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Chief Inspector’s Foreword

Our inspection of the Yorkshire and Humberside Region of CAFCASS focused on five topics:

B Welfare of Children (how well CAFCASS safeguards and promotes the welfare of
children who may be the subject of family proceedings or who are in receipt of
other CAFCASS services)

B Care of Service Users (the quality of services offered to people who use
CAFCASS — including the way people are treated, the handling of complaints, the
information given to them and what is provided for them at CAFCASS premises)

B Strategic Management (how well CAFCASS plans its services for the future and
leads the Region)

B Management of Human Resources (how well CAFCASS, as an employer,
carries out its duties and obligations to ensure that the provision and deployment
of staff meet the needs of the service)

B Management of Physical Resources (how well CAFCASS manages the
deployment of its buildings, including Health & Safety and Information
Technology).

The inspection took place just as the Region was about to embark on further organisational
developments under new senior management. I view this as a positive opportunity which,
hopefully, will help everyone refocus on priorities around service delivery and assist the Region
to move forward. It is vital that issues of low morale are also addressed. We make five main
recommendations that we believe will support this work over the next year or so.

Staff throughout the Yorkshire and Humberside Region co-operated fully with the inspection
even though there were many other competing pressures. I am grateful to them all and to the
local authority staff and members of the judiciary who met with Inspectors and shared their
views about the importance of CAFCASS and the needs of children and parents involved in
the court process. I would also like to thank Marie Gray and Mark Magness at the CAFCASS
Yorkshire and Humberside regional office who acted as the liaison officers, organising with
great efficiency the details of the on-site inspection timetable and the supply of a wide range
of documents to the Inspectorate.

Dr Stella Dixon

HM Chief Inspector

MCSI Inspection of Court Services
January 2004



Figure 1: CAFCASS Regions across England and Wales
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Figure 2: Local authorities making up CAFCASS Yorkshire and
Humberside Region
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Wider context

Delivering the service

Standards of practice

Executive Summary

MCSTI’s Inspection of CAFCASS Yorkshire and Humberside
Region took place in September 2003 and was the eleventh of
the current series of baseline inspections. Four former family
court welfare services and five former panels of guardians ad
litem and reporting officers had combined in April 2001 to make
up the Region.

The Committee on the Lord Chancellor’s Department inquiry
into the work of CAFCASS published its report in July 2003.
The response by the Government and CAFCASS was published
in September.

Following the changes in June 2003, responsibility for
CAFCASS moved from the Lord Chancellor’s Department
(LCD) to the Department for Education and Skills (DfES). At
the same time, CAFCASS was also undergoing restructuring
to include grouping its nine Regions and Wales within three
Divisions by late 2003.

Preparation for implementation in November of the Protocol
for Judicial Case Management in Public Law Children Act
Cases was under way. The Government’s response to Lord
Laming’s report on Victoria Climbié and the Green Paper, Every
Child Matters had just been published in September.

Staff at all levels in the Region were working very hard and, at
times, under considerable pressure. Delays in allocation of new
public and private law referrals across the Region were seen
as significant and worrying. There was continuing lack of clarity
about how workload in the Region was counted and defined in
terms of public and private law activity.

There was a wide variety of practice, with some examples of
high quality professional standards. Whilst some practice
showed a commitment to child focused work, overall there was
no clear understanding about what this concept means. Staff
were not consistently aware of policies and practice around
risk assessment.

Children and Family Court Advisory and Support Service - Yorkshire and Humberside Region




Organisation and Considerable efforts had been made by the Region and
management Headquarters to re-plan the regional structure and increase
staffing. There was need for clarification about many aspects
of the reorganisation and the functions of new posts. There
were significant issues of low morale at the regional
management and practitioner levels. There was poor leadership
of the Region and many Service Managers reported that
management by their immediate supervisor had bullying and
unsupportive characteristics. Standards of team management
also varied widely. The management of self-employed
contractors was shared across Service Managers. Nationally
agreed procedures regarding self-employment were viewed by
some managers as unnecessarily complicated and were not
routinely followed.

The intention to move the Region’s budget from historic
allocation of resources to a needs led and equitable distribution
was a vitally necessary development but the process was not
due for completion until 2004/05. The late planning cycle meant
that the 2003/04 Delivery Plan and Work programme was not
signed off until early September. There were no reliable systems
for monitoring standards of performance and management of
performance across the Region was generally weak.

The views of users Forty per cent of adult user replies to the MCSI questionnaire
and stakeholders made positive comments about CAFCASS but the rest were
negative. From a user perspective, there were matters of justice
and fair treatment that were not routinely being addressed.
Where complaints were raised, the pattern showed that they

were resolved or withdrawn, with none being upheld.

Courts generally found public law reports excellent but the
view of private law reports was more critical. Local authorities
considered that relationships with guardians had deteriorated
since the creation of CAFCASS and they also identified a
number of specific concerns about children’s guardians’
practice.

Diversity The multi-cultural aspects of the Region are well recognised
in the Region but the supporting structures on which to build
service development around diversity were not functioning well.
There was no overt commitment to recruit more staff from
ethnic minorities. No Diversity Group had been established in
the Region although there were individuals who actively
championed these themes.

Although the Region has large urban centres, it also has widely
dispersed rural communities that pose particular challenges
for service delivery.

Children and Family Court Advisory and Support Service - Yorkshire and Humberside Region




Recruitment and
training

Accommodation and
information
technology

Recommendations

Service Managers were critical of the training arrangements
to prepare them for their new roles of leading mixed teams of
practitioners. There was a regional training group but there
was uncertainty about funding and how national and regional
training were being developed. Within the Region, many
training needs had been identified and events organised.
Supervision and appraisal across the Region were inconsistent.

The Region had made significant progress in improving its
overall stock of office accommodation. Health & Safety issues
had appropriately taken on a higher profile. Although there
was evidence of some good IT skill levels, there were wide skill
variations. To contain costs, the number of computers across
the Region had been restricted but there were sufficient to meet
the needs of staff. Regional management recognised the lack
of an IT strategy covering all equipment deployment,
replacement and upgrading, as well as training and related
issues.

MCSI makes the following five recommendations, all of which
have been accepted by the CAFCASS Yorkshire and
Humberside Region, which has prepared an Action Plan to
assist with implementation.

That, in order to improve CAFCASS frontline practice,
the Region should:

> introduce updated arrangements, such as supervision and
appraisal, to ensure quality and consistency of frontline
practice

> use the opportunity of the new court report formats to
ensure that consistent quality assurance of reports is
undertaken

> reinforce best practice around risk assessment, including
safe working practices in offices and for home visiting

> establish, within agreed terms of reference, liaison
arrangements with local authorities to ensure mutual
learning and the development of consistent policy and
practice.

That, in order to improve CAFCASS services to users,
the Region should:

> in the light of the National Survey of User views, develop
a strategy for engaging with Users across the Region to
aid improved service delivery and frontline practice

> ensure that proposals for the handling of complaints
across the Region and Division include systematic
opportunities for identifying relevant issues that may
assist the Region improve its frontline practice

Children and Family Court Advisory and Support Service - Yorkshire and Humberside Region




> take further steps to ensure that children and families
consistently receive relevant CAFCASS leaflets, including
those in languages other than English, and that use of
the CAFCASS website as a source of information for
parents and children is actively promoted.

That, in order to improve strategic and performance
management, the Region should:

»  take full advantage of new management structures and
personnel to re-establish management morale and
effective regional leadership and develop performance
management

develop a comprehensive strategy to address diversity
issues, including establishing a Regional Diversity Group.

v

That, in order to improve training, the Region should:

> review and update arrangements for identifying and
organising staff training and development within the
Region, including funding and the terms of reference of,
and support for, any training group

v

take steps to clarify training responsibilities between the
Region and Headquarters

» ensure that the above information is routinely
communicated to all regional staff.

That, in order to improve accommodation and
information technology, the Region should:

> ensure that in addressing the full range of Health &
Safety related issues, including building fire certificates,
agreement is reached about any scope for local resolution
of issues at area level as an alternative to all matters
being referred to the regional Health & Safety Committee

> develop an IT strategy, also covering office equipment
and linked to training.

Children and Family Court Advisory and Support Service - Yorkshire and Humberside Region



Wider context

Baseline inspection Yorkshire and Humberside Region

The wider context of the baseline inspection of CAFCASS Yorkshire and Humberside Region
in September 2003 included many significant issues, including in the Region:

four former family court welfare services and five former panels of guardians ad litem
and reporting officers had combined in April 2001 to make up the Region

the main fieldwork took place within two years and five months of CAFCASS having
been established

the Region had made good progress in setting itself up and, as such, many aspects of the

general picture were similar to that reported by MCSI in its second report on CAFCASS
- ‘Setting a Course’ (March 2003)

and from a wider perspective:

CAFCASS had published its Corporate Plan 2003-06 in March 2003 and its second Annual
Report for the period 2002/03 in July

the Committee on the Lord Chancellor’s Department (LCD) inquiry into the work of
CAFCASS, having taken evidence in April and May, published its report in July; the
response by the Government and CAFCASS was published in September

in mid June 2003, following changes in the machinery of Government, responsibility for
CAFCASS moved from the LCD to the Department for Education and Skills (DfES). At
the same time, the Lord Chancellor’s Department was re-titled the Department for
Constitutional Affairs (DCA)

in June 2003, CAFCASS announced an organisational restructuring to include grouping
its nine Regions and Wales within three Divisions to take effect in late 2003

the Protocol for Judicial Case Management in Public Law Children Act Cases was
published in June 2003 for implementation in November

other major Government initiatives in response to Lord Laming’s report on Victoria
Climbié and the Green Paper Every Child Matters were published in September.

CAFCASS’s main functions

The principal functions of CAFCASS are set out at section 12 of the Criminal Justice and
Court Services Act 2000. These are, in respect of family proceedings in which the welfare of
children is or may be in question, to:

“(a) safeguard and promote the welfare of children,
(b) give advice to any court about any application made to it in such proceedings,
(c ) make provision for children to be represented in such proceedings,

(d) provide information, advice and other support for children and their families.”

Children and Family Court Advisory and Support Service - Yorkshire and Humberside Region




Key objectives for CAFCASS

Within the framework of the Criminal Justice and Court Services Act 2000 and the Public
Service Agreement, the Lord Chancellor approved the following six key objectives for CAFCASS:

to represent, safeguard and promote the welfare of children involved in Family Court
Proceedings

to improve the services offered to the Family Courts

to improve the efficiency and effectiveness of the services offered through increased
value for money (VFM)

to improve the services offered to families and other key stakeholders
to develop the skills of staff

to play a full role in delivering the wider Government agenda of improvements in service.

Where appropriate, the relevant key objective is set out in full at the beginning of the main
sections of the inspection report.

