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Dear Mr Timpson
Serious Case review in respect of Hamzah Khan
Thank you for your letter dated 13th November 2013 asking for clarification in respect of the
actions of agencies in relation to the Khan family, most specifically those of Children’s Social
Care. I welcome the opportunity to provide the clarity that you seek in response to your letter.
You will find enclosed a document prepared by officers in Bradford at my request providing
detailed answers to your questions. I hope that the additional information provided is of
assistance to you. Please advise me if there is more that I can do to help.
I wish to explain that the methodology utilised by the Independent Author in the writing of the
Hamzah Khan Serious Case Review [SCR] reflected thinking at the time it was commissioned
in 2012. The Independent Author followed advice from the Social Care Institute of Excellence
(SCIE) that moved away from a tick box, action planning approach to one that leads to a
greater understanding of why certain actions were taken and what needs to be changed as a
result. He had been trained by SCIE in this approach: The methodology aims to address
issues and raise challenges in order to stimulate sustainable changes.
Having clarified the approach taken I welcome the opportunity to provide the clarity that you
seek in response to your letter.
Clearly, an additional aspect of any SCR is to assess if there were missed opportunities by
any agency in the period of a child’s life and to see if the death could have been predicted or
prevented. In Hamzah’s case, this focuses on the period of 2005 to 2009. Your questions in
the main focus on the role of Children’s Social Care during this time: Children’s Social Care
had limited involvement in the family due to a lack of reporting of any serious concerns. No
injuries or evidence of significant harm have ever been seen or reported in relation to any of
the children.

The independently authored SCR cautioned against applying current knowledge
retrospectively and making judgements on responses that were taken with the knowledge
available to agencies at that time. A constant theme throughout the SCR is that the threshold
of concern was not reached within agencies to trigger a child protection investigation, under
Section 47 of the Children Act, 1989. If expectations are changing and agencies are expected
to significantly lower this threshold, this will have a great impact on resources nationally. I am
informed by the Chief Executive and the Director of Children’s Services in Bradford that they
would like to make time to discuss this further with you if possible
I should also like my Board Manager to discuss with your officials the arrangements for the
publication of this letter and the detailed answers contained in the enclosed document. One
reason for what you perceived as a lack of detail in the SCR was a requirement to follow the
court’s instructions about protecting the children’s anonymity. The more detail that is provided
in the answers the greater is the danger of the children being identified. It may be that further
consideration is required as to the exact form in which the answers are made public.
Yours sincerely

Professor Nick Frost
Independent Chair of the Bradford Safeguarding Children Board
Copied to Tony Reeves and Mark Burns-Williamson

