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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

The Bi-Borough Care Proceedings Project is a joint initiative of the London Boroughs of
Camden and Islington, working together with the judiciary, court services, Cafcass, private
practice solicitors and providers of expert assessments to reduce unnecessary delay in care
proceedings, so that timely decisions are made for children. The project began in January
2013. The evaluation of the project has been carried out by the case manager and an
independent consultant. It draws on the data tracked over the course of the project
(January 2013 – September 2014) by the case manager, and qualitative data collected over
the course of the two years and through surveys and questionnaires.
It is clear from the data obtained from tracking the duration of cases issued between 1 st
January 2013 and 30th September 2014 that there has been a substantial reduction in the
average time taken for a case to reach final hearing in comparison with the average
duration of cases issued in the year from April 2011 to March 2012

The Bi Borough cohort for the purpose of this evaluation is made up of 300 children who
were made subject to care proceedings between January 2013 and September 2014.
Although the number of care proceedings rose during the first year of the project there was
a reduction in the second year in both Boroughs, but most noticeably in Camden.

Care proceedings in relation to 203 of the 300 children in the Bi Borough cohort have
completed (68% of total of 300 children). The average duration of these completed cases is
33.6 weeks (with a range from 4.4 weeks to 71 weeks), and a median duration of 32.9
weeks, which is a 44% reduction from the 2011/12 average duration of 59 weeks. The
average duration of proceedings over the last four quarters starting with Quarter 4 in
2013/14 is 36.7 weeks.
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There has been a rise in the average duration of cases for the Bi-Borough cohort over the
two years of the project and many factors have contributed to this rise. For some cases,
taking longer than 26 weeks is reasonable and necessary. Where unnecessary delay occurs
the reasons include the impact of wider system changes, the impact of case decisions, and,
alongside the reduction in the number of care proceedings it is possible to identify increased
complexity in cases which do come to court.

There was little variation in the average duration of care proceedings whether care plans
were for reunification/remaining with parents, placement within the wider family and friend
network, or in long term foster care or adoption. However where the final order was a
residence order (now child arrangements order) then timescales were longer. Proceedings
for older children and for sibling groups lasted longer than for children under the age of one
or for lone children.

The majority of the children involved in proceedings (48%) remained or were reunified with
both or one or other of their parents, or were placed for the first time with one parent. A
similar number of children were placed permanently within the wider family and friend
network (27%) or outside the family and friend network (25%)

Tracking of cases in the first year of the project showed a high number of Supervision Orders
granted at the completion of care proceedings. This prompted a shift to more robust preproceedings activity in the second year in an effort to divert families away from care
proceedings, which appears to have had some success.

The number of Special Guardianship Orders has increased by 49% in 2013/14, while the
number of Adoption Care Plans has decreased. This is in line with a 49% reduction in the
number of adoptions nationally in the past year. A review of outcomes in relation to age
indicates that it is children over the age of 12 who are most likely to be placed away from
their parents and from the wider family network.
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The project has tracked children’s journeys, where possible, from the first child protection
conference to the final order in care proceedings. Where children were placed permanently
outside of their parents care, their journey could take upwards of 115 weeks (2.2 years) for
children over the age of one year of age, with an average of 184 weeks (3.5 years) for
children aged 12-16. It will be important to continue to track the child’s journey throughout
and to address unnecessary delay wherever it occurs.

The project evaluators concluded that a more structured and time limited period of
intensive assessment and intervention in the pre-proceedings stage would help to reduce
the timescales of the child’s journey to permanency and could also assist in reducing the
number of children subject to care proceedings.

In relation to the subsidiary outcomes of the project:
Relevant stakeholders have been involved throughout and this has continued to
have a positive effect on the project
Considerable activity around improving the quality of social work evidence and
the confidence of social workers in presenting cases has been effective and has
linked well with other work to improve social work skills and capacity
Delays linked to the use of expert evidence in care proceedings have reduced but
such evidence is still routinely used and there is scope to continue to review the
purpose for which it is used
Family and friends are being identified earlier and FGCs are being held earlier but
more could be done to reduce delays here even further; work to improve
preparation and support for special guardians is underway and needs to be
continued
There has been improved judicial continuity; further work is needed in relation to
social work continuity; there has been improved communication between the
IROs and Children’s Guardians following the implementation of the IRO/CAFCASS
protocol
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It has remained difficult to track the costs of care proceedings, but a reduction in
the number of applications and expert assessments will have resulted in savings
on this type of expenditure.

In conclusion the project has been successful in reducing the duration of care proceedings
and has had the additional influence of resolving some systemic issues and improving areas
of practice. The project has been enormously important in enabling Camden and Islington
to respond to widespread system reform and to initiate culture change. The project has
had a significant impact on social work practice within the Boroughs and has encouraged a
culture of shared responsibility to safeguard children and achieve permanency, whether
that is with their parents, the wider family and friend network, or in long term foster care or
adoption. The case manager’s role has been integrated into the roles of other managers to
ensure that the good progress is not lost when the role ends. The project has laid the
foundations to continue with reform in the pre-proceedings stage by encouraging a more
intensive and time limited approach to intervention at an earlier stage, with a view to
diverting children and families away from care proceedings through more effective and
intensive service provision.
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1. INTRODUCTION

The Bi-Borough Care Proceedings Project is a joint initiative of the London Boroughs of
Camden and Islington, who are working together with the judiciary, court services, Cafcass,
private practice solicitors and providers of expert assessments to reduce unnecessary delay
in care proceedings, so that timely decisions are made for children. The project began in
January 2013.
The Bi Borough project was modelled on the Tri –Borough Care Proceedings Pilot 1. During
the first year of the Bi Borough project it was overseen by a Steering Group and Operations
Group, some project management was provided by an independent consultant and the
project was implemented and developed by the case manager, who came into post in
November 2012. During the second year of the project governance has been through the
Operations Group and the case manager has led on implementation and development as
before.

Over the course of the Bi-Borough project significant changes to the family justice system
have taken place, prompting changes to local authority practice across London. All London
local authorities have, over time, employed case managers to manage unnecessary delay.
The case manager network has been an important component in improving practice and
ensuring consistency in local authority responses to the initiatives of the Family Justice
Board. Coordination between local authorities and the Judiciary, CAFCASS, HMCTS staff,
and lawyers has been supported through the monthly London Family Justice Board
Performance Improvement Sub Group meetings. This has enabled a dynamic response at a
systemic and local level that has promoted good communication and consistency of
approach as reforms have been implemented.

1

Becket C, Dickens J and Bailey S (2013) Evaluation of the Tri Borough Care Proceedings Pilot. Centre for
Research on Children and Families, UEA
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Camden and Islington were committed from the outset to evaluating the impact of the
project and provided funding for evaluations of the first and second years of the project.

1.1 METHODOLOGY
The quantitative data has been drawn from the data collected on a regular basis by the case
manager to monitor timescales throughout the life of the project. The data was collected
from 1st January 2013 until 30th September 2014. Baseline data about the duration of care
proceedings, against which to measure progress, has been derived from CAFCASS national
data. The qualitative elements of the evaluation involved focus groups and questionnaires
in the evaluation of the first year of the programme and questionnaires and on line surveys
in the second year.

1.2 FRAMEWORK FOR THE EVALUATION AND THIS REPORT
The framework for the evaluation and for this report was guided by the overall aim of the
project to reduce delay and by the specific sub-outcomes set out in the project plan. These
outcomes were chosen because they were issues identified by the Family Justice Review as
needing attention if delay was to be reduced. It was assumed that making progress towards
each specific sub-outcome would assist in achieving the aim of reducing delay.

The outcomes against which progress has been measured are:
Delay in proceedings has been reduced and specific reasons for delay are tracked
All stakeholders are clear about the project and there is a system for regular
communication in place
Local authority submissions to the court are clear and well evidenced and social
workers are confident in presenting cases
There are no delays occasioned by the appointment of experts and there is a
reduction in the use of experts
Family and friends potential carers are identified earlier and assessments completed
more quickly
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There is increased continuity – within the courts, within local authorities and through
improved communication between IROs and guardians

This second evaluation report also focuses on some additional issues which were identified
as important in the evaluation of the first year of the project:
The child’s journey, and the time this takes, from first contact with children’s
services to permanence (whether at home or elsewhere) - rather than just focusing
on timescales of care proceedings
Activity during the formal pre-proceedings period, including timeliness and
outcomes
Special Guardianship Orders, including time available for assessments and levels of
support for special guardians

2. MAIN OUTCOME: TO REDUCE UNNECESSARY DELAY SO THAT TIMELY
DECISIONS ARE MADE FOR CHILDREN

The project set out to reduce unnecessary delay in care proceedings. A specific timescale
was not set, but following the example of the Tri Borough Pilot and taking account of the
Children and Families Act 2014, the aim was to work towards achieving a final hearing in 26
weeks for a majority of cases.

One of the first activities of the case manager was to set up a case tracking system to enable
both local authorities to track the progress of care proceedings and to identify any causes of
unnecessary delay. This system has been invaluable in providing detailed data throughout
the project and has now been incorporated into the information management systems in
each Borough.
It is clear from the data obtained from tracking the duration of cases issued between 1st
January 2013 and 30th September 2014 that there has been a substantial reduction in the
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average time taken from the application in care proceedings until the final hearing in
comparison with the average duration of cases issued in the year April 2011 to March 2012.

2.1 NUMBER OF APPLICATIONS ISSUED OVER THE PERIOD

Summary of findings
300 children were made subject to care proceedings in Camden and Islington
between January 2013 and September 2014
The number of care proceedings increased in the first year of the project but reduced
during the second year
The number of applications for care proceedings reduced significantly in Camden
following the introduction of the Pre-Proceedings Policy
Between January 2013 and September 2014, 300 children2 became the subject of Section 31
care proceedings in Camden (121 children) and Islington (179 children). These 300 children
(186 families, Camden 76 and Islington 110) make up the Bi-Borough cohort for this
evaluation. Figure 1 below indicates a fluctuation in numbers, with a dip in applications in
quarters 3 and 4 of 2013-14 and quarter 1 of 2014-2015 in both local authorities but most
noticeably within Camden.

2

Throughout this report information about numbers of proceedings, duration, and outcomes of proceedings
are presented per child, rather than per case
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Figure 1. Number of children subject to care proceedings by quarter Jan13 - Sept 14
(Bi-Borough Cohort)
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Note: As the Bi-Borough project began in January 2013 the first quarter of the project is Q4 of 2012-13

CAFCASS collect data on the number of care applications made by each local authority. Their
data is by case rather than by number of children. According to these CAFCASS national
statistics (see Figure 2 below), the number of applications for care proceedings steadily
increased between 2009 and 2013 before dipping back to just below pre-2009 numbers
during 2013-2014. The increase in care proceedings was in response to greater community
and media awareness of child protection issues following high profile cases such as Peter
Connelly, Keanu Williams and Daniel Pelka.

Number of Care
Applications

Figure 2. Care applications received nationally (CAFCASS)
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Figure 3 below shows the number of care applications (by case) made by Camden and
Islington since April 2011. This is data from CAFCASS for the period before the start of the Bi
Borough project, combined with data from the project from January 2013. This shows
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fluctuations in the rate of issue between the Boroughs, and a significant reduction in
applications from Camden in Q3 2013/14 which has been sustained into 2014/15. This
reduction reflects the national reduction in applications but is also due to changes to preproceedings activity and decision making processes in Camden, which is explored in more
detail in Section 4 – Pre-Proceedings Activity.

Care Applications
received (family)

Figure 3. Care Applications received (Family) by quarter April 2011 - September 2014
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2.2 DURATION OF PROCEEDINGS

Summary of findings
Of the 300 children subject to care proceedings, proceedings in relation to 203
children have completed, and the average duration of completed cases is 33.6 weeks
The average duration of proceedings over the previous four quarters is 36.7 weeks
The duration of proceedings for the Bi-Borough cohort has risen during the second
year of the project
There are many factors contributing to this rise
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Care proceedings in relation to 203 of the 300 children in the Bi Borough cohort have
completed (68% of total of 300 children). The average duration of these completed cases is
33.6 weeks (with a range from 4.4 weeks to 71 weeks), and a median duration of 32.9
weeks, which is a 44% reduction from the 2011/12 average duration of 59 weeks.