Children and Family Court Advisory and Support Service - Yorkshire and Humberside Region



Inspection Findings 1: Welfare of Children

This section assesses the degree to which CAFCASS Yorkshire and Humberside
Region ensures co-ordination of professional practice, policies and strategies and
demonstrates that these elements are all aimed at safeguarding and promoting the
welfare of children who may be the subject of family proceedings, or who are in
receipt of other CAFCASS services.

In order to fulfil this key function, MCSI expects a CAFCASS Region to:

m] demonstrate that it is a child focused organisation

O be proactive about preventing exclusion from services for whatever reason,
including gender, race, religion and disability

O have clear policies and procedures that safeguard and promote children’s
welfare

m| promote a culture within the organisation that ensures that children are
respected at all times and their welfare is promoted

m| ensure full compliance with the range of statutory powers and duties when its
officers are appointed in family proceedings

O ensure that systems are established to help achieve better outcomes for children
who are in receipt of its services

O have national standards, performance targets, data collections and monitoring
regimes that help ensure continuous improvement in the delivery of high
quality and consistent child focused services.

Public Service Agreement — key Objectives for CAFCASS are:

O to represent, safeguard and promote the welfare of children involved in family court
proceedings. It will aim to deliver demonstrable improvements in the outcome of the
child’s experience of the CAFCASS intervention and develop, in consultation with the
Department, effective measures to monitor and demonstrate these

O to improve services offered to the family courts. There should be demonstrable
improvements in the timeliness and quality of advice and support given to the courts.
CAFCASS should develop and agree with the Department ways for this to be monitored
and addressed, including a proxy of quality.

Children and Family Court Advisory and Support Service - Yorkshire and Humberside Region




Overall Findings

B Staff at all levels in the Region were working very hard and, at times, under
considerable pressure which was experienced as stressful.

B Delays in allocation of new public and private law referrals across the Region were
seen by managers as significant and worrying.

B Perceptions reflected a continuing lack of clarity about how team and individual
workloads in the Region were counted and defined in terms of the range of public
and private law activity.

B Interviews and report reading during the inspection showed a wide variety of practice
with some examples of high quality professional standards.

B Whilst some frontline and first-line practice shows a commitment to child focused
work, overall the Region appears not yet to have reached a clear understanding
about what this concept and approach mean.

B The multi-cultural aspects of the Region are well recognised in the Region’s Delivery
Plan. But, generally, the supporting structures on which to build service development
and practice around diversity were not functioning well.

B There was evidence of well-managed teams but also of teams that were perceived by
frontline staff as poorly managed; many practitioner comments reflected extremely
poor morale.

B A useful practice-based initiative to monitor contact with children had been
undertaken but not followed up.

B Staff were not consistently aware of policies and practice around risk assessment.

B Courts generally found public law reports excellent but the view of private law reports
was more critical.

B There was a general view from local authorities that relationships with guardians
had deteriorated since the creation of CAFCASS; local authorities identified a number

of specific concerns about children’s guardians’ practice.

B Although the Region has large urban centres, it also has widely dispersed rural
communities that posed particular challenges for service delivery and which some
managers considered were being neglected.

Children and Family Court Advisory and Support Service - Yorkshire and Humberside Region




Inspection sources

1.1

The primary sources of information about MCSI’s key function for the welfare of children
were:

B background documents provided by CAFCASS

interviews with CAFCASS staff

discussions with members of the judiciary and local authorities

public and private law court reports

responses to a pre-inspection questionnaire of CAFCASS practitioners.

Allocation and delay

1.2

1.3

1.4

1.5

1.6

Staff at all levels in the Region are working very hard and, at times, under considerable
pressure which is experienced as stressful. Delays in allocation of new public and private
law referrals across the Region were seen as significant and worrying. Service Managers
gave Inspectors numerous examples, although the overall picture showed quite wide
variations.

In one part of South Yorkshire, it was said that backlogs in the high 50s “would never
have been allowed to happen in court welfare days”. There was also concern that
“contingency arrangements do not exist.” The effect on managers was summarised as “I¢
has reached proportions which are horrendous and management and staff are spending
lots of time fielding calls about it”.

In another part of the Region, Service Managers reported that for private law “the team
is 15% down on staff and there is an 18% increase in referrals for September so far”. The
manager wrote to courts once a month setting out the general position as well as letters
on individual cases. In the same area, for public law, there were “huge variations month
by month but over the year the backlog had dropped”. The position in that area at the
time of the inspection was that six cases were unallocated; one from mid-August. The
team had a new member of staff, but one was on long-term sick leave.

CAFCASS practitioners were also concerned about delayed allocation of cases. There
were serious problems where, in public law, the children’s guardian only came into the
proceedings some weeks late. Other practitioners commented on the heavy caseload
being carried. As one practitioner put it, “people are under stress and away sick, backlogs
are building up. It’s hard to feel that you are doing a good job for children”. However,
other practitioners were much more upbeat — in private law, “we can give more time;
confidence has increased, and there is a good admin set-up”; and in public law “the job is
brilliant”.

Perceptions reflected a continuing lack of clarity about how team and individual
workloads in the Region were counted and defined in terms of the range of public and
private law activity. This included a key issue which pre-dated CAFCASS - whether
units of work should be measured as cases or the number of children. In MCSI’s view, it
is of vital importance that progress is made in reaching agreed defined units of work
and that these are accepted within the Region as an essential ingredient for the
implementation of convergence and workload management in general.

Children and Family Court Advisory and Support Service - Yorkshire and Humberside Region




1.7

1.8

Inspectors were advised that priorities around case allocation were determined by Service
Managers rather than against some regional template, suggesting that Guidelines issued
by Headquarters in January 2003 were of marginal relevance.

In MCST’s view, of all the issues facing the Region, the most important is ensuring that
an effective strategy is in place to deliver core services.

Child focus and improved service to children

1.9

1.10

Interviews and report reading during MCSI'’s inspection showed a wide variety of practice
with some examples of high quality professional standards. However, as elsewhere in
CAFCASS, Inspectors also noted wide variations in frontline practice and approaches
across the Yorkshire and Humberside Region and therefore little consistency, even
regarding core issues. Such variations, which were reflected in the court report reading,
also indicate that quality assurance mechanisms for court reports (sometimes known as
‘eate-keeping’) were not working effectively and there was little evidence of other quality
assurance processes routinely being applied.

Inspectors were pleased to hear of one local initiative where a working party had been
set up to look at how children were welcomed into the CAFCASS building. Suggestions
from this group might usefully be shared across the Region.

Report reading

1.11

1.12

In the course of this inspection, 120 completed reports were read by Inspectors, Service
Managers and practitioners. The public law reports were concerned with full care
applications (section 31)! and the private law reports dealt with disputed contact and
residence (section 8).2

At the end of a detailed analysis of the reports, readers were asked to comment further
and include examples of good or poor practice. About half of all reports attracted positive
comments; about the same proportion highlighted issues that were considered poor
practice. Comments are shown at Annex C. Some examples are set out below. If taken
at face value, the comments suggest that about a third of the reports had significant
professional shortcomings.

Comments suggesting good practice — section 31 proceedings

B Exceptional report clear and helpful for court, in the best interests of the children,
sensitive to family members.

B A clear, readable, understandable report.

B This report covers all the issues. It is succinct having regard to the long history of
concern that existed. Good lay-out, clear sections and headings.

! Under section 31 of the Children Act 1989, the court may make a care or supervision order providing the
threshold criteria (child is suffering significant harm) is satisfied. Care proceedings may be linked with an
application to free the child for adoption under the Adoption Act 1976 where there is no prospect of the child
being rehabilitated within the family and permanent placement via adoption is the preferred option.

2 Under section 8 of the Children Act 1989, the court may make orders dealing with contact, residence and
related issues concerning the child’s upbringing. Where issues are in dispute between the parties, the court
may, under section 7, request a welfare report from CAFCASS.

Children and Family Court Advisory and Support Service - Yorkshire and Humberside Region



B The report is useful and gives a picture of the child’s life. Guardian has obviously
spent time with the child and knows him and this shines through. Welfare checklist
is used as the format for the assessment.

M Report covers the ground without repeating evidence available from elsewhere but
obtained from guardian’s involvement and enquiries which is clear and helpful so
that recommendation flows from the report.

B Exceptionally good report. Clear and easy to follow how evidence helps the court to
reach a decision for full care orders and the placement of the children home with
mother. Report shows excellent working together of children’s guardian and local
authority social worker.

B Summarises and signposts detail in other reports by page /paragraph but does not
repeat it unnecessarily. Clear about status of information.

B Makes key issues clear at beginning of report, gives credit to local authority.

B  Shows a good understanding of cultural issues.

Comments suggesting poor practice or room for improvement — section 31
proceedings

B Overall, this is an exceptionally detailed report reflecting thorough work. I remain
unconvinced that it was necessary to draw so many other professional assessments
together (pages 13-31). It might be helpful to list when key people have been seen in
the period of the guardian’s appointment (September 2001) to final hearing (June
2002); an index page of report contents might also have assisted.

B Author does not actually state type of contact with child, mother, grandparents —
presumed all this happened but not actually stated.

B  There is no reference to the welfare checklist other than to acknowledge it is in a
document produced by the social worker. The father was not seen and reliance
placed on the social worker’s futile efforts in this regard.

B Author clearly has relevant skills and expertise — however, the evaluation of the
issues of risk might have been better identified. The structure of the welfare checklist
might have been a useful means of drawing information about the child into a
more understandable sequence.

B  This report does do the job but is extremely short compared with others and some
areas are not comprehensive. There is clearly a long previous history but no
description of this is provided. It is barely ‘stand-alone’ and refers to local authority
statements.

B  Although good in parts, this report addresses the welfare checklist only briefly in
less than one page and only because, it seems, the checklist in the social worker’s
statement ‘does not appear to have been updated’. The freeing for adoption
application gets very little attention — no mention of declaration. The prospective
parents have been visited and merit only three lines and no mention at the front of
the report.

B  Pages 8-16 are chronology — again, is this the children’s guardian’s job to produce?

B It is not the guardian’s job to produce the chronology — in this case it is 50% of the
report.

B Pages 6-14 is chronology, 14-17 are summaries of other professionals’ reports, so of
24 pages about 6 are accounts of the children’s guardian’s own involvement and
assessment using the welfare checklist — but why the need to put so much from that
which is or should be before the courts already?

Children and Family Court Advisory and Support Service - Yorkshire and Humberside Region




The applicant is not identified, there is no indication that the child was seen, there
is no independent assessment of the proposals for the child’s care.

Comments suggesting good practice — section 8 proceedings

Throughout the report, race, disability and diversity issues addressed well.

This is a well argued report handling sensitive information where a child may be
potentially at risk of abuse.

Report writer helped father to understand and accept his son’s wish not to have
contact with him.

Sensitive meetings with parents and child led to a sensible agreement.
A comprehensive, detailed report with good analysis.

Good clear report which I think will be helpful to the parents in moving the situation
forward.

Interviews and observations carried out with fairness and sensitivity.

A lengthy report with good evidence of lots of useful contact with other professionals
which was unusually detailed.

