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SERVICE DIRECTOR’S REPORT MARCH 2019: CHILDREN AND SAFEGUARDING

To: Children and Young People
Meeting Date: 12t March 2018
From: Executive Director People and Communities.

Electoral division(s):  All

Forward Plan ref: n/a Key decision: No

Purpose: To provide Members with an update on the impact of the
recent changes within children’s social care services, and
an update on the outcome of the Inspection of children’s
services by Ofsted under the Inspection of Local Authority
Children’s Services framework, which took place between
January 7-18 2019.

Recommendation: The Committee is asked to:

a) Note the content of this report and the outcome of the
recent Ofsted inspection, recognising that this was in
line with our self-assessment;

b) Record their thanks to all staff in children’s services
for their continuing commitment and dedication to
securing the best outcomes for vulnerable children,
young people and their families;

c) Agree in principle to exploring ways in which we can
improve recruitment and retention of particular roles in
certain areas, in partnership with Adult Services;

d) Agreein principle to continuing exploration of
developing the Family Safeguarding approach in
Cambridgeshire, including seeking transformation
funding if necessary.

Officer contact: Member contacts:
Name: Lou Williams Names:  Councillors Simon Bywater
Post: Service Director, Children and Role: Chairman, Children and Young
Safeguarding People Committee
Email: Lou.williams@cambridgeshire.gov.uk Email: Simon.Bywater@cambridgeshire.q
ov.uk
Tel: 01733 864139 Tel: 01223 706398 (office)
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BACKGROUND

The main focus of this report is on the recent inspection of children’s services by
Ofsted under the Inspection of Local Authority Children’s Services [or ILACS’]
inspection framework. This was an unannounced inspection that took place between 7-
18 January 2019 inclusive. The report following this inspection was published on 18
February 2019 and is attached as Appendix 1 to this report.

This report summarises the main findings from the inspection. It concludes by
highlighting areas for development identified by Ofsted through the inspection process,
and arrangements for ensuring that these are addressed.

MAIN ISSUES

Inspection of Children’s Services by Ofsted

The unannounced inspection took place between 7-18 January 2019. Inspectors were
off site for the first week, interrogating Cambridgeshire performance information and
conducting a range of background telephone interviews with key Members and
Officers. Interviews took place with the Leader, the Chairman of the Children and
Young People Committee, the chair of the Local Safeguarding Children Board and the
Chief Executive of the Council. Inspectors also used this time to undertake a
considerable amount of background reading about children’s services in
Cambridgeshire including, for example, previous reports to this Committee.

It is during this first week that inspectors formulate their key lines of inquiry that they
then go on to test during the week they spend on site. In Cambridgeshire, the lines of
inquiry included understanding the reasons behind and impact of the recent changes to
children’s social care through the Change for Children programme, the impact of high
caseloads in some parts of the service, the effectiveness of management oversight
and supervision and the underlying reasons for our higher than expected numbers of
children in care.

The last time that Cambridgeshire was fully inspected was in 2014 under the then
Single Inspection Framework, or ‘SIF’. The outcome at that time was that the overall
judgement was ‘Good’, but the sub-judgement for children in need of help and
protection was ‘Requires Improvement to be Good'. This is an unusual outcome; the
safeguarding judgement is usually considered to be limiting — in other words, a finding
of Requires Improvement in this area would usually limit the overall judgement to
‘Require Improvement’.

The ILACS inspection is a very different framework to the SIF. The new framework
assesses the impact of children’s services almost entirely by assessing the quality of
individual work with children and families. Accordingly, almost all the time that
inspectors spend on site is spent discussing cases with front line practitioners, or
auditing the quality of case files. This is in contrast with the SIF, where they would also
spend a considerable time meeting senior staff, staff from partner agencies and so on.

As an inspection framework, the ILACS approach is very good; it provides the most
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accurate assessment of the effectiveness of children’s services by comprehensively
analysing the impact of services on improving the lives of children. Unlike the previous
framework, there is really no place to hide, and no opportunity to put a positive spin on
the quality of services without being able to provide evidence to back this up.

The overall findings of the inspection of Cambridgeshire were as follows:
The impact of leaders on social work practice: Good

The experience and progress of children who need help and protection: Requires
Improvement to be Good,

The experience of children in care and care leavers: Requires Improvement to be
Good,;

Overall effectiveness: Requires Improvement to be Good.