The figures in the first Bi-Borough evaluation were based on cases rather than children but
in the second year of the project the tracking and report systems of the local authority have
been aligned with those of HMCTS and CAFCASS by reporting per child, rather than per
application.

The evaluation of the first year of the Bi-Borough project found that the average duration of
completed cases at that point was 25.5 weeks. This was based on average times to
completion for 64 cases involving 85 children. The report noted that average duration was
likely to rise over time as more cases reached completion. Figure 4 (below) shows a steady
increase in the average duration of care proceedings each quarter since the Bi Borough
project began. Camden’s quarterly average is notably higher in the first two quarters of
2014-15.

Average Weeks

Figure 4. Duration of care proceedings for Bi-Borough cohort by quarter Jan 2013 Sept 2014
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Note: Q4 2012-2013 and Q1 2013-2014 show the outcome of the relatively few cases that had completed early
on in the project and include two applications that were withdrawn and therefore show very short timescales.
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Following the formal implementation of the 26 week timescale3 the Family Justice Board
revised the key performance measure (KPM14) relating to duration of care proceedings from
36-40 weeks to the new ambition of 26-30 weeks for 2014/15. This key performance
measure (KPM1) calculates the average duration of care proceedings for completed cases
over the previous four quarters. Figure 5 below plots KPM 1 since Q3 2013/14, and shows
that that there has been a steady increase in KPM1 for the Bi-Borough cohort between Q3
2013/14 until Q2 2014/15. The average timescale for cases completed in the four quarters
preceding Q2 2014/15 was 36.5 weeks, and in the four quarters preceding Q1 2014/15 the
average duration was 33.7 weeks.

Figure 5. Key Performance Measure (KPM1) (average duration of care proceedings
averaged over four quarters) by quarter
40

Weeks

35
30
25
20
KPM1

Q3 2013-2014

Q4 2013-2014

Q1 2014-2015

Q2 2014-2015

25.6

30.8

33.7

36.5

It is disappointing to see the timescales for proceedings rising once more, but the tracking
system set up for the Bi-Borough project and the involvement of the case manager in the
work of the London Family Justice Board mean that it is possible to identify reasons for this

3

April 2014 implementation of the Children & Families Act 2014 and Public Law Outline 2014

4

KPM-1) Average duration of section 31 care or supervision cases: KPM-1 measures the average duration in weeks from the date of the
first application for a care or supervision order to the date of the first full/final order4 for all applications that closed (i.e. were disposed of)
within the relevant quarter. This is counted per child i.e. if there are two children involved in a case, the case will be co unted twice. For
2014-15, the Family Justice Board have agreed that the level of ambition for each LFJB for this KPM is that the average duration of s31 care
or supervision cases should be within 26 – 30 weeks (averaged over the year).
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rise. There have been multiple factors influencing the capacity to complete care
proceedings within 26 weeks and these are explored in more detail in section 2.3 below.

2.2.1 Legacy cases
Legacy cases refers to cases which began prior to the start of the project and which did not
benefit from the models of best practice which applied to cases issued post January 2013.
These cases were not included in the tracking system for the project and thus do not affect
the Bi Borough data on length of proceedings, but they do affect statistics provided by
CAFCASS on individual local authorities and case duration. A number of these cases took a
long time to complete and this has had an impact on nationally reported timescales. The
final pre-project case from Camden reached completion in April 2014 and the final one from
Islington reached completion in June 2014. The pre-project cases that completed between
Q4 13/14 and Q2 14/15 were very long running cases, some over 100 weeks and one of 200
weeks.
Table 1. Average Duration (weeks) including ‘legacy cases’
Full

Full
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Q2

Q3

Q4

Full

Q1

Q2

Year

Year

13/14

13/14

13/14

13/14
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14/15

11/12 12/13
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51

61

55

37

36

40

42

48

0

Islington

59

51

47

55

58

42

51

35

39

National

57

48

41

37

35

33

37

31

30

2.3 FACTORS CONTRIBUTING TO DELAY

While the average duration of care proceedings has decreased since 2012/13, there
continue to be a number of factors that contribute to delay in care proceedings. These
include: the impact of implementing systemic change, the impact of case law, a relative
increase in the complexity of cases going into care proceedings, changing circumstances
within the family and late identification of family members who might be able to offer to
care for the child. All of these issues were identified as causes for delay in the first report of
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the evaluation. They have also been recognised as issues contributing to delay by the
Designated Family Judge for central London.5

2.3.1 Reasonable Delay
It is important to remember that in some cases delay is necessary in order to achieve the
best outcome for the child. The basis on which the timetable of 26 weeks can be extended
is if the court considers that the extension is necessary in order to enable the court to
resolve the proceedings justly.6 Distinguishing reasonable delay from unnecessary delay is
crucial to developing a just and efficient system.

Examples of reasonable delay generally relate to cases where there is a positive prognosis
and a realistic opportunity to preserve the family unit, for example where parents are
meaningfully engaging and progressing with the support of alcohol or substance misuse
services or other therapeutic service, where time is needed to consolidate change. A
number of cases within the Bi Borough cohort have been heard in FDAC and the President of
the Family Division has made it clear that cases showing a positive prognosis within FDAC
would be suitable cases for extensions.7 While it is recognised that the FDAC model may
require longer timescales, the average duration of FDAC cases was 35.8 weeks which is only
slightly higher than the average duration of non-FDAC cases (33.6 weeks).

Other examples relate to care plans for older children who have provided the court with a
clear view on their preferences, or cases where there is an international element. An
unlimited number of 8 weeks extensions to the 26 week timescale can be granted on a case
by case basis to ensure that cases are resolved justly.

5

HHJ Altman letter of 24 September 2014 to the London Family Justice Board

6

S.32 Children Act 1989 as amended by Children and Families Act 2014

7

View from the President’s Chamber No 7
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2.3.2 Systemic changes
There have been significant systemic changes to the Family Justice System over the two
years of the Bi-Borough project. Although the purpose of these changes is to reduce delay,
implementation of some of them led to some increases in delay. While this is undesirable it
is understandable that large scale change has come with teething problems. Due to the
mechanisms that are in place the issues identified below were largely transitory.

In the early stages of the Bi-Borough project delay was reduced through practical strategies
being implemented within both Boroughs as part of the project, such as quality assurance of
evidence, and ensuring that cases were better prepared with a clear proposal and timetable
for how care proceedings should progress from the first hearing. Significant reductions in
timescales were achieved with these strategies alone. This progress was somewhat
disrupted following the implementation of the PLO pilot in August 2013 as the system as a
whole struggled to cope with the succession of changes that followed.

The Gate Keeping & Allocations System was implemented in August 2013 to manage the
Issue and Allocation Stage of the Public Law Outline and initially resulted in over strenuous
gatekeeping and difficulties in obtaining hearings. Over time these issues have resolved and
the system offers robust scrutiny and effectively triages cases to the most appropriate Judge
and Court.

An early initiative of the PLO Pilot promoted the use of Emergency Protection Order (EPO)
hearings rather than short notice ICO hearings, and rigidly implemented a system of listing
Case Management Hearings at day 12. This system resulted in an approach that was overly
interventionist in some respects and ineffective for safeguarding in others. This system was
quickly rescinded in favour of a more flexible approach that acknowledges the varying
degrees of risk and response required to safeguard by allowing for an initial safeguarding
hearing prior to the Case Management Hearing (CMH) without reliance on an EPO.
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The move to the single family court in March 2014 required a physical move and staffing
changes, with consequent disruption and some delays as a result, such as errors in listing
hearings and booking interpreters. The Court admin team has been proactive in resolving
these issues and there have been no recent reported incidents.

Interestingly, when the Children & Families Act 2014 and the Public Law Outline 2014 were
implemented in April 2014, there was little disruption as a result of the preparation and
troubleshooting that had already occurred.

However there are some systemic factors which continue to cause delay and do require
ongoing monitoring. These are all in relation to final hearings.

When completing care proceedings within a 26 week timescale the gap between IRH and
final hearing should be minimised given that by the time of the IRH all assessments should
have been completed and the local authority will have filed the final evidence and care
plan8. The period between the IRH and the final hearing is where there is the least amount
of activity and so it is undesirable that this period of time should be unnecessarily extended.
Figure 6 below shows that the average timescale between the IRH and the final hearing
initially grew to nearly 12 weeks but has stabilised at approximately 10 weeks in Q1 & Q2
2014/15.

8

Recent guidance proposes that the local authority must file final evidence and care plan prior to the IRH and
that other parties must file position statements, with the parents and children’s guardians responses
timetabled to be filed prior to the final hearing.
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Weeks

Figure 6. Average Timescale to IRH and Final Hearing by quarter
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There are several factors that contribute to delays at this stage. The Case Management
Hearing (CMH) is used to agree the timetable until the Issues Resolution Hearing (IRH), and
the Final Hearing is set down at the IRH. Final Hearings are often set down for 3-5 days, but
the Bi-Borough cohort statistics show that the actual average duration of final hearings is
1.8 days. Overestimating the proposed number of days can contribute to congestion in the
system by reserving and not utilising scarce court resources. There is scope for some of this
delay to be reduced through more effective use of the IRH to narrow down the contested
issues to be heard at the final hearing, although this needs to be balanced with the risk of
scheduling insufficient time and causing delay as a result. Judicial scrutiny of the witness list
and the contested issues has proved very effective in reducing the number of proposed
days.

There has also been a rise in the number of ineffective final hearings – where final hearings
have been rescheduled due to lack of preparedness of the parties, a change in
circumstances, or late assessment of fathers and/or family and friends. In some instances
adjournments have occurred to resolve discreet issues such as housing. Further
examination of cases is needed in order to understand fully the reasons behind these
adjournments and whether they are avoidable.
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Table 2. Number of ineffective final hearings for Bi-Borough cohort
Quarter

Number of Ineffective Final Hearings

Q3 2013-2014

10

Q4 2013-2014

12

Q1 2014-2015

18

Q2 2014-2015

12

Grand Total

52

While judicial continuity has contributed to improved case management and reduced delay
in care proceedings there are instances where judicial continuity has also caused delay.
These instances usually relate to the availability of Judges where timetabling has needed to
accommodate other hearings, rotations to other courts, other professional responsibilities,
and in some instances annual leave. These factors are also true of the parties and
coordinating the busy schedules of the Judiciary, the Guardian and the social worker, with
the availability of court rooms has proved difficult at times.

2.3.3. Case Law
Case law has always played a key role in the interpretation of legislation and one of the
impacts of all the changes to family justice has been a renewed focus on case law, not only
in the court room but in negotiations outside of the court, and in discussions with social
workers. Social workers appear more aware of the influence of case law on decision making
particularly around the factors to be considered before interim or final separation of
children and parents. This represents a positive shift in reinforcing an understanding of the
factors the courts will be taking into consideration. At times, however, it has felt as if case
law is being used to undermine the reforms intended to reduce delay.

The decision of the Court of Appeal in Re BS in September 2013 has had a significant impact
on care planning. Re: BS reinforces the messages from a number of other earlier cases that
“adoption is a last resort” and that the court must be satisfied that adoption “is both
necessary and proportionate and that no other less radical form of order would achieve the
essential end of promoting the welfare of the children”. Re BS went on to stress the
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importance of the local authority providing an analysis for and against all the realistically
possible options, before giving a fully reasoned recommendation. Re BS also criticised
Judges for inadequate reasoning in their judgements. This has led the courts to be more
rigorous in requiring evidence and analysis of the pros and cons of different possibilities for
permanence. In a number of cases this has led to delays when the courts require further
assessments of family members to be carried out or adjourn proceedings so the local
authority can prepare a revised care plan.

Case decisions which have criticised the interim removal of babies from their mothers have
also at times impacted on the ability of the local authority to plan for permanent placement
away from the parent’s care as quickly as they might wish.