Good example of a very good report — balanced, detailed and very much child focused.

Comments suggesting poor practice or room for improvement — section 8 proceedings

The suggestion to re-establish contact gives no guidance as to how that might be
managed, the extent of such contact and whether further CAFCASS involvement is
required. It read like it finished with a good assessment but not a proper
recommendation.

The overall quality of the report would be improved with a full discussion of the
welfare checklist.

The report does not use headings and is quite difficult to follow in parts — it does
not give an analysis of the welfare checklist.

This is a long report (20 pages) mainly describing joint interviews (co-worked) with
the parents and with the children. The report is a sensitive description of past
events and everyone’s views but it falls down on assessment and does not really
come to any definite conclusion.

Inconsistencies between list of enquiries which then don’t appear in the report; if 1
was Dad, I would not feel fairly treated.

Specific value judgements jumped out of the descriptive part of the report.

I thought the report read well until the sections concerning the children; no
assessment at all of children’s needs; welfare checklist barely referred to; children’s
school not contacted; no suggestion of liaison with other agencies.

I think the child and mother are Hindu but this is only briefly mentioned; no
consideration of diversity issues at all; the report writer hasn’t commented at all on
the child’s wishes and feelings.

One of the points of dispute was length of time child should stay with father during
the holidays. The recommendation did not address this and did not explain why
not.

It took time to establish correct name of child due to typos — and father was called
Ms on front sheet.

Iam disturbed by the apparently superficial understanding of the addictive nature
of child sex offending and consequent failure to offer an appropriate assessment of
future risk by the report writer.

Children and Family Court Advisory and Support Service - Yorkshire and Humberside Region



1.13

1.14

B Idon’t think direct quotes of personal verbal abuse between parties is helpful.

Felt mother’s side given more weight (3 % pages) compared to father’s (1 %).
B  The report peters out — the final piece of work leading to a firm recommendation

has not been done — it is still left to the parents to sort out the staying and holiday
contact which was the reason for the application.

Given the growing difficulties about delay in allocating some public and private referrals
within the Region, there is a large challenge ahead. Services to children can be improved
if increasingly higher proportions of work are completed to the high standards that
some practitioners are evidently and commendably able to achieve. Similarly, whilst
some frontline and first-line practice shows a commitment to child focused work, overall
the Region appears not yet to have reached a clear understanding about what this concept
and approach mean and its central role in supporting CAFCASS’s statutory aims of
safeguarding and promoting the welfare of children.

The Region needs to get to grips with its report writing quality assurance mechanisms
and spell out other steps being taken to raise practice standards. The introduction by
CAFCASS of court report formats later in the year should assist, although Inspectors
heard criticism about the way consultation had been handled and the resultant confusion.
These issues are addressed in MCSI’s recommendation at the end of this section.

Reports in private law — rule 9.5

1.15

1.16

Under the Court Rules,? children may be made parties in private law proceedings and a
guardian ad litem*, usually from CAFCASS, is appointed. CAFCASS and the Leeds
Courts undertook a survey of the use of this rule.? MCSI understands that wider issues
are being taken forward by CAFCASS and the Senior Family judiciary with a view to
updating relevant guidance. Provisions concerning making children parties in private
law are included at section 122 of the Adoption and Children Act 2002, which has not
yet been implemented.

It is important that CAFCASS and the courts continue to monitor and evaluate the use
of this provision which have particular resourcing issues for the Region and its priorities
around the allocation of referrals. It may also be relevant to note one comment in an
article in Family Law which stated: “It is not possible for us to judge whether the
appointment of a r 9.5 guardian in each of these 26 cases has led (or is likely to lead) to
a better outcome for the children concerned than might otherwise have been the case.” It
might be helpful if the Region and the judiciary, perhaps with academic input from one
of the universities, explored whether any follow-up monitoring and research might be
possible.

3 Family Proceedings Rules 1991, rule 9.5.

Under this rule, the term ‘guardian ad litem’ is retained although, elsewhere, the 2001 amendments to the

rules generally changed this title to ‘children’s guardian’.

> Reflections on Family Proceedings Rule 9.5: District Judges Bellamy C and Lord G: Family Law (April 2003).
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Race equality and preventing exclusion from services

1.17 The multi-cultural aspects of the Region are well recognised in the Region’s Delivery
Plan. Practitioners and other staff demonstrated some knowledge and skills and there
were specialist resources within the Region’s workforce as well as in the community.
There were some positive comments about the interpreter resources within CAFCASS
and favourable comparison with some local authority arrangements - “in social services
it was not normal to use an interpreter, in CAFCASS it is easy”.

1.18 Diversity monitoring forms had recently been introduced about which staff generally
reported to MCSI in negative terms. Typical comments included that there had been
very poor consultation prior to the forms being introduced; the forms were not being
used uniformly; it was another layer of bureaucracy; and there had been no training.
One practitioner commented “like everything you get from CAFCASS, it is neither simple
nor relevant” and others pointed out that the form requires people to give their name
and address but it is not clear what CAFCASS intends to do with the form or this
information. “The forms can be rather tedious — especially when there are five children.”.

1.19 MCSI strongly supports the principle of CAFCASS monitoring its users in order to inform
service development. This will be needed not only in terms of race but also more widely
to cover other diversity issues. However, it is essential that such developments are
introduced sensitively, with ample opportunity for consultation and clarification. The
Region may need to take steps to re-launch this particular initiative. Generally, MCSI
considered the supporting structures on which to build service development around the
promotion of diversity were not functioning well. Other aspects of diversity and
recruitment are dealt with later in this report in Management of Human Resources.

Policies and procedures that safeguard and promote the welfare
of children

1.20 The MCSI questionnaire in advance of the inspection main fieldwork was completed by
113 practitioners in the Yorkshire and Humberside Region — 67 were public law
practitioners and 46 private law. The responses indicated:

B nearly half (43%) of private law and a quarter (25%) of public law practitioners
reported no appraisal since CAFCASS was established

B the figures show about 35% did not have regular supervision across public and
private law sides (this needs careful interpretation given the different way the
term supervision was used in the former guardian service); 40% of private law
practitioners reported monthly supervision

B although about a fifth of private law practitioners reported that they have team
meetings once a month, 40% did not reply to that question

B in respect of who reviewed practitioners’ work, there was a high ‘peer’ and ‘peer
plus manager’ response in private law (47% taken together)

B there was a very wide range of caseloads (allocations in previous 12 months)
reported by practitioners (4 — 82)

B some children’s guardians expressed reluctance to use ‘case’ as a unit for workload,
preferring ‘number of children’, and reflecting the need for CAFCASS nationally
to give clarity about how to count work and what constitutes a ‘work unit’.
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1.21 Responses to the MCSI questionnaire suggest some evidence of well-managed teams
but also of teams that respondents perceived as poorly managed. The responses also
included many comments which MCSI saw as reflecting extremely poor morale. These
suggested a degree of negativity which MCSI has not come across during its earlier
2003 baseline inspections. Inspectors noted examples of hostility about management
(“unskilled, insecure, mediocre, top heavy”) and other frustrations (“two years marching
on the spot”) as well as a negative view of any possible strengths in the Region (“none
spring to mind”).

1.22 At the time of the inspection, CAFCASS had issued draft child protection procedures
and there was also a raft of other procedures available. However, the concept of
safeguarding children was not widely understood across the Region and MCSI suggest
that more work is needed to ‘mainstream’ this term into day-to-day practice. The term
is explained in the report Safeguarding Children® as:

“all agencies working with children, young people and their families take all reasonable
measures to ensure that the risks of harm to children’s welfare are minimised:

and

where there are concerns about children and young people’s welfare, all agencies take all
appropriate actions to address those concerns, working to agreed local policies and
procedures in full partnership with other local agencies”.

1.23 The Yorkshire and Humberside Region was one of the Regions involved in the children’s
safeguards inspection in 2002 but there had been little follow up to the Inspectorate’s
report.

Systems to achieve better outcomes for children

1.24 Within the Region, there were strong proponents in some teams for co-working private
law cases and this appeared to reflect inherited pre-CAFCASS practices. In MCSI’s
view, the Region needs to agree how this approach should best be used to meet the
needs of parents and children and to effect better outcomes. Above all, discussion needs
to be informed by evidence — strength of feeling is not, itself, sufficient.

Contact with children

1.25 The Region conducted a survey of contact with children by Children and Family Reporters
during the preparation of court reports in private law across seven of its teams. The
survey period was January to March 2003 and dealt with some 366 completed cases of
which 238 were applications about contact only and 128 were applications for residence
and contact. The main survey findings reported by the Region in September were:

B in 12% of contact cases and 4% of residence and contact cases, the children were
not seen by the Children and Family Reporter. The majority of these were in teams
where joint meetings are held with parents by co-working officers

6 Safeguarding Children — a Joint Chief Inspectors’ Report on Arrangements to Safeguard Children: October
2002.
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B in contact cases, one hour was spent with children in 47% of cases; two hours in
25% of cases; three hours in 10% of cases; and four hours or more in 6% of cases

B in residence and contact cases, one hour was spent with children in 31% of cases;
two hours in 38% of cases; three hours in 16% of cases and four hours or more in
11% of cases.

The survey authors commented that:

B the basic figures do not demonstrate a clear difference of practice between cases in
which there are different numbers of children in the application or where the
application is for residence as well as contact

B no attempt has been made to make a detailed analysis of differences in practice
with children of different ages. However, comments on a small number of returns
indicate that certain officers did not see a child under four years of age because ‘s/
he was too young’. This suggests that some officers believe that a child’s wishes
and feelings can only be ascertained if s/he can express them verbally. It is an
aspect of practice that needs further investigation and may indicate a need for
training in how assessment is carried out with very young children.

1.26 MCSI agrees with this last comment. At the time of the inspection, it appeared that
sight had been lost of this useful practice-based survey initiative. The Region needs to
decide how the survey results are going to be taken forward.

Risk assessment

1.27 Staff were not consistently aware of policies and practice around risk assessment as
applied to assessing families, potential danger to staff within buildings, visiting at home
or working alone. One practitioner told Inspectors “I am very shocked that an organisation
as big as CAFCASS does not have a risk assessment policy”. None of the new staff seen
by Inspectors was aware of any standard CAFCASS policy regarding risk. MCSI concludes
there is a need for the Region to ensure that all staff are regularly updated on relevant
CAFCASS policies and practice, such as the Region’s Safe Working Practice document.
It is also necessary to devise effective mechanisms so that these are used consistently.