The full report is attached to this report as Appendix 1 and details Ofsted’s evidence for
these judgement outcomes.

Inspectors were very positive about the practitioners and other staff they spoke to
during the inspection. They thought that our workforce was highly committed and
highly skilled. They also found our staff to be almost universally positive about the
recent changes to the structure of children’s social care services that were
implemented on 1 November 2018.

Inspectors said that our approach to managing the recent large-scale re-structuring of
children’s social care was an intelligent and evidenced-based one, drawing on a range
of evidence sources in order to ensure that the decisions being made were the correct
ones. They pointed to the peer review of the Integrated Front Door and MASH and the
work commissioned by Oxford Brookes University as examples of this. They also
praised the way that members of staff were engaged throughout the process.

Inspectors said that these changes, including the development of the alternatively
qualified children’s practitioner roles, provide a strong foundation on which
Cambridgeshire children’s services can build an improved service in terms of delivering
consistently good outcomes for vulnerable children and young people.

Importantly, inspectors could also see the significant contribution made by Members in
supporting the change programme, including the support by this Committee. They
could see how scrutiny and recommendations by this committee assisted, for example,
in successful bids for additional transformational funding from the General Purposes
Committee to ensure that the necessary change programme was supported by the
required investment.

Ordinarily, Ofsted would expect that a self-assessment is available to them prior to any
inspection. They use this to ascertain whether senior leaders have an accurate
understanding of how well children’s services are delivering positive impact for
vulnerable children, young people and their families. This is usually drafted between
January and March of each calendar year. The timing of our inspection meant that they
did not have such an assessment. It was therefore helpful that they were able to
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access the report to this Committee in December 2018 that detailed the progress
relating to the implementation of the Change for Children programme to date.

The December 2018 Committee report helped to evidence that Members as well as
senior officers had an accurate understanding of the impact of children’s services, and
the continuing areas where improvement was needed. Inspectors said that it was clear
that there was a very good understanding of the issues facing children’s services at all
levels within the organisation.

As can be seen from the full inspection report, inspectors agreed that the changes
implemented in November 2018 provide a strong foundation to address some long-
standing issues in children’s services in Cambridgeshire.

They were impressed by the Integrated Front Door, which includes the Multi-Agency
Safeguarding Hub [MASH], the Early Help Hub, and the Missing, Exploited and
Trafficked [MET] Hub. Members will recall that the peer review that took place in March
2018 endorsed our assessment of the need for far-reaching changes within the
Integrated Front Door. Because these changes needed to be included in the larger re-
structure and included moving resources to the Customer Service Centre at St Ives,
the new MASH arrangements actually only went fully live on 215t December 2018, just
before the Christmas closedown.

Despite this very recent implementation, inspectors thought that the new arrangements
were already working well, with decisions about referrals being made quickly and
appropriately. They thought the links between the Early Help Hub and MASH were
effective. They were also impressed by the MET hub as well as the arrangements for
sharing and actioning information about adults at risk from domestic abuse and about
young people at risk from sexual and other forms of exploitation.

Inspectors agreed that the new arrangements for managing child protection enquiries
were also working well, with good engagement by partner agencies. This is important
as it is an endorsement of our decision to manage this process within the new
specialist assessment teams that operate in each district. Child protection enquiries
were previously managed within a county-wide First Response Team, located within
the Integrated Front Door, the effectiveness of which — together with the previous
model of the MASH - was compromised by high levels of staff turnover and vacancies.

Inspectors spent a considerable amount of their fieldwork time with the assessment
and children’s teams in Cambridge City and South Cambridgeshire. These are the
teams where recruitment challenges have been most significant for a considerable
period. At the time inspectors visited, these teams were also awaiting children’s
practitioners to join, as these posts were recruited externally.

Staff vacancies, combined with the need to create space in the new assessment
teams, meant that at the time of the inspection there were some very high caseloads in
these teams. Inspectors have rightly said that we must do all we can to bring
caseloads down to acceptable levels. They praised staff and managers in these teams
for ensuring that children were safe, despite the high caseloads, but also found that
while teams were doing the urgent and important work, they did not have the space to
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complete assessments and progress plans for children in a timely way.