2.3.4 Increased complexity
Increased scrutiny of cases entering care proceedings, and diversion of cases away from
care proceedings where possible, has resulted in the cases issued into care proceedings
being proportionally more complex. Examples of more complex cases include those
involving:
non-accidental injury
parents with learning difficulties
identification and/or assessment of multiple fathers
the assessment of fathers that have previously been unknown to the local authority
change of circumstances, such as identification of others for assessment, young
people absconding, and placement breakdown
cases where there is an international element, including immigration issues,
assessment of parent(s) and/or family friends in other countries, placement and
support of children in other countries, and inter-country abduction and designation,
and
large sibling groups and children of different ages that require different care plans.
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This list is not exhaustive and includes factors that are common in the child protection
population. This suggests that there may be scope to develop the capacity of the system to
cope with complexity to ensure that timely decision making is not reserved for just for the
less complex cases. Many of the factors listed above, such as those relating to fathers and
wider family and friends, can be managed through robust scrutiny and contingency planning
in the pre-proceedings stage and at the Case Management Hearing (CMH).

An emphasis on exploring alternative family and friend options has increased the number of
international assessments being undertaken. An audit of incomplete cases in October
showed that approximately 40% of Camden’s cases and approximately 25% of Islington’s
cases featured an international element. This compares to rates of 5-30% of cases with an
international element in other London Boroughs. Recent guidance9 provides advice on
dealing with such cases, but the bureaucracy involved suggests that there will be little scope
to influence timescales. Members of the Central London Court Family Justice Board
Performance Improvement Sub Group are committed to tracking the proportion of cases
that feature an international element in an effort to better understand and resolve the
factors causing delay.

Adult learning difficulties were identified as a factor in approximately 5% (10) of the BiBorough cases. Where learning difficulties are identified the court will usually require that
parenting assessments be undertaken by a social worker trained in the Parenting
Assessment Model (PAMs), even though this may mean repeating an assessment already
carried out. There is scope to develop the model of intervention when working with parents
with suspected learning difficulties, and to be better able to evidence where best practice
principles have been applied to avoid a repeat assessment, which are often quite lengthy
due to the additional time afforded the parent to demonstrate change.

9

Department of Education, 2014, Working with Foreign Authority’s: Child Protection and Court Orders
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2.4 RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN FINAL ORDER AND DURATION OF PROCEEDINGS

Mostly, there was little variation in the average duration of care proceedings whether care
plans were for reunification/remaining with parents, placement within the wider family and
friend network, or in long term foster care or adoption. However where the final order was
a residence order (now child arrangements order) then timescales were longer. Figure 7
below shows the duration of care proceedings for each outcome:
48% of children remained or were reunified with both or one or other of their
parents, or were placed for the first time with one parent, usually their father
(subject a Supervision Order and/or Residence/Child Arrangement Order) and the
average duration of care proceedings for all of these children was 32.5 weeks
(Camden 33.6, Islington 30.7);
In several cases where Child Arrangement Orders/Residence Orders were made the
child(ren) went to live with their fathers and in a number of these cases the fathers
were identified late in proceedings or were considered for assessment late in
proceedings. Figure 7 below indicates that these cases take the longest to resolve at
averages of 38 and 40 weeks.
27% of children were placed permanently within the wider family and friend
network (subject to Special Guardianship Order (SGO), including those where a
Supervision Order was also made – SGO + SO) and the average duration of care
proceedings for these children was 35.5 weeks (Camden 35.7, Islington 35.7);
The remaining 25% of children were placed permanently outside the family and
friend network in long term foster care subject to a Care Order and the average
duration of care proceedings was 34.3 weeks (Camden 32.7, Islington 35.0) or with
an adoption care plan subject to Care Order + Placement Order when the average
duration of care proceedings was 32.7 weeks (Camden 26.7, Islington 36.1)
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Figure 7. Duration of care proceedings (average weeks) in relation to final order for
Bi-Borough cohort (203 children)
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Although the averages over the two year period for the duration of cases ending in an SGO
are not very different to the average time to completion for care orders, Figure 8 below
indicates that the duration of cases resulting in an SGO or SGO with a supervision order
have been rising over the course of the project.

Figure 8. Average duration for SGOs (including where SGOs have been made in
conjunction with a Supervision Order) to complete by quarter (Bi-Borough cohort)
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We look in more detail at outcomes of cases in Section 3 Outcomes for Children at the End
of Care Proceedings.
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2.5 DURATION OF PROCEEDINGS WITH REGARD TO AGE AND NUMBER OF CHILDREN

Summary of findings
Proceedings in relation to one child under the age of one (25% of cohort) are more
likely to complete in faster timescales than those for other age groups or sibling
groups
Where care proceedings relate to more than one child and children are over 1 year
old timescales increase significantly, indicating that the system needs to develop its
capacity to cope with complexity or facilitate earlier intervention

Of the 203 children whose cases had completed, 34% were aged under 1 year (17% newborns), with a total of 58% under the age of 5 years (figure 9). Age is calculated as the age
of the child at the date of the application for care proceedings.

Figure 9. Age of child at date application for care proceedings was issued
(Bi-Borough cohort completed cases)
12-16 years Newborn (<1
month)
17%
17%
1-12 months
6-11 years
17%
25%
1-5 years
24%

2.5.1 Duration of Care Proceedings in relation to age
Where children were under the age of one (70 children), care proceedings were likely to
complete more quickly, averaging a duration of 29.9 weeks, whereas when children were
between 1-5 years (46 children) the average duration of cases was 39 weeks. Where
children were 6-11 years (51 children), care proceedings completed in an average duration
of 35.4 weeks, whereas children aged between 12-16 years (36 children) completed in a
shorter timescale of an average duration of 30.8 weeks (figure 10). With this older group of
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children however, it is particularly important also to consider the length of the child’s overall
journey to permanence, explored in Section 4.

Figure 10. Duration of care proceedings according to age group (Bi-Borough Cohort)
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The difference in timescales is likely to be due in part to the increased complexity for care
planning for children over the age of one. For example, children over the age of one were
far more likely to be part of a sibling group – 73% of children aged 1-5 years, 69% of children
aged 6-11 years, and 61% of children aged 12-16 years, in comparison to 18% aged under
one. The size of the sibling group appears to increase the complexity of care planning and
the duration of care proceedings. In addition, children over the age of one have established
relationships with their parents and the wider family and friend network which can lead to
greater attention being paid to testing parental capacity to change or to finding a placement
within the wider family.

2.5.2 Duration of Care Proceedings and Sibling Groups
Cases involving only one child formed 39% of the cohort, and completed on average within
29.4 weeks. Sibling groups of 2 represented 30% of the cohort and completed in an average
duration of 35.4 weeks, while sibling groups of 3 represented 18% of the cohort and
completed in an average of 40.3 weeks, sibling groups of 4 represented 8% of the cohort
and completed in an average of 27.3 weeks, while sibling groups of 5 represented 5% of the
cohort and completed in 43.3 weeks.
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Figure 11. Duration of care proceedings by number of children in sibling group
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The sibling groups of four and five represent six cases in total so may not be representative
of outcomes for these sibling group sizes. Where the samples size are larger and more
representative - in sibling groups of 1, 2 and 3 – there appears to be a correlation with the
size of the sibling group and delay in care proceedings indicating that complexity is a factor
when care planning for more than one child.

3. OUTCOMES FOR CHILDREN AT THE END OF PROCEEDINGS

Summary of findings
48% of children remained or were reunified with both or one or other of their
parents, or were placed for the first time with one parent, 27% of children were
placed permanently within the wider family and friend network, while 25% of
children were placed permanently outside the family and friend network
The high number of Supervision Orders granted at the completion of care
proceedings identified through tracking during the first year of the project prompted
a shift to more robust pre-proceedings activity in an effort to divert families away
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from care proceedings, however, this has resulted in a change of just 1% in the
number of Supervision Orders made since the evaluation in 2013
The number of Special Guardianship Orders has increased by 49% in 2013/14, while
the number of Adoption Care Plans has decreased. This is in line with a 49%
reduction in the number of adoptions nationally in the past year.

3.1 FINAL OUTCOMES OVERALL

The findings on outcomes for children over the two years of the project are similar to the
findings at the end of the first year. 10 When data over a longer period, from 2009-2014, is
considered, it appears that the number of children permanently removed from their parents
at the completion of care proceedings, through Special Guardianship Orders, Care Orders, or
Placement + Care Orders rose steadily from 2009, particularly in Camden, but is now
decreasing back to 2009 levels (see Figure 12 below).

Number of children

Figure 12. Number of children permanently removed from their parents care
following care proceedings in Camden and Islington 2009-2014
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There were 85 completed cases and 49% of children remained or were reunified with their parent(s)
following care proceedings, 25% were permanently placed with a connected person, while 26% were placed
permanently outside the family and friend network in long term foster care (subject to a Care Order – 12%) or
adoption placements (where a Placement + Care order was made – 14%).
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Figure 13 below shows the orders made at the end of proceedings for the 203 children.
Annex B gives details of final orders for children per Borough.

Figure 13. Final orders for completed cases for Bi-Borough cohort
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3.2 NO ORDER AND APPLICATION WITHDRAWN

At the completion of care proceedings 8% (16 children) remained at home with their
parent(s) subject to No Order or had
No Order
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however, there is anecdotal evidence that Supervision Orders don’t always offer a helpful
way forward.
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3.3 RESIDENCE ORDER/CHILD ARRANGEMENTS ORDER

In April 2014 the Child Arrangements Program (CAP) was implemented in Private Law
proceedings, and from this point the Child Arrangements Order (CAO) replaced the
Residence Order and Contact Order. For ease of reference, and in the interests of adopting
the new terminology, this section will refer to Child Arrangements Orders (CAOs) even
where a Residence Order (RO) was granted before change in legislation was implemented.
Figure 14 below shows that 23 children in the Bi-Borough were the subject of CAOs at the
completion of proceedings and 19 of these children were also made subject to Supervision
Orders.

Eight of these children were placed in the care of their fathers at the completion of care
proceedings, subject to a Child Arrangement Order (3) or a CAO + SO (5). The remaining 12
children remained with their mothers. The timescales for these cases averaged 45 weeks
and a common theme was that the assessment of the fathers started late in care
proceedings, indicating that there is scope for improvement in identifying and assessing
fathers in the pre-proceedings stage, and initiating robust assessment early on in care
proceedings. Three of the children were made subject to a CAO + SO to their grandparents
at the completion of proceedings.

Number of Orders

Figure 14. Residence Orders/Child Arrangement Orders granted for Bi-Borough
cohort (including where Supervision Orders were also granted)
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Figure 15 below indicates that the use of Child Arrangement Orders has remained relatively
stable over time, with slightly greater fluctuation for Camden children. 2014/15 data
represents only two quarters of the year and may result in a slightly higher than average
level of CAOs at the end of the year.

Number of Orders

Figure 15. Residence Orders (Child Arrangement Orders) granted in Camden and
Islington 2009-2014
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3.4 SUPERVISION ORDERS

Figure 16 below shows that Supervision Orders were granted in relation to 54 children from
the Bi-Borough cohort at the completion of care proceedings. While Islington has remained
relatively stable, Camden initially peaked in Q3 2013/14 and then rapidly declined in the
following quarters with no Supervision Orders granted in Q2 2014/15. There were 35
Supervision Orders made in conjunction with other orders (Residence Order/Child
Arrangement Order, and Special Guardianship Order) that are not included in the statistics
in figure 16 and are explored in Section 3.3 and Section 3.5.
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Nomber of
Supervision Orders

Figure 16. Number of Supervision Orders granted for the Bi-Borough cohort by
quarter
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Interim care orders were made in respect of 30 children who were ultimately reunified with
their parent(s) at the completion of proceedings subject to a Supervision Order. In the case
of 17 of these children they remained in the care of their parent(s) subject to an ICO while
accommodated in either a residential unit or mother-baby foster placement.

The decline in the number of Supervision Orders in the second year of the project followed
the report from the first year of the project which identified that a high proportion of care
proceedings were concluding in Supervision Orders. These outcomes raised queries about
why care proceedings were being issued in these cases and led to consideration of whether
a less adversarial and interventionist approach could be utilised by making better use of the
PLO pre-proceedings phase. This approach is in line with statutory guidance which makes it
clear that a family should not need to be under the authority of the court to have access to
resources to preserve the family unit.11 The reduced number of applications for care
proceedings in the following months suggests that many cases have been diverted away
from care proceedings.

When outcomes over the course of several years are considered patterns begin to emerge.
Figure 17 shows the number Supervision Orders granted at the completion of care
proceedings in both Camden and Islington between 2009 and September 2014. It includes
11

Department of Education, 2014, Court Orders and Pre-proceedings Guidance

33

Bi-Borough Evaluation 2015

data on outcomes for cases issued before the project started on January 2013 as well as
data from the Bi Borough project.