Relationships with the judiciary

1.28 MCSTI’s discussion with members of the judiciary raised some important issues although
there were differing perspectives across the Region. Courts generally found public law
reports excellent but the view of private law reports was more critical with comment
such as “clearly not coming from the view of the child”. There was some frustration with
reports which virtually said ‘we can’t take this any further’ or concluded ‘on the one
hand, on the other hand’. Delay in preparing reports in some parts of the Region compared
with others was a source of acute frustration to some court managers and judges and
appeared to MCSI to be nearing confrontation. Some judges claimed that they had halved
workload by not asking CAFCASS for reports in contact cases. However, it was clear
that courts wanted CAFCASS to be able to offer a more flexible response time in private
law so that, exceptionally, a few cases around single issues might be fast-tracked.
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1.29

Expectations about the implementation of the Protocol for Judicial Case Management
in Public Law Children Act Cases in November were also varied. Judges saw a need for
a change in culture and felt that it would not be possible to aspire to ‘a Rolls-Royce
service’ but instead needed to work to ‘good enough’ expectations. This was seen as
applying particularly to public law but with a consequential impact on private law
proceedings. Interdisciplinary planning events around the Protocol had been arranged.
However, some courts also recognised that their own case management had problems
and dates for final hearings had been delayed. In one large care centre, for example,
Judges told Inspectors that the earliest date a final five-day care hearing could be heard
was the end of March 2004.

Local authority views

1.30

1.31

There was a general view from local authorities that relationships with guardians had
deteriorated since the creation of CAFCASS to the extent that there was no contact
between them. Joint membership of Area Child Protection Committees (ACPCs) and
Family Court Business Committees (FCBCs) were not considered conducive to discussing
keys issues about the interface between CAFCASS and local authorities. One local
authority admitted that it had made no attempt to re-establish contact with CAFCASS
and it was only when they had begun to prepare for the MCSI interview by way of a pre-
meeting that they had realised the extent to which their relationship with CAFCASS
had failed.

Local authorities identified a number of specific concerns about children’s guardians’
practice. Because MCSI believes that CAFCASS should take active steps to address
these kinds of perceptions and concerns, the issues are set out in some detail:

B  Backlog of cases and the lack of guardians.

B There was a perception that there was an increased tendency to use expert
witnesses. There was a very strong view expressed that increasingly guardians
were relying on the work done by others such as social workers and experts to
form the opinions and were not themselves coming to independent judgements
and evaluations of the situation. They reported a number of occasions where the
CAFCASS report was a précis of the social worker’s report with the comments of
the expert simply added on the bottom. This, they felt, was indicative of a loss of
expertise arising from CAFCASS’s decision to reduce the practice requirement for
recruitment.

B CAFCASS practitioners were not reading local authority files and therefore were
not fully informed of all the issues attending a particular case. One manager cited
a case where he had gone to court personally to challenge a guardian’s report on
the basis that the guardian had never read the file and that the proposals being
put forward were inappropriate. (MCSI noted that, although the challenge was
won, the local authority did not take up the issue with the local CAFCASS manager.)
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B Guardians often worked without informing anyone of their plans so that there
was no understanding of the development of an individual guardian’s thinking in
a case. Often, the outcome or recommendation was a surprise. If guardians were
more forthcoming in sharing their thinking and rationale, this might be help in
understanding the need for expert witnesses. A particular issue here was the cost
involved of expert witnesses, which local authorities were having to pick up. They
felt that there was a lack of understanding of the financial constraints within
which they worked and that, while guardians needed to think about the best needs
of the child, they seemed to be doing it to the exclusion of what might reasonably
be delivered. The view was strongly expressed that, with an independent social
worker and a guardian forming an independent view, together they should be able
to establish what was best for the child without the need in many cases of the
evidence of expert witnesses. There was a view that the experts did little other
than confirm the views already established by social workers or guardians.

B  There were concerns that guardians acted outside their role. When pressed, it was
admitted that there was no real clarity about the guardians role or the role of
CAFCASS in cases. There had been no communication from CAFCASS regarding
the roles and responsibilities of guardians and how they should work with local
authorities. The vast majority of the people in the room had been guardians in the
past but despite this they felt that there was a need for some communication from
CAFCASS to help lay out the situation as it is now.

B It was suggested that guardians were seeing children less frequently than was the
case in the past. An example was cited where a guardian visited the children only
after pressure from social services in the court hearings. Again, this was attributed
to new guardians’ lack of experience when coming into the Service.

B  There was concern about ordering of over-frequent contact in rural areas — children
looked after by an East Coast authority might well be fostered 50 miles away. Yet,
although there are no trains or buses, guardians recommend contact five days a
week without consideration of the resource implications or practicalities.

B Discharge of care orders was an area of acute contention. The view was that there
was a lack of appropriate risk management of cases by CAFCASS. Local authorities
were looking to discharge care cases on a risk basis, often where a child is 15 or 16
and had been settled at home for three or four years without any need for further
involvement of the local authority other than the required supervision. In such
cases CAFCASS was still allocating the case to guardians and these cases were
then subject to the normal delays that seem to be inherent in the process. The
local authority was of the view that there was little need for guardians to be
appointed in many of these cases and that they could simply be discharged if the
matter were looked at on the basis of risk. However, they felt that guardians were
taking an over cautious approach rather than applying the criterion of ‘safe enough’.
Often in such cases guardians were looking for written commitments to future
service when a child turned 18, such as discharge from care support, and to receive
confirmation of this in writing before agreeing to any discharge.

B One manager gave the example of a father who was a schedule 1 offender’. It was
suggested that the guardian had said to the local authority that he had no intention
of recommending the return of the children to the parents’ control but, nonetheless,

he was apparently giving the parents the picture that the matter was still to be
decided.

7 Schedule One of the Children and Young Persons Act 1933 (as amended) sets out serious offences against
children.
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1.32

1.33

B There was an agreed view that cases were not more complex today than they had
been in the past but that the process itself was more complex resulting in the
delay. Local authorities hoped that the new protocol would assist, but they had
very real fears that their resources would be insufficient to allow them to meet the
necessary deadlines. They believed that, for the protocol to work, there would
have to be greater openness amongst the various agencies and this included
CAFCASS.

B One of the issues that concerned them was what they saw as ‘playing the game’.
They believed that guardians often tried to make a case seem more complex than
it was and, rather than indicate an initial approval to a care plan, were quick to
identify the need for expert advice. The result of this was that the dates for final
hearings were now being set six months ahead when often the issues from the
local authority’s point of view were fairly clear cut and could be dealt with in a
much shorter time span, if only the guardians were willing to be more flexible
about how they approach the care plans.

Local authorities identified for MCSI the core issue as a lack of trust between CAFCASS,
guardians, and the local authority and its social workers. These issues would need to be
addressed before there could be any forward movement in their relationship.

MCSI concludes that there is an urgent need for CAFCASS to re-examine current
arrangements for meaningful liaison with both courts and local authorities. There is a
need to ensure that CAFCASS has effective professional routes for dialogue with local
authority social services managers and legal departments.

Rural issues

1.34 Although the Yorkshire and Humberside Region has large urban centres of population,

1.35

1.36

it also has within its boundaries widely dispersed rural communities that pose particular
challenges for service delivery by CAFCASS and overlapping concerns for other agencies
such as social services. Many of the concerns are linked to the wider socio-economic
changes — the decline of the mining and fishing industries were cited as examples.

In practical terms, it was difficult for families to visit CAFCASS offices, local authorities,
courts and solicitors. CAFCASS is able to provide funds for taxis and petrol, although
the system was described as cumbersome. But it was recognised that home visiting by
CAFCASS was a very costly use of resources. As one practitioner explained to MCSI:
“The place is absolutely huge. It stretches from the North Sea on one side to within 12
miles of the Irish Sea on the other. The distances cannot be covered quickly. For example,
35 miles would take well over an hour. And we know we could be 25% more efficient if we
did not have to do the travelling.”

CAFCASS staff working rural areas were concerned that rural issues had not been
properly addressed in arranging the proposed 15-team structure and the deployment of
staff to those teams.
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Recommendation 1:that, in order to improve frontline practice, CAFCASS Yorkshire
and Humberside Region should:

introduce updated arrangements, such as supervision and appraisal, to ensure
quality and consistency of frontline practice

use the opportunity of the new court report formats to ensure that consistent
quality assurance of reports is undertaken

reinforce best practice around risk assessment, including safe working practices
in offices and for home visiting

establish, within agreed terms of reference, liaison arrangements with local

authorities to ensure mutual learning and development of consistent policy and
practice.
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Inspection Findings 2: Care of Service Users

This section assesses, within CAFCASS Yorkshire and Humberside Region, the
provision of a courteous, helpful and appropriate Service to all CAFCASS users.

In order to fulfil this key function, MCSI expects a CAFCASS Region to:

m| treat children, families and professionals using CAFCASS services with
courtesy and offer them appropriate help

O follow up complaints and change practices where necessary

m| provide CAFCASS users with appropriate and clear information about
CAFCASS and court proceedings or help user access this

m| be proactive in engaging with user groups locally

O ensure that race equality is a central part of its service delivery in accordance
with the Race Relations (Amendment) Act 2000.

Public Service Agreement — key objective for CAFCASS is:

m| to improve the services offered to families and other key stakeholders. There should be
demonstrable and measurable improvements in the services offered, for example, through
improved access to information. Again, effective measures of performance should be
developed in consultation with the Department.

Overall Findings

B Of 64 adult user replies to MCSI’s questionnaire, 25 were positive about CAFCASS
and the rest were negative.

B From a user perspective, there are some simple matters of justice and fair treatment
that are not routinely being addressed across the Region.

B Where complaints are raised, they are resolved or withdrawn without any being
upheld.

B There is little regional learning from the investigation of complaints that might
contribute to improved practice.

B Not all practitioners were aware of the CAFCASS website for children and families.
B There was very little evidence of the Region engaging with User Groups.

B No Diversity Group had been established, although there were individuals who
actively championed these themes.
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Inspection sources

2.1 The primary sources of information about MCSI’s key function for the care of service
users were:
B Dbackground documents provided by CAFCASS

interviews with CAFCASS staff

review of complaints procedures

an audit of service user views

interviews with service users.

Views of adult service users

2.2 One user interviewed by MCSI said that, regarding his application for contact with his
children aged 13 and 15, as a litigant in person, he was relatively happy with all the
court and CAFCASS procedures as he experienced them. He felt all the right questions
were asked by the Children and Family Reporter in the one joint interview with himself
and his ex-wife but “only one set of answers were put down — his wife’s, word for word,
there was no balance”. This user thought the CAFCASS officer very thorough “but my
side of the case, and that I have been devoted to the kids, was not put.” Another user
interviewed by MCSI had a similar comment - "Anything I said was not put down, anything
my ex-wife said got put down.”

2.3 A third user interviewed by MCSI had significant learning difficulties and had two
children in care, the younger of whom was severely disabled. This meant that a confusing
range of agencies and individual professionals was involved. For this father,
understanding who was doing what, and getting his concerns about his son’s apparently
deteriorating condition addressed, all seemed to be huge challenges which he experienced
with frustration and incomprehension.