In teams where caseloads were lower, inspectors found a good range of work being
completed with children and their families including, for example, in the children with
disability teams and some of the children in care teams.

Caseloads are reducing in Cambridge City and South Cambridgeshire, but inspectors
are of course correct to identify high caseloads as an issue that affects quality and
consistency of work. Addressing this will require some further detailed consultation
around possible options, which may need to include consideration of retention
payments for teams or areas where recruitment is most challenging. It should be
noted, however, that any such proposals would need to be supported by detailed
business cases and would require careful HR advice as well as consultation with
unions.

Inspectors were positive about the new adolescent teams established as part of the
change for children programme. They thought these teams offered opportunities for us
to enhance our work with vulnerable young people, joining up with the MET Hub and
our Young People’s Workers and targeted early help services.

They agreed with our assessment that children in need and children in care managed
within the ‘whole-life’ unit model were those who were most likely to have experienced
delays in the progress of plans for them. They also agreed that young people leaving
care did not receive the attention they deserved in the previous model of 14-25 teams,
where they were competing against the needs of younger people who were still in care.

Inspectors said that they could already see some impact from the changes we have
made to our support of care leavers and children in care. That said, they also identified
that there remain a number of children in care for whom we need to address past
delays in care planning.

It is also important to note that inspectors identified that there was an increasing use of
quality assurance processes to support improved practice. These approaches included
increased use of management and thematic audits, and that they could see how these
are being used to direct support to areas as needed. Inspectors also, however,
continued the theme picked up in the focused visit in 2018 that our work with children
did not feed into developing plans that are appropriate to meet their needs.

The report made the following recommendations for things that we need to improve
quickly:

The capacity of social work teams to complete work to a consistently good standard
and to ensure that children and families receive the help they need as quickly as
possible;

The consistency and quality of direct work undertaken with children, and how well this
is used to inform help and support for them and their families.

The frequency, quality and impact of management supervision of social work practice.

The effectiveness of arrangements to promote health and education and to secure
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permanence for children in care.
The relatively high numbers of children missing education.
Addressing capacity issues

As noted above, recruitment and retention issues continue to affect some teams. This
may mean that we need to explore whether some incentives are required in order to
attract workers to some locations and/or teams. Any such work will need to include HR
colleagues and discussions with trade unions, as well as further agreement by
Members.

It is important to note, however, that addressing capacity is not only about staffing. It is
also about ensuring that work flows through the system in a timely way. Inspectors
identified that work with children in need was most likely to be delayed where capacity
issues exist. This is part of the reason behind the introduction of children’s practitioner
roles in our teams — alternatively qualified workers who can undertake case-holding
responsibility for children in need under appropriate circumstances. Once these roles
become established across the county, these practitioners will be in a better position to
progress plans for children in need than social workers who are also going to be
working with children on child protection plans and in proceedings.

Experience elsewhere suggests that this approach means that children in need receive
a better, more timely and more consistent service, enabling the family issues to be
resolved more quickly, and for them to be stepped down to targeted and universal
support services.

It is notable that the number of children open as children in need in Cambridgeshire as
of the end of January 2019 appears high when compared with similar authorities,
implying that this is not just about vacancies and staffing, but also about throughput.

Improving the consistency and quality of direct work with children

Clearly caseloads are a factor in the quality of direct work with children, young people
and their families. There is also a theme, however, that runs through the Oxford
Brookes research into outcomes for children in care, the focused visit by Ofsted into
the progress being made by children in need and in need of protection in 2018 and in
this most recent inspection. This theme is that while our social workers know their
children well, and while there is often a considerable amount of direct work with
children, assessments and plans have a tendency to be too adult focused, and there is
less understanding of the impact of our work on the lives of vulnerable children and
young people.

The increased management oversight and challenge that is now in place following our
move to specialist teams in November 2018 will help to address this, with managers
accountable for ensuring that the work undertaken by practitioners is delivering clear
impact for children.

Members will also be aware, however, that we have developed our new structure to be
Family Safeguarding ready. Under this model, adult practitioners experienced in
working with mental health, substance and alcohol misuse issues and domestic abuse
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join children’s social work teams. These practitioners are able to focus on the
difficulties that parents in the families are experiencing and that are impacting on the
child, while social workers can concentrate on understanding the lived experience of
the child, and ensuring that the multidisciplinary plan to affect change is having positive
impact for the children in the family.