Number of
Supervision
Orders

Figure 17. Supervision Orders granted in Camden & Islington between 2009 - 2014
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Historically, Camden has sustained a relatively high number of Supervision Orders in
comparison to Islington. It is difficult to comment on the exact reasons for these local
differences, although there is some evidence that it relates in part to differences in practice
and decision making. For example, Camden has historically used more mother and baby
residential units than Islington, and tracking shows that 60% of these placements resulted in
Supervision Orders being made. This is explored in more detail in Section 6 Assessment of
Parenting Capacity.

The data shows that Islington has remained relatively stable over time with an increase in
2013/14, which is significant but not as dramatic as the spike seen in Camden, where 76
Supervision Orders were made. This rise in Supervision Orders may relate to the rise in
applications in the last quarters of 2012/13. It is important to note that the statistics for
2014/15 reflect only two quarters of data and that when the data from the next two
quarters is available Islington may experience a higher number of Supervision Orders than
usual given that seven have already been granted.
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While the rise in the number of proceedings may account for some of these changes, other
factors should be considered. The focus on timescales has, in some cases, encouraged swift
completion with a view to returning the matter to court if circumstances deteriorate.

3.5 SPECIAL GUARDIANSHIP ORDERS

A Special Guardianship Order has been granted in relation to 54 children (27% of children
whose cases have completed), and 16 of these children (8%) also had Supervision Orders
granted (figure 18).

Nuber of Orders

Figure 18. Number of SGO and SGO + SO granted for the Bi-Borough cohort
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The rise in the number of SGOs granted in Q4 2013-2014 and Q1 2014-2015 follows the Re:
BS judgement which, as discussed in Section 2.3 Factors Contributing to Delay and Section 6
Assessment of Family and Friends, has resulted in an increase in placements with family
and friends. In Q1 2014-2015 a number of the SGOs + SOs made were in cases where the
original care plan had been for adoption.

Figure 19 shows the number of Special Guardianship Orders granted at the completion of
care proceedings in both Camden and Islington between 2009 and September 2014. From
this it can be seen that the number of SGOs granted in Camden and Islington during
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2013/14 increased by 47% from the previous year and appears to be on course to maintain
relatively high figures in 2014/15 given that 20 SGOs have been granted in the first two
quarters of the year. The data shows that Camden has always had a slightly higher number
of SGOs than Islington, although this may change in 2014/15.

Number of
Orders

Figure 19. Special Guardianship Orders granted in Camden & Islington between 20092014
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The increase in SGOs has been influenced by local factors as well as by case decisions such
as Re BS. A significant amount of training has been invested in encouraging a more holistic
assessment during the pre-proceedings stage, which encourages early Family Group
Conferences (FGCs) and early identification of family and friends for assessment. This has
resulted in an increase in FGCs in both Boroughs. These themes are discussed further in
Section 6 Assessment of Family & Friends.

3.6 CARE ORDERS

Care Orders were granted in relation to 37 children (17% of the Bi-Borough cohort), see
figure 21 below. The significant majority of children (29) made the subject of care orders
were over the age of five. Where children were under five and part of a sibling group where
it was in their interests to be placed together (6 children) they were made subject to Care
Orders also.
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Number of Orders

Figure 21. Number of Care Orders granted for the Bi-Borough cohort by quarter
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Data from 2009-2014 (figure 22) shows that there has been a significant reduction in the
number of Care Orders granted in Camden and Islington. The steep drop in 2014/15 is only
partly accounted for by the fact this is data for two quarters only. There has been a
reduction in the number of applications for care proceedings which will have had had an
impact on the number of orders but the reduction may also reflect a shift toward Special
Guardianship Orders and improved strategies for identifying carers in the wider family and
friend network.
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Figure 22. Care Orders granted in Camden and Islington between 2009-2014
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3.7 PLACEMENT + CARE ORDER

The number of Placement Orders made with Care Orders has also reduced. A Placement
Order gives the local authority leave to place the child for adoption and is used
interchangeably as a reference for an adoption care plan. It is significant that no Placement
Orders were granted for either Borough in Q4 2013-2014 and this is related to the influence
of the Re: BS judgement and correlates with a sudden rise in the number of SGOs (figure
23).

Number of
Orders

Figure 23. Placement Orders granted for Bi-Borough cohort by quarter

8
7
6
5
4
3
2
1
0

Q1 20132014

Q2 20132014

Q3 20132014

Q4 20132014

Q1 20142015

Q2 20142015

Camden

0

4

0

0

0

1

Islington

0

3

3

0

3

3

Bi-Borough

0

7

3

0

3

4

The statistics show that there has been a shift away from adoption towards children
remaining with their parent(s) or being placed within the wider family and friend network at
the completion of care proceedings. This shift is reflected in a national downward trend in
Placement Orders being granted (49% reduction), which has prompted the National
Adoption Leadership Board (NALB) to issue guidance stressing that the factors to be
considered when deciding whether adoption will be the best option for the child have not
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changed following the decision in Re BS. This point was reaffirmed by the President of the
Family Division, Munby LJ in the Re: R 12 judgement.

Figure 24 below looks at the number of placement orders made since 2009. It shows there
has been a reduction in placement orders for both Boroughs but particularly for Camden.

Number of orders

Figure 24. Placement Order granted in relation to Camden & Islington children 20092014
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3.8 OUTCOMES AND AGE

3.8.1 Children aged 0-5
Children under the age of 5 are typically

Figure 25. Final outcome for children aged 0-5
years (Bi-Borough cohort
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The number of children under 5 that were placed outside of their parents care at the
completion of care proceedings appears to have changed somewhat over time (figure 26).
While bearing in mind that 2014/15 data incorporates only two out of four quarters, the
data still reflects a dramatic reduction in removal for children aged 1-5. For children under1
year, the trajectory appears to be on track to return to levels similar to those in 2009/10.
While it is difficult to comment on the exact reasons for these changes, possible reasons for
the change for children aged 1-5 may be due to stabilisation following a spike in numbers
between 2010-2014, or good practice that has enabled children to be diverted away from
care, or perhaps changes in threshold or decision making. Monitoring of long term
outcomes will be required to determine the reasons for these changes.

Number of Orders
(Children)

Figure 26 Children aged under 1 year and 1-5 years placed permanently outside of
their parents care subject to SGO, Care Order or Placement + Care Order 2009-2014
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Where the final outcomes for children under five are examined over time (figure 27) it can
be seen that the number of care orders only was low from 2010 onwards and in fact
returned to a higher level in 2013/14. This may reflect decisions being made to keep
younger children with a sibling group, or the possible impact of tighter timescales.
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Number of Orders
(children)

Figure 27. Decisions for children aged under five placed permenently outside of
their parents care by order granted
70 (SGO, Care Order, and Placement + Care Order)
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3.8.2 Children aged 6-11
There were 53 children aged 6-11 in the Bi-Borough cohort. Figure 28 shows that children
of this age group were more likely to be placed permanently outside of their parents care
with their wider family and friend network (38%), or in long term foster care (28%), with
only 34% remaining with their parent(s) at the conclusion of care proceedings, compared to
Figure28. Final Outcome for children aged 6-11
years
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of care proceedings has also changed
somewhat over time with a spike in
2013/14 followed by a dip in 2014/15

(figure 29). While bearing in mind that 2014/15 data incorporates only two out of four
quarters, the overall total of children in this age group that achieve permanency outside of
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their parents care has reduced. If the rate continues along the same trajectory for the next
two quarters this still represents a reduction but remains above the rate seen in 2009.

Number of Orders
(Children)

Figure 29. Children aged 6-11 years permenently placed outside of their parents care
subject to SGO, Care Order, or Placement + Care Order 2009-2014
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The reasons for this change is a little more difficult to unpick for this age group given that
children aged 6-11 are less likely to be recommended for adoption, with only seven
Placement Orders granted for this age group over six years. The number of children placed
with Special Guardians has grown at a higher rate in 2013/14 than for children aged 0-5,
however, the smaller sample size makes this less representative. Sibling group size may be
a factor in decision making – 68% of children in this age group belonged to a sibling group of
2 (25%), 3 (30%) or more siblings (13%). A reduction in the national demand for care
proceedings may also be a factor.

3.8.3 Children aged 12-16 years

Children aged 12-16 years (36 children) almost as likely as the overall cohort to remain with
their parent(s) at the completion of proceedings (45% in comparison to 48%), and were far
less likely to be placed in the wider family and friend network (12% in comparison to 27%),
but were far more likely to be placed in long term foster care (43% in comparison to 25%)
(figure 30).
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The data indicates that there are some
important messages to be learned

Figure 30. Final outcome for children aged
12-16 years
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difficulties that limit their placement options or require specialist placements.

The needs of older children in proceedings suggest that in their cases there may have been a
lack of confidence in assessing and evidencing risk of future harm despite the clear research
messages relating to risk factors and outcomes for children that experience poor quality
care. Establishing evidence of likely significant harm can be particularly difficult in cases of
neglect and emotional harm, where the impact on the child slowly emerges over time. The
need for more sophisticated evidence based predictive models into practice may assist with
evidencing risk of future harm more effectively in order to shorten the child’s journey to
permanency. This will be explored in more detail in Section 4 Pre-Proceedings Activity.
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Number of Orders
(children)

Figure 31. Children aged 12-16 permenently removed from their parents care subject
to SGO, Care Order, or Placement + Care Order 2009-2014
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For children of this age, there are many factors to be taken into account when considering a
permanent placement outside of their parents’ care including the impact of any emotional
and behavioural difficulties, the risk of absconding, and the tendency of young people to
‘vote with their feet’ and not make use of a placement. Young people who have not
experienced boundaries at home can be resistant to accepting rules and boundaries in a
placement. All of these factors increase the risk of placement breakdown, which means
that permanent removal from home at this age is carefully considered and often resisted
when it is clear that a better alternative will not be on offer.

4. PRE PROCEEDINGS ACTIVITY

Summary of findings
A focus on pre-proceedings activity is essential for sustaining a 26-30 week average
duration in care proceedings
A more robust approach to pre-proceedings allows the court to focus on decision making
around placement and contact rather than assessment or detail of the care plan
Resourcing the pre-proceedings stage is crucial to reducing overall timescales of the
child’s journey to permanency.
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Social workers highlighted ‘a robust pre-proceedings social work assessment’ as the most
important factor in achieving reduced timescales in care proceedings and the most
important factor for future development and welcome professional development
opportunities to develop assessment and intervention in the pre-proceedings stage.

At the commencement of the Bi Borough project the 26 week timescale felt unachievable
and provoked a lot of anxiety amongst stakeholders. Over time this anxiety has reduced as
the system has adjusted to the expectations around pre-proceedings preparation and
strategies have been developed to make 26 weeks feel more achievable and sustainable. It
is evident that in order to sustain a 26-30 week annual average attention must be paid to
the way that cases are triaged and managed in the pre-proceedings stage.

The motivation to focus on pre-proceedings did not just relate to timescales in care
proceedings. Examination of the number of cases that resulted in Supervision Orders raised
queries about the reason for care proceedings and suggested that there may be less
adversarial ways to achieve change and improve the circumstances for the child. This shift
in thinking is aligned with current guidance that promotes the court as a decision making
process rather than an assessment and intervention process.

In addition a culture in Camden and Islington had developed whereby assessment and
intervention during care proceedings was better resourced than these activities preproceedings. This was because, prior to recent reforms, local authorities regularly found
themselves ordered to repeat assessments once care proceedings were issued, which
offered no incentive to resource pre proceedings activity. A shift over the period of the
project to more robust pre-proceedings activity means the court is more confident in the
local authority’s care plan, which frees the court to focus more on decision making around
placement and contact rather than the detail of the care plan. More robust assessment in
the pre-proceedings stage enables a clearer picture about which cases need to be issued
into care proceedings and which can be diverted away.
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Understanding the pre-proceedings activity in children’s cases has become an important
part of the sustainability of the timescales, and this has prompted an interest in tracking the
child’s journey from their earliest contact with children’s services (Section 4.1), developing a
structured and intensive approach to pre-proceedings activity (Section 4.2), and a focus on
resourcing pre-proceedings activity (Section 4.3).