2.4 Ofthe 64 replies to the MCSI questionnaire sent to service users, 25 (39%) were positive,
the rest were negative.

The positive comments included:

B cverything helped, knowing my son was getting what was best for him

B they helped when I didn’t think anybody could

B [ve been kept fully informed (Black Asian British)

B helped me get my son back after 4.5 years. I only hope I don’t need them again, but
if I do I hope it will be as good as the last time

B being able to talk freely of how I felt. They were very understanding and supportive

B friendly, sensitive approach to me and my children. I felt the CAFCASS person

knew his job
B CAFCASS understood my concerns for my children

B thank you CAFCASS who helped me regain contact with my son. Everything was
dealt with perfectly. CAFCASS is a brilliant organisation

B CAFCASS understood my estranged husband’s behaviour. Their conduct was
professional, not biased

B CAFCASS enabled me to have a bond with my daughter
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CAFCASS understood the whole situation

they were very helpful

I felt at ease with them

being able to speak without the feeling of being judged
we are very pleased with the help

to be able to talk to an outside individual

I was very satisfied with their efforts, people listening and advising

on the day of observed contact, I thought it was very well prepared and I felt
comfortable about the meeting

keep the good work up and adapt accordingly

the CAFCASS person was very friendly, very easy to understand, listened to us and
our needs. We will miss seeing her.

Comments which had both positive and negative aspects included:

W they listened to all my concerns and acted appropriately but it didn’t help changing
my CAFCASS officer after a year

B thejudge was helpful but not CAFCASS

B [ asked for an extra meeting which was agreed. Not enough time to fully explain
concerns. They should have a counsellor to help parents after proceedings have
ended or a follow up meeting

M ceasy to communicate with, very professional and well informed but too many
meetings

B we accept that this was a very difficult case and the practitioner did the best she
could in the short time she was allowed on the case. However a short follow up of
the children to see if everything was OK would have been appreciated

B [ got contact with my son sorted out but it went on far too long.

The negative comments included:

B it was very disorganised

a pre-formed opinion by CAFCASS. I would not recommend this service to anyone
hard to contact, they always put me on hold

confidence that people are there but don’t know where to go for help in family matters

the whole experience was poor and degrading. CAFCASS made us feel totally
inadequate when all we were doing was our best

the CAFCASS person didn’t check out all supporting information. This was said to
be due to lack of funds. GP check would have been vital to my case. I felt the
CAFCASS person was very judgemental and not very good at relaxing people in
questioning situations. If my case had gone further in court my solicitor was going
to question CAFCASS as the report presented as very biased

B it was difficult to get hold of a CAFCASS officer and I felt that what I said wasn’t
taken seriously

B there’s not enough time to make a correct judgement on which parent would be best
to look after the children. Anyone can put on a show for an hour

B as a father I felt I had no rights and was made to feel like an unfit person; report
misleading, inaccurate and dishonest

B unable to contact the CAFCASS officer and my ex-partner’s complaints seem to be
acted on without consideration for the children and my feelings
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2.5

2.6

CAFCASS did not listen to my children and went against their wishes. How can
that be right?

they should learn to listen before they judge

hear both sides please

it was painful and ultimately demoralising

I found out about MATCH but not through CAFCASS

the outcome was preconceived so the CAFCASS person just went through the
formalities and was not really interested in what I had to say

the worst experience of my life

I asked to change the appointment because I couldn’t afford to lose a day’s pay so
they classed me as a time waster and then based their report solely on the other
parties interviewed!

they were biased towards the father and didn’t follow through what they said they
would

being told that CAFCASS could not get involved if there were problems with the
contact arrangements; so the whole thing is a farce. My son now enjoys no overnight
contact with his father as I cannot afford to pay £84 per week CSA and solicitors
fees

the CAFCASS person was sick or on holiday when we went to court. His superiors
never responded to our phone calls

in intellectual and physical presence, the CAFCASS person was slovenly (part of
letter written to accompany the questionnaire)

your feelings are acknowledged, but only superficially, the manner of contact with
CAFCASS personnel is belittling, controlling. Even though the other party and 1
had agreed to the child’s involvement to have their say as a clever nine-year old,
this was then rejected. The child has no voice except in the meetings with CAFCASS
at their school. Having the child pulled out of lessons to see the CAFCASS officer
stigmatises the child in their own space (school). The officer I dealt with went to the
pub for a drink with the other party - this is not professional, nor equal. (part of
letter written by user)

not listening properly

found the service very unhelpful and it fuelled an already contentious situation.
Advice given was in contrast to the children’s psychologist causing significant
confusion. Missed appointment, misrepresentation of my children’s views. Failure
to meet up with the children after serious incidents occurred that had a direct
influence on their opinions, thoughts and feelings. She did not seek a report from
the children’s psychologist.

MCSI considers that there is an urgent need for CAFCASS to gain a user perspective
and customer focus in the Region and welcomes initial steps being taken by CAFCASS
to survey views nationally in autumn 2003. It would be helpful for the Region to be
informed how and when feedback to them can be expected.

Very few of the negative comments made to MCSI were vitriolic but they revealed the
deep hurt and distress in these cases which would be there, with or without CAFCASS
involvement. Estrangement can often be painful. However, MCSI considers that
CAFCASS could do more in the Yorkshire and Humberside Region in terms of best
practice to ensure that it does not add to that pain. No one should come away from a
professional meeting feeling “degraded and inadequate”.
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Engaging with the user perspective

2.7 MCSI also considers that there are some simple matters of justice and fair treatment
that, from the User perspective, are not being routinely addressed across the Region.
These include, for example, where CAFCASS practitioners apparently miss
appointments, fail to follow-up telephone calls and operate within what is felt by some
to be ‘the general rush of private law’ work.

2.8 MCSI notes that the draft® note proposed for the front sheet of all CAFCASS court
reports deals with the complex area of ‘concerns’. These may sometimes develop into
complaints lodged against CAFCASS in private law where CAFCASS prepares a report
under section 7°. It also relates to the updated complaints procedures published by
CAFCASS! earlier this year referred to later in this section. The draft note states:

Concerns

“Significant factual errors (not matters disputed by the parties) in this report should
be referred to the report writer or their manager. Concerns about other aspects
of the report (for example, the extent of the enquiries, the opinions expressed in
it or matters disputed by the parties) must be addressed in court. If any of the parties
requires the Children & Family Reporter to be questioned in court, they must
(through their solicitor, if they have one) immediately ask the court to order the
Children & Family Reporter to attend’.

2.9 In MCSI’s view, the opportunity to resolve differences between parties and CAFCASS
before the court hearing date appears to be understated. A similar comment applies to
the CAFCASS website ‘Common Questions Answered’in the section titled: ‘What if I'm
not happy with what the Children and Family Reporter is doing or what is in the report?

2.10 MCSI believes that if a party, in receipt of the CAFCASS report, has concerns about it,
they should discuss those concerns with the author of the report. There may need to be
some procedural distinction made between those who are legally represented and those
who are not. But, where possible, the emphasis should be on CAFCASS being open to
resolving any key concerns about the report, not just factual errors, before the court
hearing. MCSI considers this preferable to taking up significant court and CAFCASS
resources by having to deal with such matters within the court hearing. If earlier pre-
court hearing discussion fails to satisfy the party, as sometimes it may, then the advice
is still applicable about the possibility of the issues being addressed later with the
CAFCASS officer present at court.

8 Draft Procedures and Report Templates for Court Report Preparation in Family Proceedings; CAFCASS
September 2003.

9 A section 7 report under the Children Act 1989 is prepared at the request of the court either by CAFCASS or a
local authority to assist the court in deciding the application, usually concerning contact and residence.

10 Comments, Compliments and Complaints Policy : CAFCASS March 2003.
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2.11

2.12

2.13

In relation to section 31 care related proceedings, for the same reasons outlined, MCSI
believes that adults and children should be encouraged to seek clarification with the
report author before the date of the court hearing.

MCSI also suggests that CAFCASS needs to convey a clear and similar message to
other professionals and parties, typically in public law, where the local authority is
involved in the proceedings. The message is that CAFCASS will positively seek to resolve
all outstanding issues, such as the extent of enquiries, the opinions expressed or matters
in dispute, prior to the court hearing.

In this context, the CAFCASS Yorkshire and Humberside Region may also find it helpful
to consider:

B Dbringing together best practice about recording (i.e. note-taking) during report
preparation interviews and the need for checking back routinely with those being
interviewed as the interview proceeds about factual accuracy

B making explicit to parties, both in writing and orally, when the officer will go
through the report with the parties prior to the court hearing as part of meeting
Service Principles and Standards (CAFCASS: March 2003)!!

B ensuring that written and oral information also conveys (including where a party
1s not legally represented) that if a party wishes to ask questions of the report
author at the hearing and the officer would otherwise not normally be in attendance,
it is necessary for the party to request this of the court. This needs to be done well
in advance of the hearing. If the court is satisfied with the merits of the request, it
may require the officer’s attendance at court.

Handling of complaints

2.14

2.15

2.16

Yorkshire and Humberside prepared a report on complaints handled in the Region for
the period April 2001 to March 2002. Throughout most of this period, complaints were
handled under an interim procedure issued by CAFCASS in July 2001. CAFCASS’s
summary report showed the national picture which was made up of 132 cases that
related to work carried out before April 2001 and 344 cases for the first 12 months of
CAFCASS. Of the total (476), the Yorkshire and Humberside figures were 99, made up
of 44 pre-CAFCASS and 55 post-CAFCASS complaints.

The figures for the Region for 2002/03 were at a similar level (86). Within the three
stages of the former procedure, issued in June 2001'2, 77 had been fully dealt with. Of
these, 73 had been completed at Stage 1, four at Stage 2 and none had gone to Stage 3.

The figures also show that, at Stage 1, 31 were not upheld and 42 were resolved or
withdrawn. At Stage 2, two were not upheld and two were resolved or withdrawn. For
this period, the figures show that no complaints were upheld or partially upheld.

Paragraph 3.12 states that ‘the practitioner will aim to provide adults and children with as much information

as possible regarding the proposed report content and recommendations.’

12

Stage 1. The complainant raises the issue with the Local Manager; Stage 2, if stage 1 is not successful, the

complainant puts the complaints in writing to the Regional Manager who appoints an independent manager to
investigate; Stage 3 if stage 2 does not resolve the complaint, it is referred to the Director or Assistant Director
of Operations who will decide whether to deal with the appeal by stated case or formal hearing.
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2.17

2.18

2.19

2.20

There are 12 national categories used to code complaints. The most common for the
Yorkshire and Humberside Region concerns the content of the report (33), officer bias
(27) and professional conduct (17).

On face value, these figures appear to reflect high standards of frontline practice across
the Region, so that even where complaints are raised, they are sorted out (that is, resolved
or withdrawn) and in no instance has any complaint been upheld or upheld in part.
That record of achievement might indicate that the Region is at the forefront of practice
nationally. However, another possible interpretation is that other processes appear to
ensure that staff never to have a complaint upheld or partially upheld.