The Government has indicated that it will actively promote Family Safeguarding, and is
preparing to make funding available to support implementation in a number of
authorities. It is recommended that senior officers continue to explore the feasibility of
introducing the Family Safeguarding approach in Cambridgeshire, and to apply for
funding to support implementation should this become available. In the event that there
is no government funding available to support development in Cambridgeshire,
implementation is likely to require some transformation funding to meet the initial costs
of the adult-facing workers in the children’s teams.

Increasing the frequency, quality and consistency of management supervision

This is one of the fundamental reasons why we decided to move away from the unit
model; consultant social workers being responsible for caseloads of their own were
always going to struggle to combine this with supervising and overseeing the work of
other practitioners in their teams. As the new team managers become settled into their
roles, this is an area where we expect to see significant and quite rapid improvement.

We also expect to see evidence of increased oversight through other means. We have
established clear expectations around auditing of work by managers as well as a
programme of thematic audits that are carried out by our quality assurance service.
Inspectors were impressed with the way in which we are now using audits in order that
we are ensuring that the service is effective as well as in helping us to know where to
target training and support.

We also expect to see a significant increase in the use of pre-proceedings, which is the
stage before issuing care proceedings. Use of this approach in Cambridgeshire is
currently low. Increased use is likely to reduce the number of children in proceedings
as it provides families with a last opportunity to address issues before proceedings are
issued. Families are able to access legal aid at this stage, and in up to a third of cases,
recognise the extreme seriousness of the situation and take steps to address the
concerns. Where this is not the case, the fact that most assessments and other work is
completed prior to any court process means that where proceedings are still issued,
these are of shorter duration, reducing the period of uncertainty experienced by
children and families alike and reducing legal and other associated costs.

The effectiveness of arrangements to promote health and education and to
secure permanence for children in care

Inspectors acknowledged that we have recently reviewed the effectiveness of our
virtual school for children and young people in care, and that we are currently
implementing changes as a result. They said that it was too soon to see the impact of
these changes, and that the Personal Educational Plans they saw varied in quality,
with a significant minority not meeting the needs of children in care well.
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We expect that performance in this area will also be improved by the development of
our dedicated corporate parenting service, and specialist teams for children in care. As
noted elsewhere, this change as part of the restructure implemented in November
2018, was because we had identified that progress for children in care was not being
sufficiently well prioritised under the preceding whole-life unit model.

Similar observations are to be made in relation to promoting the health of children in
care. In terms of ensuring that the broader health needs of children in care are met, the
move to dedicated children in care teams will begin to have a significant impact in this
area as they become established.

Another aspect of the issue identified by Ofsted was that too few of our children in care
have an initial health assessment within 20 working days, and we are working with
health colleagues to improve this where we can. Achieving this target can present
challenges however, particularly where children and young people are placed outside
the county. Local health services elsewhere understandably tend to prioritise local
children and young people.

The relatively high numbers of children missing education

We have a thorough process in Cambridgeshire for identifying missing children from
school (CME) and we only remove them from the CME register when we are
completely satisfied that either children have been accounted for or we have satisfied
the government process for removing these placements.

While this may mean our numbers appear to be higher than average, this is because
we are keeping a close eye on these children. That said, following the inspection
findings, we will now begin to focus on particular localities where we see higher
numbers of children missing from school and ensure we focusing on how services are
working together in schools to highlight the challenge schools causing concern create.
We also intend adding a performance measure around CME that includes national and
local comparators to assist in monitoring performance.

Summary and next steps

It is clear that inspectors agreed that the changes that we have made across children’s
social care were required in order to secure sustainable improvements in outcomes for
vulnerable children and young people including our children in care. Inspectors thought
that these changes had been backed by a secure evidence base, were intelligent, had
strong political and whole Council backing, and that the change management process
had been well managed. They also confirmed that our practitioners were almost
universally positive about the change programme.

While they were positive about the changes, the timing of the inspection meant that the
visible impact of them on outcomes for children was limited, given that the changes
had only been implemented in November 2018.