4.1 TRACKING THE CHILD’S JOURNEY

Summary of findings
Where children were placed permanently outside of their parents care, their journey
could take upwards of 115 weeks (2.2 years) for children over the age of one year of age,
with an average of 184 weeks (3.5 years) for children aged 12-16
Effective care planning requires that the child’s journey to permanency is tracked from
the point they are assessed as suffering or likely to suffer significant harm to avoid delay
shifting to the pre-proceedings stage

It is important firstly to recognise that the path to permanency is different for every child
and this should be considered early on in the pre-proceedings stage to avoid unnecessarily
lengthy journeys to permanency. Permanency should be considered in its broadest sense –
with one or both parents, within the wider family and friend network, or outside of the
family and friend network in long term foster care or adoption placement. It is undesirable
to have quasi permanency plans where uncertainty remains about the child’s long term
stability. Equally it is undesirable to be engaged in Public Law Proceedings when Private Law
Proceedings or family arrangements may be more suitable and less interventionist.

Early discussions at the Steering and Operational Groups of the Bi Borough project
recognised the importance of tracking the timescales of pre proceedings activity to ensure
that unnecessary delays were not occurring during this period. Stakeholders were conscious
of the risk that focus on achieving a 26 week timescales during proceedings raised the risk
that delay might shift to the pre-proceedings stage. Among professionals there was also
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anxiety around achieving a 26 week timescale and debate around whether this would
provide enough time for parents to demonstrate capacity for change and to achieve it and
thus whether justice might be sacrificed for speedier timescales. This debate suggests that
there was a lack of confidence in the effectiveness of support offered to the family during
the pre-proceedings stage.

In response to these concerns the case manager has tracked milestones in the child’s
journey to permanency in order to develop an understanding of the trajectory of cases that
are subject to care proceedings. While a statistical analysis does not provide a full picture
of the child’s journey and is in many ways a crude measure, this method is helpful in
identifying cases where lesson can be learned. The analysis set out in this section will
discuss themes but will avoid drawing conclusions due to the relatively small samples sizes.

Of the 203 children in the Bi-Borough cohort, 36 children (17%) were not subject to a child
protection plan prior to commencing care proceedings, although, 19 of these children were
permanently placed outside of their parents care at the completion of care proceedings.
For the remaining 167 children some key milestones in the permanency decision making
process were tracked to develop a model for tracking the child’s journey. These milestones
included, the timescales from the child’s first child protection plan until the first legal
planning meeting (LPM) for these proceedings; the timescale from LPM until the application
for care proceedings was issued; the timescale from the application until the final order.
This data has been collated from the date of the child’s first Child Protection Plan because
this is the point at which the child was assessed as suffering or likely to suffer ‘significant
harm’ and that an improvement in the child’s circumstances was needed.

The 'Timescale from ICPCC to LPM' should not be used as the average duration of Child
Protection Plans for Camden and Islington. There may be a degree of data error in this
measure because some children may have been subject to child protection plans in other
Boroughs that may not have been recorded in this data or they may have been subject to
several child protection plans over a period of time. The ‘Timescale from LPM to
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Application’ is take from the first LPM and may include periods of PLO pre-proceedings
activity, so should therefore be viewed as the timescale from when the local authority
assessed that legal advice or steps should be taken until the date the application was issued.
More focus on tracking the child’s journey in the future, and improved IT systems will
improve the accuracy of these measure over time, particularly timescales for PLO preproceedings.

It should also be borne in mind that that it is during these periods of time prior to
proceedings that parents should have had the opportunity to make changes and improve
their parenting capacity through support and interventions.

4.1.1. Timescales and final orders
Figure 32 below shows the timescales for the child’s journey in relation to final order. From
this it can be seen that where a Care Order, Special Guardianship Order, and or a Residence
Order (RO)/Child Arrangements Order (CAO) + Supervision Order (SO) was made at the
completion of care proceedings, children experienced the longest duration in preproceedings activity.

Figure 32. Timescale of child's journey for a subset of the Bi-Borough (167 children)
cohort by order
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Care Orders were made in relation to 17% (37 children). Figure 32 above shows that these
children experienced on average 109 weeks of pre-proceedings activity before an
application was made to court and a final decision was made for them to be placed in long
term foster care after an average of 142 weeks. Where the children under the age of five
years are excluded (7), 30 children remain. Review of this subset indicates that they have
experienced enduring periods of care that have impacted on their emotional and
behavioural development, which has limited their placement options and left them in need
of therapeutic support.

Special Guardianship Orders (SGO) were made in relation to 27% (54 children) and 16 of
these children (8%) also had Supervision Orders granted. Figure 32 shows that where an
SGO only was made there was on average 96 weeks of pre-proceedings activity before an
application was made for care proceedings and a final decision made at 131 weeks, which is
a stark contrast to where an SGO was made in conjunction with a Supervision Order where
the average pre-proceedings activity was just 26 weeks. The decision to grant a Supervision
Order may relate to the anxiety around the feeling that ‘we don’t know’ the family that well.
Closer examination of cases where a Supervision Order was also made shows that the
significant majority are stable and the child’s needs are being met and are at no more risk of
disruption than where an SGO only was granted.

Where children under the age of five are removed from this subset the timescales increase
dramatically to 246 weeks for the average journey, with 209 weeks in the pre-proceedings
stage. The timescale for pre-proceedings activity where an SGO only was made indicates
that there is scope to improve the early identification and assessment of family and friends
in an effort to mitigate the harm suffered by a child before a permanency decision is made.
This is discussed further in Section 6 Assessment of Family and Friends.

There were 19 children in the Bi-Borough that were made subject to RO/CAO + SOs, and 5 of
these children changed placement to live with their fathers during or at the completion of
proceedings. Where children under the age of five are removed from this subset the
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timescales increase dramatically to 242 weeks for the average journey, with 196 weeks in
the pre-proceedings

4.1.2 Timescales and age
Figure 33 shows the average time from the date that the child was first assessed as suffering
or likely to suffer significant harm and placed on a child protection plan as a result, until the
date of the final order at the end of care proceedings. The sample is 167 children from the
Bi-Borough cohort. The average timescales were as follows:
New-borns (<1 month old) (33 children) the average was 40 weeks;
Children aged 1-12 months (27 children) the average was 67 weeks;
Children aged 1-5 years (46 children) the average was 118 weeks;
Children aged 6-11 years (51 children) the average was 166 weeks;
Children aged 12-16 years (36 children) the average duration was 184 weeks.

Figure 33. Timescales for child's journey to permanency for a subset of the BiBorough cohort (167 children) for all final outcomes
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Figure 33 shows that proportionally, the timescales for children over the age of one year far
exceeds the duration of care proceedings. All of these timescales need attention, but a
focus on improving practice and decision making in the pre-proceedings phase for the
younger children 1-11 years, particularly those between 6-11, would make a contribution to
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reducing delay for all children. A focus on assessing and evidencing change and the
likelihood of future harm appears to be a priority in moving forward.

4.1.3 Timescales and sibling groups
Figure 34 looks at overall timescales for sibling groups. There were only six cases where
there were sibling groups of 4 or 5 and this small sample size for sibling groups of 4 and 5
may mean that these statistics are not representative, however, the larger and more
representative sample sizes for children in sibling groups of 1, 2 or 3 reflect that the size of
the sibling group does also influence the duration of pre-proceedings activity, it is not the
defining factor, given that pre-proceedings activity for children with no siblings averages 79
weeks (1.5 years).

Figure 34. Timescales for the child's journey to permanency for subset of the BiBorough cohort (167 children) in relation to sibling group size
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It appears that age is a more significant factor in delaying the commencement of care
proceedings than sibling size. It is, of course, important not to oversimplify these issues and
recognise that the circumstances for many children change during the pre-proceedings
phase and decision making needs to take account of many factors.

4.1.4 Timescales with age of child and final order combined
A consideration of the final outcomes of proceedings combined with the age of the child
indicates that decisions to permanently remove older children from the care of their parents
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take much longer as children get older. Figure 35 shows that children aged over 5 years
had journeys on average of 163 – 211 weeks before achieving permanency outside of their
parents care. This indicates a need to review the steps taken during the pre-proceedings
stage for older children and develop better models for responding to the likelihood of future
harm.
Figure 35. Timescales for child's journey to permanency for subset of the Bi-Borough
cohort where an SGO, Care Order or Placement Order + Care Order was granted
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4.2 DEVELOPING A STRUCTURED AND INTENSIVE APPROACH TO PRE-PROCEEDINGS
ACTIVITY

Summary of findings
A more structured and time limited period of intensive assessment and intervention in
the pre-proceedings stage is required to reduce the timescales of the child’s journey to
permanency
A more robust approach to the pre-proceedings stage can reduce the number of children
subject to care proceedings and the size of the looked after children population

A review of cases subject to the Public Law Outline (PLO) pre-proceedings stage showed
little continuity in relation to decisions whether to step up or step down, or to the type of
assessment and intervention undertaken during this period, or the duration of these

52

Bi-Borough Evaluation 2015

activities, or clear model for intervention during this stage. The practices varied as much
between individuals and teams as much as it did between Boroughs. There was a common
perception that the PLO pre-proceedings stage could be up to 6 months but in practice it
was common for the plans to run for more than a year and have no formal exit. Due to poor
recording and data collection there is no historic data relating to PLO Pre-proceedings
timescales. Often the PLO plan replicated the Child Protection Plan, which meant that the
only difference was that at this point the parents and local authority had access to legal
advice at the pre-proceedings meeting.

Due to the abovementioned factors and the high number of care proceedings where
children ultimately are placed with their parents or wider family and friend network at the
completion of proceedings, it appears that there is scope to offer a more structured,
intensive, and holistic assessment and intervention during pre-proceedings to provide a
clear picture of parenting capacity and prognosis for change, and also identification and
assessment of potential alternative carers. The timescales highlighted in figures 28-31
indicate that this approach is important from the commencement of the child protection
phase until the final decision about permanency.

A reduction in the timescales for the child’s journey requires examination of the child
protection and the PLO pre-proceedings phases with a view to establishing child focused
timescales. While the timescales should be child focused it is important to ensure that they
are realistic and that the resources are available to the family to facilitate sustainable
change. The escalation in risk and concerns should be mirrored in the escalation of intensity
in the assessment and intervention. Figure 36 shows a model for more child focused
timescales that proposes an upper limit of 9 months in Child Protection, 12 weeks in PLO
Pre-Proceedings and 26 weeks during care proceedings. Even where this model is followed
timescales can be 15 or more months (60 weeks).
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Figure 36. Child focused timescales during pre-proceedings
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Camden and Islington PLO pre-proceedings policies require that when children are subject
to a child protection plan, the local authority should consider escalating to the PLO preproceedings stage at the second review. This process is suitable when it is assessed that
threshold for Section 31 care proceedings is met but where there is not an urgent need for
the case to be in court because family may benefit from a further piece of intervention as a
‘testing phase’ to determine the prognosis for change. In some instances families may be
diverted away from care proceedings.

It is expected that the social work team prepares for the PLO pre-proceedings stage as they
would for care proceedings, doing the necessary groundwork so that assessment and
intervention begin within one week of the Pre-Proceedings Meeting (PPM) which is day 1 of
the 12 week timescale. The timetable for the PLO pre-proceedings phase is agreed at this
meeting and includes a review at week 3 (Core Group) to ensure everything is in place and
there are no barriers to engagement. A second review (Core Group) takes place in week 9
where progress and the views of the professionals are considered. At week 12 a Review
PPM takes place where the case is formally exited from the PLO Pre-Proceedings stage to
one of three options 1) Child Protection Plan; 2) Care Proceedings; or 3) other permanency
arrangements.

A more structured and intensive approach to pre-proceedings should help families to be
clearer about the changes required of them, the support and interventions the local
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authority will provide in order to facilitate this change and the consequences if change does
not occur. A more structured approach should achieve greater consistency in the application
of thresholds for escalation and de-escalation in the pre-proceedings stage and an improved
capacity to triage cases towards or away from care proceedings. Over time the timescales
for the child’s journey should begin to reduce and begin to look a little more like the
timescales in figure 37.

