerns which may be in the public interest



(this box should expand as you type)



		3

		If research activity may include sensitive, embarrassing or upsetting topics (e.g. sexual activity, drug use) or issues likely to disclose information requiring further action (e.g. criminal activity), give details of the procedures to deal with these issues, including any support/advice (e.g. helpline numbers) to be offered to participants. Note that where applicable, consent procedures should make it clear that if something potentially or actually illegal is discovered in the course of a project, it may need to be disclosed to the proper authorities



		

		





(this box should expand as you type)



		4

		Risks to the investigator

For example: personal health & safety, physical harm, emotional distress, risk of accusation of harm/impropriety, conflict of interest



		

		Risk to the investigator:





Risk of identifying unsafe practices







Risk of poor engagement







Risk of insufficient data/ feedback





(this box should expand as you type)

		How you will mitigate the risk to the investigator:

Be clear on the process to follow in this event



Be clear to participants about my duty to report concerns of this nature



Engage the Regional Safeguarding Board Business unit to support the research and encourage attendance



Review aims and objectives of research and engage with UWTSD



(this box should expand as you type)



		5

		University/institutional risks

For example: adverse publicity, financial loss, data protection



		

		Risk to the University:



Reputational risk



Risk of litigation re: negligence/harm





(this box should expand as you type)

		How you will mitigate the risk to the University:

In conducting this research, I will uphold the high standards expected of me by the university and by the professional code of conduct of the social care workforce. I will ensure that my interaction with participants is of the highest possible standards Throughout this research I will comply with ethical, legal and professional frameworks, obligations and standards as required by statutory and regulatory authorities, as well as the university’s Research Integrity and Ethics Code of Practice. 





(this box should expand as you type)



		6

		Environmental risks

For example: accidental spillage of pollutants, damage to local ecosystems



		

		Risk to the environment:



None identified





(this box should expand as you type)

		How you will mitigate the risk to environment:







(this box should expand as you type)







		

		Disclosure and Barring Service



		

		If the research activity involves children or vulnerable adults, a Disclosure and Barring Service (DBS) certificate must be obtained before any contact with such participants.

		YES



		NO



		N/A





		7

		Does your research require you to hold a current DBS Certificate?

		☐

		☒

		☐



		8

		If YES, please give the certificate number. If the certificate number is not available please write “Pending”; in this case any ethical approval will be subject to providing the appropriate certificate number.

		DBS in place however, not required for the research activity







SECTION I: Feedback, Consent and Confidentiality



		1

		Feedback

What de-briefing and feedback will be provided to participants, how will this be done and when? 



		

		At the beginning and end of the interview and focus group activity participants will be informed of the purpose of the research its intended aims. Participants will be thanked for their contribution and contact details will be provided for further feedback or details of the research outcomes. Participants will be reminded of their right to withdraw from the research at any stage. This will be repeated throughout the face-to-face interactions and included on any questionnaires. A follow up email will be sent to participants further thanking them for their involvement and reminding them of their continued right to withdraw. Contact details will again be provided.





(this box should expand as you type)



		2

		Informed consent

Describe the arrangements to inform potential participants, before providing consent, of what is involved in participating. Describe the arrangements for participants to provide full consent before data collection begins. If gaining consent in this way is inappropriate, explain how consent will be obtained and recorded in accordance with prevailing data protection legislation.



		

		

Initial consent be agreed at established regional safeguarding forums

The purpose and aims of the research will be discussed with participants at the start of online interview and detailed in the introductory text of the survey. It will also be indicated clearly that participation is voluntary, with participation and acceptance of meeting requests implying consent. Consent to share anonymised qualitative and quantitative data will be sought from the Regional Safeguarding Board consisting of Senior leaders within the statutory agencies. 

 

Participation in interviews will require participants to volunteer, and informed consent would be obtained via accepting the meeting request email before interviews take place and verbally confirming the consent at the start of the meeting.

(this box should expand as you type)



		3

		Confidentiality / Anonymity

Set out how anonymity of participants and confidentiality will be ensured in any outputs. If anonymity is not being offered, explain why this is the case. 



		

		

All information will be anonymised

Interviews: Interviewee details will be anonymised before analysis and participants referred to by unidentifiable codes (e.g participant A etc). Any reference to an identifiable person or organisation will be redacted by the researcher. 