As noted in other reports, there is a good range of early help and edge of care services
in Cambridgeshire. Each district has a number of young people’s workers and family
workers able to work with families in a holistic way in order to address issues and
prevent children and young people from needing services from children’s social care
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services.

The changes implemented in April 2017 that brought early help services into a district
structure alongside children’s social care has resulted in these services becoming
much more targeted on those with the most complex needs including young people on
the edge of care. This means that valuable resources are deployed to support the most
vulnerable, as is right.

Our early help services are now in a very good position to support the work of our
children’s social care services, and in particular, provide a good service to children and
young people on the edge of care. Our new Adolescent Teams were, for example,
praised by inspectors as having real potential to achieve positive outcomes for the
most vulnerable young people — those likely to be at risk of exploitation, involvement in
offending behaviour and at greatest risk of coming into care. The teams work very
closely with the Missing, Exploited and Trafficked Hub, also highly praised by
inspectors, ensuring that the teams have access to the best information about patterns
of risk that might impact on the young people for whom they are responsible.

Practitioners within these teams are from a mixture of professional backgrounds that
include youth and social work. Because they are not also responsible for a caseload
that includes younger children who may be at greater immediate risk within their own
families, practitioners within these teams are able to focus on building supportive
relationships with the vulnerable young people concerned, something that takes time
and high levels of commitment but is ultimately what is needed in order to effect
change.

Partner agencies in Cambridgeshire that are focused on reducing risks for vulnerable
young people are increasingly exploring the concept of contextual safeguarding. This
approach was developed in by the University of Bedfordshire and recognises the
limitation of seeking only to deliver interventions within a family setting when a young
person is at risk of harm and where that risk is posed by external factors. The
approach includes an understanding of the contexts within which young people
operate. For some young people, their peer group becomes much more influential than
their family in determining their decision making. Peer group development is often in
turn influenced by the neighbourhood and school contexts.

Practitioners working with young people and their families therefore need to consider
the impact of relationships and contexts over which they may not have direct influence.
Where a particular area of fast-food outlets has become associated with groups of
young people congregating and being groomed by others into, for example,
involvement in the supply of drugs, the most effective interventions must include
activities that disrupt this particular neighbourhood context.

A further team within children’s social care services — the Reunification and Placement
Stability Team - works to support young people to return home from care, which is
another important element of any comprehensive response to children and young
people on the edge of care. A significant number of children and young people come
into the care system for a period of time before returning home. A number of these
may be in care for a period of time and are likely to require support during and after the



transition to back to their parents’ care if the return home is to be successful in the long
term. This team uses an approach based on the NSPCC framework in its work in this
area.

2.53. The team is also available to respond quickly where there are signs that a placement
may be under pressure, which might in turn lead to a placement breakdown.
Placement breakdowns lead to disruptions in relationships for the children and young
people concerned, and can lead to a downward spiral where the child becomes less
trusting of the next carers, leading them to test their commitment through increased
challenging behaviour. This in turn increases the risk that this new placement will also
come to an unplanned end, resulting in the need for ever more specialist [and higher
cost] placements, and resulting in poorer outcomes.

2.54. As part of the change for children programme, children’s services also received some
transformational funding to support the development of enhanced family meetings,
known as Family Group Conferences. These meetings will be independently chaired,
and involve the broader family and friendship network meeting to discuss and agree a
family plan that can protect and support children who would otherwise be at risk of
coming into care. These meetings also identify any relatives who may be available to
provide a permanent home to the child should the family plan not be successful in
safeguarding the child or young person concerned. This approach will be in place from
the next financial year.

2.55. The Positive Behaviour Support Service, meanwhile, focuses on supporting children
and young people with complex needs arising from learning disabilities and autistic
spectrum disorders to be able to remain at home with their families. This service is also
having considerable impact, and is helping to avoid the use of very high cost specialist
placements that are also often far from Cambridgeshire.

2.56. ltis clear that this wide range of targeted prevention and early help services together
with the new and effective structure now in place for children’s social care, provides a
very strong base from which to achieve consistently good outcomes for vulnerable
children and young people.

2.57. That said, it is important that we continue to ensure that our services continue to
develop in line with evidence of approaches that are most likely to result in best
outcomes for children and young people, and it is with this in mind that we will continue
to explore adopting the Family Safeguarding model in Cambridgeshire.