Figure 37. Model of child journey timescales following structured and intensive preproceedings intervention
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There is some evidence that although parents are entitled to legal aid during the formal PLO
pre proceedings stage they may not receive the level of support from their lawyers that is
available during proceedings. This may well be related to the fact that the rates for pre
proceedings work are lower than for court work and limited in scope. A more structured
and intensive approach to pre proceedings activity may require more communication with
local solicitors about the Bi Borough approach and its aims.

In addition, if a structured pre proceedings phase is to be sustainable, there will need to be
investment in developing the capacity of children’s services to deliver more effective
interventions that facilitate change and in ensuring that social workers have enough time
and resources to increase the intensity of their intervention. This will involve greater
emphasis on direct work with families by social workers at this stage of the process.
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Camden and Islington are embarking on a transformation of their services to be able to
deliver more focused and intensive pre-proceedings work.

5. SUBSIDUARY OUTCOMES OF THE BI BOROUGH PROJECT

5.1 ENGAGEMENT OF STAKEHOLDERS

All stakeholders are clear about the purpose of the project; a system for ongoing
communication and review of cases is in place

5.1.1

Steering & Operations Group

During the first year of the project a Steering Group, with membership from the judiciary,
court service, CAFCASS, private practice solicitors, senior managers and local authority
lawyers met regularly. This group delegated oversight of the second year of the project to
the Operations Group which has met throughout the two years with representatives from
all of the above apart from the judiciary and private practice lawyers. Throughout the
project the case manager has provided quarterly reports on progress towards reducing
delay and has also raised practice issues for consideration. This forum was helpful for
resolving issues at a local and interagency level.

5.1.2

Family Justice Board – Performance Improvement Sub Group

The case manager has been the Bi Borough representative on the Family Justice Board
Performance Improvement Sub Group since this group was established. The sub group’s
role is to monitor performance in London in relation to the 26 week statutory timeframe;
identify areas of good practice that can be shared across the region; identify areas where
performance merits attention and/or improvement; and respond to any request for
information or action emanating from the London Family Justice Board.
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The FJB PISG is attended by HHJ Altman Designated Family Judge for London, members of
the Judiciary and Magistracy, senior CAFCASS representative, HMCTS representatives, and
case managers or legal representatives from each London Borough. This forum has been
very helpful in resolving practice and procedural issues that cause delay in care proceedings
and has been helpful in developing relationships and processes between agencies.

5.1.3

Team Meetings, Service Meetings, Conferences

The Case Manager has given presentations at team meetings and service meetings within
the two local authorities and has been in regular contact with managers and practitioners,
and with local authority lawyers about the project and about practice issues that have
arisen during it. The Case Manager has been invited to share the objectives and outcomes
of the project at external agencies such as the Anna Freud Centre and the London FGC
Consortium.

5.2 IMPROVING THE QUALITY OF EVIDENCE
Local authority submissions to court are clear and well evidenced and social workers are
confident about preparing and presenting cases

Summary of findings
Practice improved across teams and Boroughs as a result of clear expectations for
preparing a case for court that was set out in Best Practice Guidance and reinforced
during training sessions
Social workers benefited from 1:1 coaching and workshops around completing
evidence for court
Child in Need caseloads currently limit the style of work that is undertaken in the preproceedings stage
The National Social Work Evidence Template has been implemented successfully
following a trial period and training program. This template has facilitated a more
succinct and analytical style to producing evidence
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Improving the quality of the evidence presented by the local authority to court has led to a
range of activities during the two years of the project. It was recognised that improving the
quality of evidence meant also increasing the confidence of social workers and the quality of
assessments carried out by them. The emphasis on the social worker as an expert,
underpinning the revised PLO and the changes to the rules on the use of expert evidence in
care proceedings, has raised expectations for social work practice. As a result, activity
linked to this project has overlapped with other developments such as a move to a more
‘Munro’ style of practice where social workers focus more on direct work and holistic,
evidence based assessment.

5.2.1 Training, Coaching, and Best Practice Guidance
At the commencement of the project cases were assessed and prepared for care
proceedings to a varying standard before proceedings and it was rare for family and friends
assessment to be undertaken during the pre-proceedings stage. Practice varied as much
between teams and individuals as it did between Boroughs. There was a risk that with the
multiple changes planned these differences would grow. There was also a need for clear
communication around the systemic changes.

A joint Service Development Day was held in July 2013 to introduce social workers and line
managers to the key systemic changes, including the 26 week timescale, the role of the
social worker as the expert, the logistics of achieving a 26 week timescale, and a debate on
the use of experts in care proceedings.

In order to improve and develop common practice standards that aligned with sector
changes a series of Best Practice Guidance was developed. The guidance related to topics
such as the Public Law Outline, Family Group Conferences (FGC), Letters of Instruction,
Instructing Experts Multi-disciplinary and Parenting Assessments, the Case Management
Hearing Checklist and Submitting Evidence to Court.
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The principles of the guidance were reinforced through a series of workshops available for
social workers and their line managers that related to the Public Law Outline, Writing
Succinct & Analytical Statements, and Parallel Planning

5.2.2 Quality Assurance of Evidence
The aim of the quality assurance process was to improve the quality of evidence submitted
to court and to encourage the use of a more succinct and analytical style. Social workers
were encouraged to reduce the detail and to focus on the evidence establishing thresholds
and on analysis.

Throughout the project the case manager quality assured the initial social work statement
and provided support and guidance with preparing for care proceedings from the legal
planning meeting onwards. A significant improvement has been seen in the quality of social
work evidence submitted to court following the Best Practice Guidance and workshops
mentioned above, and the provision 1:1 support and coaching by the case manager.

Camden and Islington were early adopters of the CAFCASS/ADCS template for social work
evidence. The use of this template has encouraged a more analytical approach to
presenting social work evidence to court and has positively contributed to the improvement
of evidence and assessment. When the National Social Work Evidence Template was
released in July 2014 it was implemented with little disruption due to the similarity to the
template that had been in use since September 2013.

Camden and Islington have received positive feedback about the quality of evidence from a
senior member of the judiciary.

5.2.3 Implications of a focus on pre-proceedings activity for social work practice
Improving the quality of evidence presented to the court and increasing social work
confidence is closely linked with the quality of pre-proceedings work, as noted in the
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previous section. Current caseloads for CIN workers encourage a style of practice that often
reduces the social work role to one of monitoring and crisis management, where
intervention is outsourced to other agencies. It may be appropriate to outsource
intervention where specialism is required in mental health, substance misuse, domestic
violence, or learning difficulties, but this has had the effect of deskilling many social workers
and limiting their role to being that of a co-ordinator of services.

Social workers have responded with cautious optimism to the recognition of their role as
expert in the child’s life and recognise the raised expectations for their practice in the preproceedings stage.

5.2.4 Social work responses to survey
As part of the survey carried out for this evaluation social workers were asked to rate the
five most important factors in reducing delay in care proceedings. Their responses were:
2. Robust social work assessment in the pre-proceedings stage.
3. Early identification and assessment of family and friends.
4. Multi-disciplinary assessment and intervention in the pre-proceedings stage.
5. Support with preparing for care proceedings, including preparation of social work
evidence.
6. Social worker expertise and professional confidence.

It is notable that when social workers were asked to rate the priorities for future
development in reducing delay they located most of the responsibility with themselves,
providing the following rankings:
1. Robust social work assessment in the pre-proceedings stage.
2. Developing social worker expertise and professional confidence.
3. Early identification and assessment of family and friends.
4. Support with preparing for care proceedings, including preparation of social work
evidence.
5. Multi-disciplinary assessment and intervention in the pre-proceedings stage.
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These responses indicate that the key messages of the project and the Family Justice Review
have been heard and the social workers are enthusiastic about taking on the role of expert.
They have, however, identified that they need support and confidence to develop this role
further.

Social workers responses to other questions indicate they are feeling confident in their
understanding of current legislation and statutory guidance, as well as their own assessment
skills. The majority of social workers consider themselves experts in the child’s lives and are
confident in their knowledge of child development and attachment theory. The majority of
social workers report that the child is central to their assessment and decision making, that
they provide the court with succinct and analytical assessments and evidence, and that the
court relies on their assessments during care proceedings. Further comments are made in
section 5.5.1.

However social workers also noted that the judiciary and magistracy continue to direct
further assessments, and that these often replicate the social work assessments. Social
workers thought that solicitors preferred to resolve issues outside of the courtroom rather
than making submissions to judges or magistrates or calling evidence. There is some
indication that these factors are intrinsically linked and that more robust scrutiny of the
evidence at CMH and IRH to determine if further assessment is necessary to resolve
proceedings justly might avoid replicated assessments.

5.3 EXPERT ASSESSMENTS
There will be no delays in the appointment of experts and a reduction in the use of expert
assessments

Summary of findings
There continues to be a high number of expert assessment directed during care
proceedings
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Experts, if involved, are appointed more quickly
There could be greater use of multi-disciplinary assessments in the pre-proceedings
phase
There has been a reduction in the use of mother and baby residential placements

The hope was that over the course of the Bi Borough project, and as a result of legislative
changes, there would be a reduction in the use of expert evidence in care proceedings and a
reduction in delays in assessments and submission of expert reports. Tracking of cases
indicates that there is still an average of 1.7 expert assessments directed per case. This
figure excludes paediatric and other medical reports where NAI is suspected, DNA paternity
tests, alcohol and substance screening, and addendums or further questions to multidisciplinary assessments or other experts. It includes assessments by MALT, FAS and FDAC
the multi-disciplinary teams commissioned by Camden and Islington.

Figure 38 shows a summary of the types of assessments used during care proceedings for
the Bi-Borough cohort. There has been an increased use of the commissioned multidisciplinary teams (MALT/FAS/FDAC) at the pre-proceedings stage. There has also been a
significant improvement in the quality of social work assessment during the pre-proceedings
stage. However there are also psychiatric and psychological assessments, independent
social work assessments, and parenting capacity assessments or domestic violence risk
assessments which are undertaken by other external agencies/experts. This raises the
question about whether these could or should more frequently be undertaken by social
workers and/or the commissioned multi-disciplinary teams.

Social worker responses reflected a lack of confidence in the judiciary’s scrutiny of
applications for further assessment, indicating that assessments are granted even where
there are no gaps in evidence. There continues to be some reliance by the court on
independent social workers, however, this tends to be directed against the local authority
rather than be a part of the assessment plan. There are strong indications from the judiciary
that there will continue to be further assessment from an independent psychiatrist or
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psychologist rather than a treating practitioner to ensure that the therapeutic relationship
can be maintained.

Figure 38. Expert assessments directed in care proceedings for Bi-Borough cohort
(other than social work assessments)
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Over the course of the project there has been a dramatic shift in the timeliness of
instructing experts. The significant majority of experts are instructed at Case Management
Hearing (CMH). Where there are exceptions, this usually relates to a change in
circumstances within the family, later identification of fathers and/or family and friends, or
as an outcome of an earlier expert assessment. There does however continue to be an issue
with the timeliness of expert reports. Fewer reports are submitted late and delays are of
shorter duration, but the tight court timescales mean that any minor delay has an impact.

There has been a significant drop in the number of placements in mother and baby
residential units commissioned (figure 39). This shift was precipitated by an examination of
outcomes of assessments in Camden and Islington between 2009-2014 which showed that
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57% of children placed in a residential unit remained in their parents care at the completion
of care proceedings (figure 40), which was comparable to the outcomes for children (56%
remained with parents) from the Bi-Borough cohort that were placed in mother-baby
residential units (figure 41).

Number of placements used

Figure 39. Number of mother-baby residential placements used in Camden and
Islington between 2009 - 2014
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Figure 40. Outcome of mother-baby
residential unit Camden and Islington
2009-2014
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Figure 41 . Outcomes of mother-baby
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This finding prompted a change in care planning in favour of community based assessment
in the home or supported accommodation pre-proceedings. As key messages around the
importance of undertaking a robust pre-proceeding social work assessment took effect,
social workers became less anxious and more robust in their community based assessment.
While it is difficult to capture statistics on the number of cases being diverted from care
proceedings at this early stage, the decline in cases being issued into care proceedings
provides some indication that some cases are being diverted from proceedings and with
more enhanced intervention there is scope for this to grow.