New complaints procedures were introduced by CAFCASS for 2003 onwards'. There
had been some training within the Region on the new procedures. The Region had no
designated complaints officer as such, but one Service Manager had offered to take the
lead on complaints at the request of the Regional Manager and another had volunteered
to keep the region’s complaints database up-to-date. Inspectors were told that the Service
Manager dealing with complaints did not sign letters ‘complaints officer’ although the
text of the letter indicated that he was investigating the complaint.

However, since across the country most complaints continue to be investigated within
Regions by CAFCASS’s own staff, there remain questions over the credibility of the
CAFCASS complaints system, particularly if lawyers representing parties in contested
contact and residence applications advise against making a complaint. One user from
the Yorkshire and Humberside Region put it to MCSI in the following terms:

“I did not complain about my case as I was made well aware that it would
affect the result of the case and/or the CAFCASS report. I would not risk my child’s
future for anything. The power resided with the officer. I played dead’.”

2.21

2.22

2.23

A draft handbook of procedures for dealing with complaints and related issues has been
prepared for national use under the lead of CAFCASS North West Region. Yorkshire
and Humberside contributed comments and, at the time of the inspection, the launch
was planned for the late autumn 2003.

Although an IT package had been introduced to allow Service Managers individually to
enter complaints data and provide routine updates, Inspectors were told that it was
suffering from some initial technical teething problems and, therefore, had not yet been
fully implemented.

MCSI was told that no routine data was sought within the Region or by Headquarters
on the time taken by Service Managers to investigate complaints. It was estimated that
this might be seven to eight hours per case. For those complaints that went to the next
stage the time estimate was three days, but this was acknowledged as anecdotal evidence
rather than actual, recorded time.

13 Comments, Compliments and Complaints Policy: CAFCASS March 2003.
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2.24

2.25

2.26

2.27

There was a strongly held view by some responsible for dealing with complaints in the
Region that, whilst it was the right principle that under the new 2003 Complaints
Procedures children had the right to complain, in practice it would prove a “Trojan horse’.

MCSI was informed that the Region did not send out any information about complaints
with initial letters to users. Instead, it was said that the leaflet about the CAFCASS
Children and Family Reporter, which has a mention of complaints, was handed over
during the first interview. A similar approach was said to apply in public law cases. In
one part of the Region, a local leaflet was used for private law work.

Inspectors were advised that under the Divisional structure due to be introduced later
in 2003 (see Section 3), complaints would be handled by a specialist post-holder. At the
time of the inspection, the details of these proposals had not been clarified.

Given the picture described above, MCSI noted that there was little, if any, regional
learning arising from the investigation of complaints that might contribute to improved
practice. MCSI suggests that further examination of the effectiveness of the complaints
system may be helpful to complement the development of other quality assurance
systems.

Access to appropriate and clear information

2.28

Standard CAFCASS leaflets were available throughout the Region, though the monitoring
of their use varied and, consequently, Inspectors were not satisfied that all parents
reliably received the information at the appropriate time. There was no regional
information about the use by practitioners of CAFCASS leaflets in the range of languages
that are on its Intranet. Although CAFCASS has usefully developed on its website
information for both children and parents, not all practitioners were aware of it or its
contents and, therefore, opportunities to promote it in relevant situations were being
missed. Staff in the Region systematically need to contribute comments about the
usefulness of this resource, in order help keep it up-to-date and relevant for those families
who may be able to access it.

Engaging with User Groups and gaining user views

2.29

MCSI came across very little evidence of the Region engaging with User Groups. There
was some welcome involvement with contact centres, usually by someone from CAFCASS
being a member of the management committee. Any local work on systematically gaining
user views had been put on hold because Headquarters had commissioned a national
telephone survey of user opinions that was due to be undertaken in autumn 2003.

Race equality and service delivery

2.30

Given the wide range of races and cultures across the Region, Inspectors were
disappointed that no Diversity Group had been established in the Region, although
there were individuals who actively championed race equality. This needs re-examining
and MCSI suggests that contact should be made both with the national Diversity Group
that is chaired by a Board member, and also with the Diversity Consultant(s) appointed
to Headquarters earlier in the year.
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2.31

2.32

Diversity Week, in July 2003, was a national initiative organised by CAFCASS
Headquarters. Inspectors were concerned to note widespread criticism in the way that
it had been launched at short notice and other scathing comments about what were
considered as its modest, indeed meaningless, aims. “I was aware of Diversity Week
because posters arrived in the office the Friday before the start of the Week.” In terms of
credibility in the Region, any future Headquarters’ lead will need careful preparation
and consultation.

Against that kind of background, the real concern expressed to MCSI was that
CAFCASS’s approach to diversity issues, both nationally and regionally, was ‘a step
back’ from the attention and support given pre-April 2001. “CAFCASS is not just standing
still but is losing ground in serving and winning support of ethnic communities. MCSI
addresses these concerns in its recommendations.

Recommendation 2: that, in order to improve services to users, CAFCASS Yorkshire
and Humberside Region should:

in the light of the National Survey of User views, develop a strategy for engaging
with users across the Region to aid improved service delivery and frontline
practice

ensure that proposals for the handling of complaints across the Region and
Division include systematic opportunities for identifying relevant issues that
may assist the Region to improve its frontline practice

take further steps to ensure that children and families consistently receive
relevant CAFCASS leaflets, including those in languages other than English,
and that use of the CAFCASS website as a source of information for parents
and children is actively promoted.
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Inspection Findings 3: Strategy and Performance
Management

This section assesses the degree to which CAFCASS Yorkshire and Humberside
Region has established a pertinent direction for CAFCASS, complemented by a
staged plan of action and mechanisms for implementation and review, and systematic
management of performance.

In order to fulfil this key function, MCSI expects a CAFCASS Region to:

m| show leadership in determining and communicating its strategic direction

O have in place an effective organisational structure to deliver its regional
strategy

m| have identified key strategic issues and determined effective plans of action

m| set standards of performance and arrangements for monitoring them.

Overall Findings

B The Region is undergoing substantial organisational change which poses difficulties
and opportunities.

B MCSI was concerned to find significant issues of low morale at the regional
management level; there was poor leadership and many Service Managers reported
that management by their immediate supervisor had bullying and unsupportive
characteristics.

B Many staff were unclear about many aspects of the re-organisation and the functions
of new posts.

B The intention to move away from the historic allocation of resources to the Region to
a needs-led and equitable distribution is a vitally necessary development which had
started and was due to completed in 2004/05.

B The late planning cycle meant that the 2003/04 Delivery Plan and Work programme
was not signed off until early September and, consequently, is a less useful document
for the Region.

B The Region had not established reliable systems for monitoring standards of
performance and, generally, management of performance across the Region was weak.
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Inspection sources

3.1

The primary sources of information about MCSI’s key function for the strategic and
performance management were:

B Dbackground documents provided by CAFCASS

B interviews with CAFCASS staff at management levels

B interviews with local authority staff and the judiciary.

Leading change and communicating strategic direction

3.2

3.3

At the time of the inspection, the Region was undergoing significant change, including,
for example:

B amove from 12 to 15 practitioner teams led by newly-styled Service Managers

B Dbringing new office accommodation on stream to house several such teams across
the Region

B the resignation of the Regional Manager with effect from the end of September

B the appointment of two Regional Managers, one of whom would be shared on a
part-time basis with North West Region

B the expected appointment of one of three Division Directors later in the autumn
who would have oversight of the Yorkshire and Humberside, North West and North
East Regions

B rising workload pressures

B accompanying budgetary pressures.

Against this background, Inspectors were concerned to find significant issues of low
morale at the regional management level among Service Managers. There were also
high levels of frustration about management culture and style, both within the Region
and as experienced from Headquarters. The general view was that the Region suffered
from poor leadership and, despite exceptions, many Service Managers reported that
management by their immediate supervisor had bullying and unsupportive
characteristics. The level of negative feedback given to MCSI was higher here than in
any other baseline inspection conducted by MCSI. Inspectors concluded that, although
there was some involvement across Yorkshire and Humberside, and between Regions,
most Service Managers were not sufficiently involved in strategic development and
thinking at the regional level. Instead, they were concentrating on the immediacies of
supporting their local teams. MCSI judged that this situation required urgent attention.
Therefore, this aspect of the inspection was brought to the attention of CAFCASS
Headquarters as soon as possible after the end of the main inspection fieldwork period
so that immediate steps might be taken within CAFCASS to address it.

Organisational structure to deliver the CAFCASS strategy

3.4

The aims of the reorganisation described above, as in most other Regions of CAFCASS
and Wales, were to achieve teams of practitioners of similar size; and to ensure that
each team covered both public and private law work. As such, this moved away from the
mainly separate team membership of either public or private law practitioners that has
characterised this and other parts of CAFCASS since it was established. Such
restructuring followed completion of harmonisation of pay and conditions during 2003.
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3.5

3.6

3.7

3.8

3.9

The management capacity of the larger Regions in CAFCASS is being increased by half
a senior post that is also designated as a Regional Manager. The Yorkshire and
Humberside Region was also working towards a sub-regional structure — West Yorkshire,
South Yorkshire and North Yorkshire. The 15 teams for the proposed structure and
sub-Regions are set out the Region’s Delivery Plan and Work Programme 2003/ 04 as:

West Yorkshire — Bradford (three), Leeds (two), Batley, Dewsbury/Wakefield
South Yorkshire — Wombwell (Barnsley), Rotherham, Sheffield, Doncaster
North Yorkshire — South Humberside, North Humberside (two), North Yorkshire.

It had not been decided whether there would be sub-regional management meetings,
although such a course appeared likely. If that structure is pursued, Inspectors stress
the importance of clarity about the terms of reference for any such meetings and the
extent of any delegated powers regarding expenditure and for any other matters.

The new full-time Regional Manager was due to take up post in November. The second
Regional Manager, to be shared with North West Region, was due to start shortly after
MCSI’s September inspection. No decisions had been confirmed on which posts in the
Region would report respectively to these two persons or how other responsibilities
would be split between them. It was expected that these issues would be clarified shortly.
Certainly, the inspection showed that this needs to be finalised and communicated across
the Region as quickly as possible.

Finally, clarification was needed in respect of possible changes to current reporting
arrangements from the Region to CAFCASS Headquarters on issues such as operations,
human resources, accommodation and finance. This arises from the recruitment during
the autumn of the new Divisional Director post as well as the establishment of a new
Human Resources Manager at Divisional level. The full implications of these new posts,
and any other additional staff linked to them, need to be communicated across the Region.

Whilst welcoming the move towards integrated teams dealing with both public and
private law work under one Service Manager, Inspectors concluded that it was too soon
to judge its overall effectiveness.
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Key strategic issues are identified and effective plans of action
determined

The 2002/03 plan

3.10

3.11

The Region’s Delivery Plan and Work Programme 2002/03, noted that “work is still
ongoing to determine a national formula for linking staff number to output, as current

staffing levels are based on historical positions, and continue differences created by the
funding decisions of GALRO panels and FCW service pre-CAFCASS.”