Survey: the use of an online survey tool will ensure responses are anonymised 



Qualitative data: Any will also be anonymised and redacted if inadvertently provided.

(this box should expand as you type)







SECTION J: Data Protection and Storage



		

		Does the research activity involve personal data (as defined by the General Data Protection Regulation 2016 “GDPR” and the Data Protection Act 2018 “DPA”)?

		YES

		NO



		1

		“Personal data” means any information relating to an identified or identifiable natural person (‘data subject’). An identifiable natural person is one who can be identified, directly or indirectly, in particular by reference to an identifier such as a name, an identification number, location data, an online identifier or to one or more factors specific to the physical, physiological, genetic, mental, economic, cultural or social identity of that natural person. Any video or audio recordings of participants is considered to be personal data.

		☐

		x☐



		

		If YES, provide a description of the data and explain why this data needs to be collected:



		2

		





(this box should expand as you type)



		

		Does it involve special category data (as defined by the GDPR)?

		YES

		NO



		3

		“Special category data” means sensitive personal data consisting of information as to the data subjects’ –

(a) racial or ethnic origin,

(b) political opinions,

(c ) religious beliefs or other beliefs of a similar nature,

(d) membership of a trade union (within the meaning of the Trade Union and Labour Relations (Consolidation) Act 1992),

(e) physical or mental health or condition,

(f) sexual life,

(g) genetics,

(h) biometric data (as used for ID purposes),

		☐

		x☐



		

		If YES, provide a description of the special category data and explain why this data needs to be collected:



		4

		





(this box should expand as you type)







		

		
Will data from the research activity (collected data, drafts of the thesis, or materials for publication) be stored in any of the following ways?

		YES

		NO



		5

		Manual files (i.e. in paper form)?

		☐

		☒



		6

		University computers?

		☐

		☒



		7

		Private company computers?

		☐

		☒



		8

		Home or other personal computers?

		☐

		☒



		9

		Laptop computers/ CDs/ Portable disk-drives/ memory sticks?

		☐

		☒



		10

		“Cloud” storage or websites?

		☒

		☐



		11

		Other – specify:



		☐

		☒



		12

		For all stored data, explain the measures in place to ensure the security of the data collected, data confidentiality, including details of backup procedures, password protection, encryption, anonymisation and pseudonymisation:



		

		Information will be stored on a laptop computer owned and managed by Carmarthenshire County Council. All information will held in accordance with the storage and retention protocols within the council. The laptop will have high levels of security and the ability to disable remotely. 



(this box should expand as you type)







		

		Data Protection



		

		Will the research activity involve any of the following activities:

		YES

		NO



		13

		Electronic transfer of data in any form?

		☒



		☐





		14

		Sharing of data with others at the University outside of the immediate research team?

		☐



		☒





		15

		Sharing of data with other organisations?

		☐



		☒





		16

		Export of data outside the UK or importing of data from outside the UK?

		☒



		☐





		17

		Use of personal addresses, postcodes, faxes, emails or telephone numbers?

		☐



		☒





		18

		Publication of data that might allow identification of individuals?

		☐



		☒





		19

		Use of data management system?

		☐



		☒





		20

		Data archiving?

		☐



		☒





		21

		If YES to any question, please provide full details, explaining how this will be conducted in accordance with the GDPR and Data Protection Act (2018) (and any international equivalents, where appropriate):



		

		

Carmarthenshire County Council use Microsoft Cloud office 365 which transfers data outside the UK. Please see Carmarthenshire County Council privacy notice below:



We use Microsoft Office 365 to process our electronic documents under the terms of a strict agreement, which safeguards your information.  This personal data is hosted on servers outside of the UK, but only in EU countries which are subject to the General Data Protection Regulation







(this box should expand as you type)



		22

		List all who will have access to the data generated by the research activity:



		

		

Statutory partner agencies of the Mid and West Wales Regional Safguarding Board



(this box should expand as you type)



		23

		List who will have control of, and act as custodian(s) for, data generated by the research activity:



		

		

Statutory partner agencies of the Mid and West Wales Regional Safguarding Board





(this box should expand as you type)



		24

		Give details of data storage arrangements, including security measures in place to protect the data, where data will be stored, how long for, and in what form. Will data be archived – if so how and if not why not.  