5.4 ASSESSMENTS OF FAMILY AND FRIENDS
Family and friends identified earlier; assessments are timely; there is greater preparation
and support for special guardians

Summary of findings
There has been an increased use of family group conferences
There has been an increase in SGO placements, which have proved to be stable
placements overall
Social workers are far more aware of the need for early FGCs and Family & Friend
assessment, however, the greater proportion of family and friend assessment occurs
after care proceedings have been issued
Family and friend assessment teams have struggled to keep up with the increase in
demand and short court directed assessment timescales

The identification and assessment of family members as alternative cares is highlighted as a
key area of unnecessary delay in care proceedings. The 26 week timescale necessitated a
rethink on the timing of parallel planning and a refocusing on activity in the pre-proceedings
stage. Over the course of the project a significant amount of work has gone into
encouraging earlier identification of family members and earlier use of FGCs. Social workers
were offered workshops on parallel planning to consider the role of family and friends in
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mitigating risk, the need to consider a suitable alternative for children on the edge of care,
and the timing of any assessments. Social workers were encourage to be mindful of the
child’s right to be placed with family if they could not remain with parents and to take the
necessary steps to progress assessments at an early stage to minimise disruption. A more
flexible approach to providing FGCs on an urgent basis at the beginning of care proceedings
was also advocated due to the time sensitivity of the court timetable once proceedings
commence.

Both Camden and Islington have Family Group Conference services with an in-house
manager for the independent FGC co-ordinators. There has been continued high demand
for FGCs in both Camden and Islington. Where the statistics have been collected they show
an increase in the number of FGCs taking place before care proceedings but there is still
room for improvement. Social workers continue to report that parents do not always
provide consent for FGCs or family and friend assessment until they are past the court door.
This indicates a role for the Child Protection Chairs in ensuring that FGCs and family and
friend assessment are part of the plan where children are at significant risk and on the edge
of care.

Camden and Islington both have dedicated family and friend assessment teams. Camden’s
team focuses on kinship and SGO assessment while the Islington team also undertakes the
viability assessments. Camden has completed 30 SGO assessments, while Islington has
completed 184 viability assessments and 105 SGO assessments. Islington has drawn on the
fostering and adoption team to ensure that they are able to keep up with the demand and
adhere to timescales. Both teams have reported significant difficulties in adhering to court
directed timescales. Completing family and friend assessments during the pre-proceedings
stage enables more flexible timescales. The increase in demand has resulted from the
greater awareness of social workers of the need to engage the wider family and friend
network early, as well as from the influence of Re: BS.
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The report of the first evaluation noted that the tight timescales in care proceedings and the
renewed emphasis on looking within the family for placements for children arising from re
BS, was placing staff responsible for assessing relatives under pressure, and potentially was
failing to give families sufficient time to decide whether they were really able to offer to
look after their young relatives. 13These issues have continued to be a concern to the family
and friends teams. The Case Manager facilitated a joint workshop with the Camden and
Islington Family & Friends teams to consider timescales for family and friend assessments,
increased demand on their service, the implications of the 26 week timescale and case
decisions such as Re: BS.

As discussed in section 3.5, there has been a rise in the number of placements with family
and friends following the Re BS decision. Placements with family and friends are often the
most complex of all placements due to the pre-existing relationships, dynamics, loyalties,
and roles within the extended family that will inevitably be challenged by the new
arrangement, even in the most amicable of circumstances. In the case of SGOs or residence
orders the role of the relative changes the instant the order giving them parental
responsibility is made. In all situations the carer will need to manage the competing
demands and expectations of the parent and child. Where there are issues of
intergenerational harm or dysfunction, guilt and shame may play a role as well. As a result
of these complexities there has been anxiety about the stability of SGO placements
particularly where a supervision order was granted or where the order was made against
the recommendation of the local authority.
While the placements can be challenging and complex, anecdotal evidence of SGO
placement instability has been challenged by recent research which suggests that even in
the face of adversity, SGO carers tend to ‘get on with it’ and a relatively small proportion

13

Rothera R and Ryan M (2014) Placements with relatives and friends: what are the implications of the 26
week timescale in care proceedings? Volume 44 Family Law pp 1011-1016
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break down. 14 This research also assists with identifying the predictive factors for disruption
and stability of SGO and residence order (RO) placements. A subsequent study focused
exclusively on SGOs, also found that the risk of an SGO disrupting was low and that
outcomes for children were positive. The study confirms the anxiety felt by professionals
about inadequate timescales for assessments and gives helpful pointers as to the types of
support needed.15

The special guardians highlighted that they did not feel they had been adequately prepared
for their role and that the child’s move to placement coincided with obtaining the order
rather than a planned and prepared move, and a presumption that the child would settle.
The report highlights several good practice points when assessing a suitable special
guardian, that relate not only to safeguarding issues, but also the quality of the relationship,
and the views of other parties. Where a child has not lived with the proposed carer, it is
advocated that there be time to monitor and test the relationship beforehand. While
unsurprising, these findings emphasise the need for family and friends to be involved from a
very early stage to determine if they play a role in mitigating the risk to the child, to enable
adequate time for preparation, and to fully assess and monitor the proposed placement.

A review of the stability of SGO placements made for the Bi-Borough reflects that the
significant majority of SGO placements are stable with only a few exceptions. There have
been two placement breakdowns and four more are considered to be unstable due to a
mismatch in the carers capacity and the child’s needs, however the remaining cases are
considered stable. The level of support required by these placements vary from no support,
or weekly, fortnightly, or sporadic support around a range of issues, including the child’s
needs, overcrowding, or contact.

14

J Selwyn et al (2014) Beyond the Adoption Order: Challenges, interventions and adoption disruption.
University of Bristol.
15

Wade J et al (2014) Investigating Special Guardianship: Experiences, Challenges and Outcomes. University of
York
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In their response to the survey carried out for this report social workers rated early FGCs
and family and friend assessment as the third most important factor in reducing
unnecessary delay in care proceedings and the third most important area for future
development.

5.5 INCREASED CONTINUITY

5.5.1

Judicial continuity

The new gatekeeping and allocation system has improved judicial continuity. There has
been positive feedback from social workers where cases have been allocated to a judge.
Continuity with magistrates is more difficult to achieve and the aim is for one of the three
magistrates to provide continuity, however this is not always achievable. It is evident that
allocation to a judge ensures a coherent timetable and oversight, however, the downside of
continuity arises from the difficulty in coordinating the busy schedules of the judge and
other parties with courtroom availability. Social workers responses to the survey in relation
to the judiciary reflect that there is greater judicial continuity and rigorous case
management principles applied to avoid delay, however, this is not always the experience
and there is room for improvement.

While social workers are confident of the judges understanding of the key issues and the
child’s needs are paramount, they do not feel very confident that judges value the
contribution of each party equally or that they are viewed as experts in the child’s lives,
where the majority of social workers only somewhat agreed with these comments at best.
There appears to be some room for improvement in the relationships with social workers
and the judiciary with nearly half of social workers responding that they only somewhat
agree, somewhat disagree, or strongly disagree with that they are treated respectfully.
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5.5.2

Social work continuity

Internal processes have been highlighted as a barrier to case progression and continuity.
The internal structure of local authorities – where cases transfer between teams throughout
the child’s journey – encourages a fragmented approach to assessment. This fragmented
approach is often compounded by the use of multiple documents with different titles to
record local authority activity, for example a ‘single assessment’. The pre-proceedings
policies developed as part of this project promote a more streamlined approach that
recognises that the child and family assessment, or single assessment, is also a parenting
capacity assessment; that it begins the day the child becomes known to the local authority;
that it is a dynamic process that continues for the duration of the intervention and is
updated at key points; and as a result is the core document that travels with the child
throughout the intervention.

The child and family assessment format is being redeveloped to align with the National
Social Work Evidence Template to promote continuity between stages of intervention.
Further development of internal systems needs to occur to embed these principles into
practice.

5.5.3

Improved communication between IROs and Children’s Guardians

The Children’s Guardian and IRO protocol was implemented in 2014 in an effort to improve
communication between children’s guardians and independent review officers. There is an
expectation that CG’s and IROs communicate about the child’s care plan at the beginning
middle and end of care proceedings as a minimum standard. It is reported that there has
been some improvement, particularly following implementation, however, there is room for
improvement and there is variability of consistency. IROs report that cases are progressing
more quickly and issues of unnecessary delay are being averted, however, some IROs are
mindful of not rushing decisions and ensuring that the permanency decision is ‘right’ for the
child.
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The Case Manager co-facilitated a joint Camden & Islington workshop for Independent
Review Officers (IROs) and Children’s Guardian’s (CG) in relation to the systemic changes,
activity of the Bi-Borough project and communication between the IRO and CG. This
workshop could be repeated to consolidate the progress already made under the protocol.

6. COSTS

Establishing whether or not there have been costs savings is complex and, to a certain
extent, depends on whether the focus is on the costs of legal representation and
assessments in care proceedings, or more broadly on the costs of working with particular
children and families over the period of their contact with the local authority. It is further
complicated by a lack of baseline data against which to measure progress.

If the focus is on the costs of care proceedings specifically, the reduction in the average
duration of cases is likely to have reduced spending on legal representation and the costs of
social workers attending court. Camden has significantly reduced the number of cases
entering care proceedings, which has saved on application and court fees, as well as legal
costs. Camden typically uses social workers and MALT (in-house) to assess and intervene in
these cases, which constitutes a saving. There is evidence of a reduction in the use of
expert assessments since before the project started, particularly where residential
assessment is concerned. While there continues to be an average of 1.7 assessments per
case, there is anecdotal evidence that this represents a reduction from pre-project rates.
The spending by each Borough on the three main multi-disciplinary providers of
assessments has not reduced in this financial year.

Costs savings arising from shorter duration of proceedings needs to be set against the
overall rise in the number of care proceedings brought by both local authorities during the
first year of the project, although the second year has seen a noticeable reduction in the
number of new applications. If the downward trend is due to greater attempts to divert
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cases from proceedings during the pre-proceedings stage then this reduction in numbers of
proceedings should continue, which would help to contribute to costs savings.

Shorter duration of proceedings which culminate in children being quickly placed back
home, with relatives or in adoptive placements should reduce the costs of placements for
children, although account also needs to be taken of the costs of activity under supervision
orders or adoption support and the costs of SGO or adoption allowances.

7. CONCLUSIONS

The Bi Borough project has helped achieve a reduction in unnecessary delay in care
proceedings but has had a far wider impact as well.

Shared Responsibility for Reducing Delay
The project has encouraged and enabled constructive dialogue and discussion with all key
stakeholders – judges, court staff, CAFCASS, IROs, lawyers and providers of assessments. In
addition the case manager has been able to have regular discussions with case managers of
other similar projects across London, and through membership of the London Family Justice
Board performance improvement sub-group is able to bring the Bi Borough perspective into
London wide discussions and to ensure the Bi Borough benefits from learning and
experience in other areas. This forum has supported improved relationships and processes
between agencies resulting in a reduction in unnecessary delay. The case manager will be
replaced by a representative from each borough for future meetings.

There is scope for further work to be undertaken with partner agencies at a local level to
improve their confidence in writing submissions for court. The Best Practice Guidance –
Submitting Evidence to Court for Social Workers and Partner Agencies, has been widely
circulated but there is a need for training to occur to fully support partner agencies in their
roles. There is scope to develop this guidance further with the learning from the
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transformation projects to incorporate guidance on effective assessment and intervention
during the pre-proceedings stage.

Reflection on Practice and Process
There has been a healthy degree of reflection on values, practice, and process which has led
to creative ideas about changes to practice both pre-proceedings and during proceedings
that could lead to improved outcomes for children. Tracking data has provided a baseline to
understand the reasons for delay and an opportunity to reflect on examples of good
practice and areas for improvement. The Operations and Steering Groups, and Family
Justice Board Performance Sub Group have encouraged the reflective process to be
transparent and coordinated between agencies.

Role of the case manager
The role of the case manager has been crucial in developing and maintaining the tracking
system; in developing and sustaining links and communication with CAFCASS, the courts and
other London local authorities; and in supporting the cultural shifts in social work practice
needed. The case manager has provided continuity across boroughs and teams to ensure
that common goals were achieved within the project timescales. The case manager played
an integral role in the Family Justice Board performance improvement sub group and
contributed to the development and trial of the National Social Work Evidence template.
The case manager provided training and developed best practice guidance to develop the
quality of evidence submitted to court, including authoring the guidance Submitting
Evidence to Court for Social Workers and Partner Agencies16. While the role of tracking and
quality assurance has been handover to Team Managers it will be important not to lose
momentum or focus on the issues identified within this report. The case manager will be
managing Islington’s transformation project which will focus on developing a model of

16

Available on the Islington Safeguarding Children’s Board Website.
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practice and enhancing intervention during the pre-proceedings stage, which will follow on
from the recommendations of this project.