The 2002/03 plan also recognised that “average workloads are high, and this reduces the
ability to deal with surges of work. Backlogs exist in public law throughout the Region
with the exception of one team where staff are currently working in excess of their contracted
hours”. In private law, the plan noted that “a system has been developed to equalise the
allocation of work but again there is no spare capacity to deal with the higher-than-
average demands across the Regions. In both public and private law work, prolonged
sickness absence, and staff turnover in both practitioner and admin teams, has the
potential for creating backlogs of work.” The plan set out 15 aspirations for 2002/03
which, during the year, it was hoped would be achieved by the Region.

The 2003/04 plan

3.12

3.13

3.14

The introduction to the Delivery Plan and Work Programme 2003/04 makes the critical
comment that, “This plan has been produced by the regional manager, in consultation
with the regional management team. It is important to recognise that the process this
year has been felt to be entirely responsive with no real opportunity for creative
contributions from staff.” Inspectors were told that the plan had not been costed in
terms of money but as staff time. Although it refers to the staffing budget, that budget
had not yet been finalised. The message is that the plan, as such, is not a meaningful
and owned document for staff. This view was confirmed by MCSI from a number of
sources during the inspection.

In discussing the resources available and projected workload for 2003/04, the plan noted
that the regional budget for the year is £8.760 million and that “although this represents
a significant increase over 2002/03, enabling the establishment in the Region to be
increased by three managers, nine practitioners and two administrators, it is not enough
... to staff at a level to cope with demand.” That recruitment was still taking place at the
time of the inspection.

The plan also noted that, as of July 2003, “waiting lists exist for both public and private
law within the Region, although this varies considerably from team to team.” The upward
trends “lead to concern about whether an end to waiting lists will be possible until a
further increase in budget is made.”
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Adjustment of regional budget

3.15

3.16

Within the Operations and Finance Directorates at CAFCASS Headquarters,
considerable work was undertaken to readjust the overall budgets for each Region and
Wales in the light of the 2003 Service Review. The intention is to move away from the
historic allocation approach mentioned above to a needs-led and equitable distribution.
It is planned that this will be achieved in 2004/05. MCSI considers this a vitally necessary
development within CAFCASS.

The Regional Manager and Business Manager played a key role in finalising the new
allocations in the early months of the current financial year. From the correspondence
and associated documents shown to MCSI, this was both a complex and time-consuming
task. It also evidently placed certain working relationships between the Region and
Headquarters under significant strain. In retrospect, it is apparent to MCSI that, had
crucial meetings between the Region and Headquarters been minuted, serious
misunderstandings would have been avoided about whether key issues had been agreed
or about the status of interim statements. Additionally, a great deal of consequent stress
and hurt would also have been averted. It may be helpful for these comments to be
noted by CAFCASS Headquarters.

Strategic planning and delivery

3.17

3.18

3.19

The late planning cycle within CAFCASS meant that the Delivery Plan and Work
Programme (2003/04) was not signed off until early September 2003. This is an issue
that needs addressing across CAFCASS by Headquarters and links to late confirmation
of CAFCASS’s overall financial situation. In MCSI’s view, a work programme that is
meant to cover 12 months, but in reality has to be squeezed into a much shorter period,
is likely to lack credibility and usefulness across the Region. One manager expressed
the problem in understated terms: “Delay at the centre makes planning difficult”.

The work programme listed actions to be undertaken under headings that are shown in
Figure 3. At the time of the inspection in September, there was evidence that a number
of issues in the plan were being addressed and progress made, either within the indicated
timescale or to a subsequently adjusted one. However, in MCSI’s view, minutes of the
regional management team meetings did not provide a comprehensive overview of
progress in delivery of the work programme; and neither was there any other mechanism
for routinely updating it so as to ensure that all managers were kept fully aware of its
implementation.

Structured within an overall framework set out nationally, the plan listed key topics,
which CAFCASS terms ‘results’, under the following four main headings which replicate
those in the CAFCASS Corporate Plan 2003/ 06. This ambitious and comprehensive list
is set out in Figure 3.
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Figure 3: 2003/04 Regional Plan

1. Completing set-up and recovery 3. Using our resources effectively

Service reviews Diversity

Harmonisation Budget methodology

Communications Manage our change and development programme
Convergence Staff survey

Core policies and procedures Employee relations

Corporate plan Staff bank

Business plan HR policies and procedures

Regional HR advisers

National induction

Appraisals workforce planning
Health & Safety risk assessment
Health & Safety training
Financial systems procurement
Spending review

Self-employed guardians

Programme to complete financial systems procedure

2. Improving our performance 4. Developing our remit
Judiciary Pilot new ways of working
Performance management Partnerships

Engage further with families and children

Case records/data management

Training

Use of management information

3.20 Inspectors were told that there was increased use of information across the Region to
assist management and that, at regional headquarters, an additional post covering
finance and information had been established. Across CAFCASS, a comprehensive case
management system had not been introduced. Monthly workload statistics were collated
and forwarded to Headquarters. These were sometimes put to regional use. For example,
although there was a ‘perceived wisdom of increased referrals’, a recent comparison of a
six-months period in 2003 and the same period a year earlier had been undertaken.
Inspectors were told by senior managers in the Region that this had “shown variations
and not a relentless rise and it also showed that, for some teams, the workload had not
increased but the waiting lists have”.
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Standards of performance are set and monitored by CAFCASS

3.21 Although CAFCASS published its Service Principles and Standards in April 2003, the
Region has not established reliable systems for monitoring standards of performance.
As noted in more detail later in this report, supervision practices by managers vary
widely and encompass some sound and regular approaches but also some very lax or
non-existent ones. Appraisal systems were due to be introduced later, following a pilot
stage. Inspectors concluded that, generally, management of performance across the
Region is weak.

Recommendation 3: that, in order to improve strategic and performance management,
CAFCASS Yorkshire and Humberside Region should:

B takefull advantage of new management structures and personnel to re-establish
management morale and effective regional leadership and develop performance
management

B develop a comprehensive strategy to address diversity issues, including
establishing a Regional Diversity Group.
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Inspection Findings 4: Management of Human
Resources

This section assesses the extent to which CAFCASS Yorkshire and Humberside
Region provides and deploys staff capable of delivering its objectives cost effectively.

In order to fulfil this key function, MCSI expects a CAFCASS Region to:

m| systematically and continuously plan human resource needs

m] have in place staff structures and numbers to enable work to be carried out
cost effectively

identify staff capabilities and sustain and develop these
continuously review staff performance and development and agree targets

have an effective dialogue with its staff and foster a climate of improvement

OO oo

meet its statutory obligations as an employer and demonstrate good
employment practice.

Public Service Agreement — key objective for CAFCASS is:

O to develop the skills of staff, CAFCASS should develop and implement personnel policies
and training/development strategies that are fair and allow all officers to fulfil their
potential, individually and collectively, to contribute most effectively to the aims of the
organisation. The process of harmonisation of skills and terms of the various officers
brought together under CAFCASS should begin by the beginning of Year 2.

Overall Findings

B Considerable efforts had been made by the Region and Headquarters to re-plan the
regional structure and increase staffing.

B Service Managers were critical of the training arrangements to prepare them for
their new roles of leading mixed teams of practitioners.

B There is a regional training group but there was uncertainty about funding and how
national and regional training was being developed.

B Within the Region, many training needs have been identified and events organised.
B New practitioners felt welcomed and supported.

B There was no overt commitment to recruit more staff from ethnic minorities.

B Supervision and appraisal across the Region are inconsistent.

B Service Managers shared out the management of self-employed contractors within
nationally agreed procedures; however, these were reported as unnecessarily
complicated and were not routinely followed.
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Inspection sources

4.1

The primary sources of information about MCSI’s key function for the management of
human resources were:

B background documents provided by CAFCASS

B asurvey of CAFCASS practitioners

B interviews with CAFCASS staff at all levels.

Planning, staff structure, numbers and cost effectiveness

4.2

As already noted earlier in this report, considerable efforts have been made by the Region
and Headquarters to re-plan the regional structure and increase staffing. Although there
has been some significant recruitment success, it is too soon to judge the effectiveness of
recruitment overall as this was continuing at the time of the inspection. In terms of
CAFCASS’s overall progress in developing management information systems, Inspectors
consider that there is insufficient data collected routinely to make clear judgements
about cost-effectiveness of service delivery across the Region.

Human resource needs are systematically and continuously
planned

4.3

4.4

4.5

The target practitioner establishment for the Region at the time of the inspection was
184.64 full-time equivalent posts and the establishment of practitioners in teams ranged
from 11.42 to 13.5. The equivalent business support total figure was 49.50 full-time
equivalent posts but the distribution of these staff across the teams and regional
headquarters showed a more complicated picture. This is mainly because in several
instances it was intended that the same business support group would serve two or
three offices. It was also planned that the pro rata allocation of business support staff
on a team basis would remain the same.

Inspectors were told that the preference exercise for moving staff into the proposed 15
new teams has run into some delay following the intervention of the Unions.

Another initiative was to recruit a bank of practitioners to assist with case allocation.
This had been developed nationally. Inspectors were told that this would not be
implemented in the Region until January and, on balance, this delay was seen as
necessary in order to get the basic establishment in the Region agreed and in post.

Staff capabilities are identified, sustained and developed

4.6

4.7

At the time of the inspection, Service Managers were critical of the training they had
received so far to prepare them for their new roles leading mixed teams of practitioners.
This had consisted of ‘two plus one days plus a Learning Set’. All Service Managers
were expected to have undertaken this initial training by the end of September and it
was due to be followed by further specific training events through to March 2004.

The training days were described as a presentation of an ideal model for change
management, preceded by a half day on the ‘history of CAFCASS and what went wrong’
but also input about the new role of the Service Manager.
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4.8

4.9

4.10

4.11

4.12

4.13

Cross-regional Learning Sets were described as likely to have eight to 12 members and
were to meet every four months, with an annual budget of £2,000. The aim was described
as “learning from each other and support for each other”. Overall, it appeared that the
region’s 15 Service Managers might therefore be spread among three to five different
Learning Sets. Service Managers were unclear whether membership of Sets was optional
or mandatory. Similarly, there was lack of clarity about the status of any decisions
made in Sets that might cut across normal line management in the Region.

Inspectors were concerned that, at such a crucial stage of transition for Service Managers,
the arrangements appeared to those participating as thoroughly confused. Further, and
of equal concern, was that Service Managers could not see a clear connection between
the programme objectives and their actual needs.

The Region has established a training group. In respect of induction, Inspectors were
advised that CAFCASS’s national scheme expected new practitioners to go on an
induction course within 16 weeks of starting. But there was confusion about the need
and expectation to run local courses as well. The Region had a two-day programme that
provided Family Court Advisers (FCAs) with local and practical information. There was
frustration with the Centre and uncertainty “how it is all pulled together; it feels
fragmented. Half the time the courses are withdrawn, half the time the courses are being
worked on but never appear”. The Region was unclear how national and regional training
was being developed. In respect of a Diversity Policy, the Region had identified
Headquarters’ Diversity consultants to provide regional training. Arrangements were
put ‘on hold’ pending changes in regional management but planning was resumed after
the inspection fieldwork.