		

		

Information will be stored on Carmarthenshire County Council system and protected by high level of security. Data will not be archived but will be held in accordance with Carmarthenshire County Council retention policy



(this box should expand as you type)



		25

		Please indicate if your data will be stored in the UWTSD Research Data Repository (see https://researchdata.uwtsd.ac.uk/ ).   If so please explain. (Most relevant to academic staff) 



		

		

No



(this box should expand as you type)



		26

		Confirm that you have read the UWTSD guidance on data management (see https://www.uwtsd.ac.uk/library/research-data-management/)

		YES

		☒



		27

		Confirm that you are aware that you need to keep all data until after your research has completed or the end of your funding

		YES

		☒









SECTION K: Declaration

		

		The information which I have provided is correct and complete to the best of my knowledge. I have attempted to identify any risks and issues related to the research activity and acknowledge my obligations and the rights of the participants.



In submitting this application I hereby confirm that I undertake to ensure that the above named research activity will meet the University’s Research Ethics and Integrity Code of Practice which is published on the website: https://www.uwtsd.ac.uk/research/research-ethics/ 



		1

		Signature of applicant:

		CRichards

		Date:

21/07/22









For STUDENT Submissions:

		2

		Director of Studies/Supervisor:

		

		Date:



		3

		Signature:

		



		







For STAFF Submissions:

		4

		Academic Director/ Assistant Dean:

		

		Date:



		5

		Signature:

		



		







Checklist: Please complete the checklist below to ensure that you have completed the form according to the guidelines and attached any required documentation:

		☒

		I have read the guidance notes supplied before completing the form.



		☒

		I have completed ALL RELEVANT sections of the form in full.



		☒

		I confirm that the research activity has received approval in principle



		☐

		I have attached a copy of final/interim approval from external organisation (where appropriate)



		☐

		I have attached a full risk assessment (where appropriate)  ONLY TICK IF YOU HAVE ATTACHED A FULL RISK ASSESSMENT



		☒

		I understand that it is my responsibility to ensure that the above named research activity will meet the University’s Research Ethics and Integrity Code of Practice.



		☒

		I understand that before commencing data collection all documents aimed at respondents (including information sheets, consent forms, questionnaires, interview schedules etc.) must be confirmed by the DoS/Supervisor, module tutor or Academic Director.







		RESEARCH STUDENTS AND STAFF ONLY

All communications relating to this application during its processing must be in writing and emailed to pgresearch@uwtsd.ac.uk , with the title ‘Ethical Approval’ followed by your name.

You will be informed of the outcome of your claim by email; therefore it is important that you check your University and personal email accounts regularly.



		STUDENTS ON UNDERGRADUATE OR TAUGHT MASTERS PROGRAMMES should submit this form (and receive the outcome) via systems explained to you by the supervisor/module leader.







This form is available electronically from the Academic Office web pages: https://www.uwtsd.ac.uk/academic-office/appendices-and-forms/
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Cyngor Sir Gar sirgar.llyw.cymru

Carmarthenshire carmarthenshire.gov.wales

County Council

Eich cyf / Your ref: Gofynner am / Please ask for: Aviil Bracey

Fy nghyf / My ref: Llinell Uniongyrchol / Direct Line: ~ 01267 242476

Dyddiad / Date: June 2022 E-bost / E-mail: ABracey@carmarthenshire.gov.uk
Dear Cathy,

Re: Approval for research project

| am writing to confirm that, as Head of Service for Adult Social Care in Carmarthenshire, |
have considered your intended research project “Can the statutory partner agencies of the
Mid and West Wales Regional Safeguarding Board achieve consistency in managing
safeguarding concerns about Practitioners and those in a Position of Trust?” and willing for
you to undertook this research. This has also been approved by the Mid and West Wales

Regional Safeguarding Board.

Good Luck with your studies,

WRensy

Avril Bracey
Head of Adult Social Care

Avril Bracey g o~
) ) X E 3 Y, BUDDSODDWAYR | INVESTORS
Pennaeth Gofal Cymdeithasol i Oedolion, Yr Adran Cymunedau, ol Ol \ ¢ MEWN POBL | IN PEOPLE

3 Heol Spilman, Caerfyrddin, Sir Gaerfyrddin SA31 1LE =

Head of Adult Social Care, Department for Communities, Mae croeso i chi gysylitu & mi yn y Gymraeg neu'r Saesneg

3 Spilman Street, Carmarthen, Carmarthenshire SA31 1LE You are welcome to contact me in Welsh or English
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