Tracking
Developing a data tracking system for care proceedings was crucial to identifying and
eliminating reasons for unnecessary delay in care proceedings. The tracking mechanisms
have now been built into the information systems and overall responsibility for tracking the
child’s journey has been passed to team managers as the final step in embedding the
changes into practice. The key measures identified in this report, including the child’s
journey, will continue to be collated and reported to identify where there are systemic
issues of delay. Cases subject to pre-proceedings and care proceedings will be tracked by
Team Managers and reviewed in 4-6 weekly tracking meetings by Operations/Service
Managers.

Attention to Pre-Proceedings Activity
Achieving sustainable reduction in the timescales for care proceedings is dependent on
continuing on with the attention to pre-proceedings activity. Significant changes have
already been achieved, such as a focus on the early identification and assessment of family
and friends, improve assessment and intervention during the pre-proceedings stage,
improved preparation for care proceedings, and improved quality of evidence submitted to
court. These factors have enabled the local authority to arrive at court more prepared and
with a clear and specific plan for the proceedings. Often the child’s permanency options are
clear, which enables a swift resolution and a clear focus. The attention to pre-proceedings
activity has also facilitated a cultural change that has challenged the use of care proceedings
as an assessment process and encouraged a focus on final decision making. Both Camden
and Islington are embarking on a transformation process that will continue to focus on preproceedings activity and develop models of practice that offer more intensive and time
limited interventions with improved access to multi-disciplinary practitioners. The projects
aim to support and train workers to become more effective in helping families and
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protecting children using models of practice that create meaningful and sustainable change
with a view to diverting families away from care proceedings and children away from care.

It is imperative that these models also focus on the early identification and assessment of
family members, as well as to ensure that a full and thorough assessment of the child’s
relationship is available to the court and the proposed carer receives appropriate
preparation and support. While Camden’s model is still in the development stage Islington
is progressing with the Doing What Counts and Measuring What Matters project, which will
be undertaken in partnership with the University of Bedfordshire and funded by the
Department of Education Innovations Fund.

Longer term monitoring of outcomes
While significant progress has been made since the Family Justice Review in 2012, there is
still a good deal of work to be undertaken to build on the successes of the Bi-Borough and
other similar projects to create sustainable change and reinforcing the share responsibility
for safeguarding children. The numerous systemic changes have resulted in fluctuations on
the numbers of children being placed with Special Guardians and adopters. It is anticipated
that these numbers will stabilise over time and it would be beneficial to continue to monitor
the statistical data presented in this report as well as the outcomes of children placed
outside of their parents care.
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APPENDICES

APPENDIX A – SUMMARY OF SOCIAL WORK SURVEY

Social workers were asked to consider a range (15) of comments and rank the five most
important/effective factors that have contributed to reducing timescales and improving
decision making during care proceedings. The five most important/effective factors were:
1. Robust social work assessment in the pre-proceedings stage.
2. Early identification and assessment of family and friends.
3. Multi-disciplinary assessment and intervention in the pre-proceedings stage.
4. Support with preparing for care proceedings, including preparation of social work
evidence.
5. Social worker expertise and professional confidence.

According to social workers, the five most important factors for future development are:
1. Robust social work assessment in the pre-proceedings stage.
2. Developing social worker expertise and professional confidence.
3. Early identification and assessment of family and friends.
4. Support with preparing for care proceedings, including preparation of social work
evidence.
5. Multi-disciplinary assessment and intervention in the pre-proceedings stage.

Q1 There have been multiple systemic changes relating to social work and family justice reform over the past 1224 months. Evaluate the following statements relating to your own practice and experiences over the past 2
years. Supervisors should consider these statements based on feedback from their social work staff.
Answer Options

Strongly

Agree

Agree

I am confident in my

14

40

Somewha

Somewha

t Agree

t Disagree

11

1

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

0

0
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understanding of the Public Law
Outline 2014.
I am confident in my

23

37

5

1

0

0

16

28

16

4

1

1

15

26

20

4

1

0

16

39

9

2

0

0

40

23

3

0

0

0

23

36

6

1

0

0

16

35

15

0

0

0

21

39

6

0

0

0

understanding of the Children
Act 1989 and Children and
Families Act 2014.
The court has relied on my
assessment during care
proceedings.
I am confident in giving oral
evidence during care
proceedings.
My Child & Family Assessments
and Social Work Evidence are
succinct, analytical, and
evidence based.
I have confidence that the child's
interests are central to my
assessment and decision
making.
I consider myself an expert in
the child's life.
I am confident in identifying
where there might be
attachment issues.
I am confident in my
understanding of child
development theory and
important milestones.

Social workers responses in relation to the judiciary reflect that there is greater judicial continuity and rigorous
case management principles applied to avoid delay, however, this is not always the experience and there is room
for improvement. Social worker reflected a lack of confidence in the judiciary’s scrutiny of applications for further
assessment, indicating that assessments are granted even where there are no gaps in evidence. While social
workers are confident of the judges understanding of the key issues and the child’s needs are paramount, they do
not feel very confident that judges value the contribution of each party equally or that they are viewed as experts
in the child’s lives, where the majority of social workers only somewhat agreed with these comments at best.
While most social workers report they have been treated respectfully by the judiciary around half of the
respondent only somewhat agree, somewhat disagree, or strongly disagree with this comment, suggesting there
is room for improvement.

77

Bi-Borough Evaluation 2015

Q2 Evaluate the following statements relating to the judiciary.
Answer Options

Strongly

Agree

Agree

I have experienced Judicial

Somewha

Somewha

Disagree

Strongly

t Agree

t Disagree

7

20

22

6

4

Disagree

0

2

28

25

6

0

0

6

16

17

15

6

1

6

30

22

3

0

0

3

24

26

5

2

1

2

15

23

17

4

1

17

22

16

6

1

0

2

14

31

11

0

3

3

29

20

5

0

3

continuity in my cases.
The judges have applied
rigorous case management
principles to avoid delay.
Applications for further
assessment have been
scrutinised and granted only
when there is a gap in evidence.
In my experience the Judges
have grasped the key issues in
the case quickly.
In my experience the Judges
have ensured that cases
progress without any
unnecessary delay for the child.
In my experience Judges value
the contribution of each party
equally.
I have confidence that the
children's interests are
paramount.
I feel valued as an expert in the
child's life by the Judges.
I have been treated respectfully
by the judiciary.

Social workers are not experiencing as much continuity as they would like to, or on comparison with the judiciary.
The majority of social workers somewhat agreed with the statements relating to magistrates, however, the
remaining respondents varied across the spectrum, indicating that the experience of magistrates is variable. The
social workers felt reasonably confident that Magistrates had applied rigorous case management principles to
avoid delay but the majority thought that there should be more scrutiny of application for further assessment.
When considering the role of social workers as experts and the value of the contribution of each party, social
workers perceived little difference between the judiciary and magistrates. The majority of social workers thought
that magistrates grasped the key issues in the case quickly and felt confident the child’s interests were
paramount.
Q3 Evaluate the following statements relating to Magistrates.

78

Bi-Borough Evaluation 2015

Answer Options

Strongly

Agree

Agree

I have experienced continuity of

Somewha

Somewha

Disagree

Strongly

t Agree

t Disagree

3

7

21

15

10

Disagree

1

3

15

24

11

3

0

5

12

19

13

5

2

4

11

23

14

3

2

10

18

22

4

2

0

5

10

25

10

6

1

5

14

23

11

5

0

5

23

24

4

1

0

Magistrates in my cases.
The Magistrates have applied
rigorous case management
principles to avoid delay.
Applications for further
assessment have been
scrutinised and granted only
when there is a gap in evidence.
In my experience the
Magistrates have grasped the
key issues in the case quickly.
I have confidence that the
children's interests are
paramount.
In my experience the
contribution of each party is
equally valued.
In my experience social workers
are valued as experts in the
child's life by magistrates.
I have been treated respectfully
by the Magistrates.

Social workers are confident that the legal teams progress case without unnecessary delay, that the children’s
interest are paramount, that they feel valued as an expert in the child’s life by the solicitors, and are treated
respectfully. While social workers feel confident in the legal advice and constructive feedback they receive about
their evidence and attendance at court there is a sense that solicitor prefer to resolve cases via negotiation rather
than by submissions or contest. Qualitative data reflects that social workers would prefer more robust advocacy
in the court room rather than resolution via negotiation.
Q4 Evaluate the following questions relating to Local Authority Legal Services.
Answer Options

Strongly

Agree

Agree

I have confidence in the legal

Somewha

Somewha

t Agree

t Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

9

33

10

4

2

0

9

19

13

7

7

2

19

25

10

3

0

0

advice I receive.
I receive constructive feedback
on my evidence and attendance
at court.
In my experience the lawyers
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prefer to resolve via negotiation
rather than by submissions or
contest.
Cases have been progressed

5

21

21

9

1

1

16

28

10

3

1

0

10

30

9

5

2

0

15

33

7

2

0

1

without unnecessary delay.
I have confidence that the child's
interests are paramount.
I feel valued as an expert in the
child's life by our solicitors.
I have been treated respectfully
by the solicitors.

While the majority of social workers reflected a positive experience of children’s guardian contribution to cases,
the responses indicate that there is variable experience, particularly where the value of each party’s contribution
and recommendations for further assessment is considered. In a thriving system it would be expected that the
majority of respondents would agree or strongly agree with the comments. The proportion of respondents that
somewhat agreed or moved into the negative side of the spectrum indicates that there is room for improvement in
either children’s guardians practice or social workers perception of their practice.
Q5 Evaluate the following statements relating to Children's Guardians.
Answer Options

Strongly

Agree

Agree

In my experience social workers

Somewha

Somewha

t Agree

t Disagree

Disagree

Strongly
Disagree

7

18

19

9

3

1

1

24

22

6

3

0

2

21

18

10

3

2

9

24

18

4

1

0

8

25

12

8

3

0

13

27

14

1

1

0

are valued as an expert in the
child's life by the children's
guardians.
The guardians have offered
helpful analysis and scrutiny to
case management.
Applications for further
assessment have been
recommended only when there
is a gap in evidence.
In my experience the guardians
have grasped the key issues in
the case quickly.
In my experience the guardians
have endeavoured to progress
cases without any unnecessary
delay for the child.
I have confidence that the
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children's interests are
paramount.
I have been treated respectfully

10

24

19

2

0

1

by the Children's Guardians.
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APPENDIX B – FINAL OUTCOMES BY BOROUGH

Where the final outcomes between Camden and Islington are compared local differences
emerge.

At the completion of care proceedings 62%

Figure 31. Outcome of care proceedings
for Camden children in the Bi-Borough
cohort
Withdrawn
Placement
+ Care
Order
5%

Care Order
Only
15%

reunified with their parent(s) following care
RO/CAO
1%

No Order
11%

proceedings, 18% were permanently placed
with a connected person, while 20% were

RO/CAO+S
O
14%

SGO + SO
9%
Special
Guardiansh
ip Order
9%

of Camden children remained or were

1%

placed permanently outside the family and
friend network in long term foster care
(subject to a Care Order – 15%) or adoption
placements (where a Placement + Care order

Supervision
Order
35%

At the completion of care proceedings 36%

was made – 5%).

Figure 32. Outcome of care proceedings for
Islington children in the Bi-Borough cohort
Withdrawn
2%

of Islington children remained or were
reunified with their parent(s) following

No Order RO/CAO
4%
3%

Placement +
Care Order
11%

care proceedings, 34% were permanently

RO/CAO+SO
6%

placed with a connected person, while 30%
were placed permanently outside the
family and friend network in long term

Care Order
Only
19%

Supervision
Order
21%

foster care (subject to a Care Order – 19%)
or adoption placements (where a
Placement + Care Order was made – 11%).

SGO + SO
6%
Special
Guardianshi
p Order
28%
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