2.58. Ofsted requires us to provide them with an action plan specifically focused on those
areas where they have identified that improvements are required. We will also develop
an internal plan that addresses other areas identified within the inspection as areas
where improvements can be made, but which were not specifically highlighted for
action in the inspection report.

2.59. Progress against this plan will be regularly reviewed by the senior leadership team,
and regular reports will be provided to the Children and Young People’s Committee so
that Members are aware of progress and can provide support and challenge in any
areas where this may be required.
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ALIGNMENT WITH CORPORATE PRIORITIES
A good quality of life for everyone

The following bullet points set out details of implications identified by officers:

e Supporting vulnerable children and young people to achieve the best possible
outcomes has longer term benefits for them as well as to the wider population.
Where children are enabled to remain safely with their families or provided with
good quality care, they are most likely to develop resilience and be more likely to
remain in good physical, mental and emotional health, make better quality
relationships and contribute more to the community.

Thriving places to live
The following bullet points set out details of implications identified by officers:

e Promoting the best outcomes for children and young people means that they are
most likely to make a positive economic and social contribution into adulthood.

The best start in life for Cambridgeshire’s children
The following bullet points set out details of implications identified by officers:

e A children’s services that is effective overall will ensure that vulnerable children
and young people are supported to achieve good outcomes;

¢ Where children and young people are identified as being at risk of harm,
children’s services take action in order to ensure that these risks are minimised;

e As corporate parents, we share responsibility for ensuring that our children and
young people in care and young people leaving care are able to access the best
possible support in order to achieve good long term outcomes.

SIGNIFICANT IMPLICATIONS
Resource Implications

The following bullet points set out details of significant implications identified by
officers:

e Ofsted identified that caseloads are an issue that needs to be addressed. This is
about both ensuring that work progresses through the system effectively., but it
is also about ensuring that there are staff in post to undertake the work;

e This may mean that children’s services in partnership with the broader Council
needs to review the appropriateness of current levels of vacancy savings to
ensure that these do not conflict with the requirements set out by Ofsted;

e Any reduction in vacancy savings targets would need to be offset by savings to
be made elsewhere;

e ltis also the case that in comparative terms, children’s services in
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Cambridgeshire is a relatively high spender meaning that any additional funding,
whether to reduce vacancy factor or to develop the Family Safeguarding
approach, would need to be time limited and able to evidence return based on
reduced demand in the future.

Procurement/Contractual/Council Contract Procedure Rules Implications

There are no significant implications within this category.

Statutory, Legal and Risk Implications

The following bullet points set out details of significant implications identified by
officers:

e The Council has a variety of statutory duties relating to children and young
people in need, in need of protection and in care, and in ensuring that this group
of children and young people are supported to achieve good outcomes.

e The Ofsted inspection assists senior officers and Members in ensuring that any
changes needed in order to meet these statutory duties are identified, and
appropriate action taken.

Equality and Diversity Implications

There are no significant implications within this category

Engagement and Communications Implications

There are no significant implications within this category

Localism and Local Member Involvement

There are no significant implications within this category.

Public Health Implications

Children’s safeguarding services work closely with services commissioned by public
health (for example: health visiting, school nursing, mental health, lifestyle services)

and it is important that children in contact with these services have good health
outcomes

Implications Officer Clearance

Have the resource implications been Yes

cleared by Finance? Name of Financial Officer: Martin Wade
Have the procurement/contractual/ Yes or No

Council Contract Procedure Rules Name of Financial Officer: N/A
implications been cleared by Finance?




Has the impact on statutory, legal and
risk implications been cleared by LGSS
Law?

Yes
Name of Legal Officer: Fiona McMillan

Have the equality and diversity
implications been cleared by your Service
Contact?

Yes
Name of Officer: Lou Williams

Have any engagement and
communication implications been cleared
by Communications?

Yes
Name of Officer: Jo Dickson

Have any localism and Local Member
involvement issues been cleared by your
Service Contact?

Yes
Name of Officer: Lou Williams

Have any Public Health implications been
cleared by Public Health

Yes
Name of Officer: Dr Liz Robin

Source Documents
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Children and Young People Committee 4 December
2019: Item 12 — Review of Implementation of https://cambridgeshire.c
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