Members of the training group have an interest in training and were enthusiastic about
a training needs audit that would produce a programme of training for regional staff.
The practical issue was that a few managers had to do all the work on top of everything
else expected of them, there was no time allowed for such tasks and no administrative
support. There seemed to be a senior management refrain of “it’s no good spending
money on Regional training if the National organisation is going to provide the training.”

The training group identified training needs in the Region and had organised events
(the Training Calendar). Examples of priorities included diversity, needs of children,
listening to children, Laming and safeguards. The group had also tried to make the
allocation of places on training courses more transparent and fair. It was felt that,
before CAFCASS, guardians had more access to more training than probation staff and
the group has been working towards an equitable system for everyone.

A further area of confusion was the size of any regional budget and which funds were
spent outside the training group’s control. The group had proposed a Regional Training
Officer post as a way to improve things, but this was rejected by CAFCASS senior
management. Inspectors were told that someone has been offered a job with a practice
development/training brief but, again, there was uncertainty as to the facts or the future
plan.
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New Family Court Advisers

4.14 New frontline practitioners had been recruited, known within CAFCASS as Family
Court Advisers (FCAs), and more were expected to be appointed in the autumn.
Deployment varied across the Region, so that some reported undertaking only public
law cases and others were solely concerned with private law proceedings. Some Service
Managers were concerned that this might be perceived as the Region acting in bad faith
because they had all been recruited with the expectation of taking both public and private
law work.

4.15 Whilst, generally, FCAs had felt welcomed and supported, their experience of regular
supervision and induction training had varied widely. The Region needs to ensure that
all FCAs attend the national scheme of induction. Basic issues, such as terms and
conditions, seem to be a cause of confusion — one FCA reported that she was on her
fourth set — as were travel and subsistence and mileage allowances.

Self employed contractors

4.16 MCSI has arranged to interview self-employed contractors (i.e. self-employed children’s
guardians) separately in some Regions but for this inspection the alternative of
interviewing some self-employed practitioners alongside other frontline staff was adopted.
Service Managers shared out the management of self-employed contractors within
nationally agreed procedures. However, it was made clear to Inspectors that such
procedures, described as ‘confused and contradictory’, were unnecessarily complicated
and, as such, were not routinely followed. There were particular concerns about the
accounting system that required time estimates at the outset of the proceedings, and
subsequent entries when such estimates needed revising in the context of the
developments in the case.

4.17 Managers also voiced particular concerns that the quality of the work of new contractors
was difficult to assess, and the absence of effective quality assurance posed real dangers
for children and families. Similarly, although some managers invited self-employed
guardians to local training events on a charged nominal sum, there were concerns that
others failed to maintain their knowledge base through regular training. The continuing
fallout from the Judicial Review of 2001 was apparent, with managers expressing views
such as “self-employed guardians do not feel valued but, rather, tolerated. The only thing
CAFCASS is good at is alienating staff”.

Race equality is given due regard in recruitment, selection and
development of staff

4.18 Inrespect of recruitment from ethnic minority staff, Inspectors were told that suggestions
had been made to regional management about how, based on some local authority
practice, interview panels should include someone from an ethnic minority. This had
apparently been turned down “on the basis that they didn’t see the point”. The Region
cited a range of difficulties in recruiting staff from ethnic minorities in order to improve
further its overall profile. But it was apparent to MCSI that there was no overt
commitment to realise such an aim and therefore no strategy had been planned which
might support such developments. The Region needs to be more proactive and imaginative
in this area.
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Staff performance is reviewed and targets agreed

4.19

4.20

4.21

The overall picture of supervision and appraisal across the Region is inconsistent. Whilst
some legacy systems have been continued, generally within the Region, approaches to
both supervision and appraisal are unsatisfactory. Interim ‘objective setting exercises’
have been undertaken pending the completion of a pilot appraisal scheme across several
CAFCASS Regions. Although individual managers have undertaken appraisals, these
are not filed centrally and, overall, there is a lack of direction and purpose.

Discussion with Inspectors highlighted that where supervision took place, there were
inconsistent approaches to these being properly recorded. At the time of the inspection,
it was recognised that, on occasions, court dates clashed with pre-arranged supervision.
Patterns also suggest that some staff are avoiding supervision. Inspectors are also
concerned that some Service Managers feel unsupported by regional management in
tackling poor practice by practitioners and this seemed to reflect poor regional leadership,
referred to earlier in this report.

New policies regarding both supervision and appraisal are expected from Headquarters.
It is important that the Region implement these without delay but also ensure that
relevant training is provided. See Recommendation 1 in Welfare of Children.

Recommendation 4: that, in order to improve training, CAFCASS Yorkshire and
Humberside Region should:

review and update arrangements for identifying and organising staff training
and development within the Region, including funding and the terms of reference
of, and support for, any training group

take steps to clarify training responsibilities between the Region and
Headquarters

ensure that the above information is routinely communicated to all regional

staff.
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Inspection Findings 5: Management of Physical
Resources

This section assesses the extent to which CAFCASS Yorkshire and Humberside
Region deploys buildings, IT and other equipment effectively and efficiently.

In order to fulfil this key function, MCSI expects a CAFCASS Region to:
O balance strategy and plans for accommodation with the needs of users and
with cost effective use of resources

m| maintain current building stock and equipment in a timely and cost efficient
manner

O ensure that all users of CAFCASS services are able to enter and conduct their
business within its buildings

m| offer facilities for users of CAFCASS premises of adequate comfort that take
into account the likely duration of any period of waiting

(] ensure that users have access to facilities to conduct their business with
appropriate levels of privacy

m| ensure CAFCASS premises offer adequate levels of safety and security for users
and staff

m| have a strategy for developing the use of IT

O ensure that IT is adequately established in terms of quality, availability and
security.
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Overall Findings

B The Region has made significant progress in improving its overall stock of office
accommodation.

B Comment about current planned moves in the Region was positive and the close
involvement of the Unions in such matters was reported as helpful.

B Health & Safety issues have appropriately taken on a higher profile within the Region.

B There was confusion at one building about the fire certificate that Inspectors noted
had lapsed.

B There was plenty of evidence of some good IT skill levels but Inspectors were also
told there were some wide skill variations.

B Although the numbers of computers across the Region had been restricted by
Headquarters for reasons of cost, there were sufficient for all home working staff,
Service Managers and support staff to have one each; others were allocated amongst
office based practitioners on the basis of about four for every five full-time equivalent
staff.

B Regional management recognised that it lacked an IT strategy which covered all
equipment deployment, replacement and upgrading as well as training and related
issues.

Inspection sources

5.1 The primary sources of information about MCSI’s key function for the management of
physical resources were:
B Dbackground documents provided by CAFCASS

interviews with CAFCASS staff

site tours of buildings at Leeds, York, Hull, Bradford and Rotherham

interviews with Health & Safety lead managers.

Accommodation strategy

5.2 The Region has made significant progress in improving its overall stock of office
accommodation. In March 2003, the Region appointed a specialist lead on estates who
was accountable to the Business Manager but who also linked with an estates consultant
at CAFCASS Headquarters. At that time, there were 17 offices in the Region and it was
necessary to establish and update the condition of the estate but at the same time deal
with the legacy of notices to quit inherited from the Probation Service. The Region has
particular issues with freeholds, having more than any other Region. The Region felt
that Headquarters had been very unclear about the permissions which accompany the
management and sale of freehold property and the basis on which it can be replaced
with more freehold property: “we haven’t seen a CAFCASS property strategy saying ‘this
is how we are going to do it.”
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5.3

5.4

Concern was expressed about the lack of information on accommodation related issues
to provide comparisons with other Regions i.e. Regions felt they were kept in the dark
about overall decision-making. This has the effect of generating possibly unnecessary
work. There was concern about the absence of strategic or tactical priorities from
CAFCASS Headquarters. The Region considered that a transparent and visible National
Property Strategy was needed.

It was recognised that office moves required a great deal of careful planning and sensitive
communication with the relevant staff. Generally, Inspectors found comment about
current planned moves in the Region positive and the close involvement of the Unions
in such matters was also reported as helpful.

Finance

5.5

The Region also sees a need for much greater clarity and transparency from the centre
about budgets and budget control. The maintenance budget is a particular issue. The
Region has a £15k maintenance budget. Anything less than a £5k spend has to come
from the regional budget. Although this should cover maintenance and redecoration,
Inspectors were told that, instead, it was spent on safety lights and air conditioning
units over the summer. The Region was hoping for a more realistic budget which reflected
what was necessary, and a business case for a realistic maintenance budget was being
prepared.

Value for money

5.6

There was particular concern about the lack of what was termed ‘a spend to save principle’.
For example, within the Region there was an issue about archiving records. Property
had been identified which could become a sound archive after renovation costing £15k.
Inspectors were told that this has been turned down by Headquarters without explanation
and, as a result, the Region was committed to continuing archiving costs whereby the
equivalent cost (£15k) will be expended in about 16 months.

Accommodation priorities, standards and related issues

5.7

5.8

5.9

Accommodation in Leeds had been established and, although of good quality, it was
considered not ideal by staff, as the hot summer has demonstrated. It was recognised
that the building was possibly the best available at the time.

In Bradford, three teams had been located to one site. There was concern about the
premises in Dewsbury (‘the pits’) and there was a notice to quit. Alternative
accommodation has been identified and was being driven through to schedule.

There was also notice to quit at one of the Humberside offices, and decisions there were
influenced by service delivery plans involving the Cottingham office and services to
North Humberside.
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5.10

5.11

Inspectors were told that considerable work was needed on some premises e.g. £30-35k
on Scunthorpe. By October 2004, buildings need to be DDA compliant or have
exemptions. It was explained that York office could never be compliant as it is a listed
terraced building.

Submission of accommodation related business plans went via the Business Manager to
Headquarters Operations. The Finance Director and others were also involved before
property acquisition was signed off by the LCD. The Region expressed concern that it
was not clear on what basis key authorisation decisions were taken: “we just get yes or
no with no explanation”.

Health & Safety

5.12

5.13

5.14

5.15

Visits to offices during the inspection suggested that Health & Safety issues had
appropriately taken on a higher profile within the Region. Certain issues still need
addressing: for example, staff are unclear regarding the frequency of Health & Safety
inspections. Within the Region, there is also a strong difference of view as to whether all
Health & Safety issues should be brought to the regional Health & Safety Committee,
or resolved locally where possible and only brought up centrally should this not prove
viable. It is important that regional management and the Unions resolve this matter.

Health & Safety reports only address the physical building and environment. Some
managers in the Region have developed draft Safe Working Practices. However, it is
apparent that this risked replicating work being undertaken in other Regions but without
central co-ordination.

A range of other concerns were raised with Inspectors regarding poor planning of office
refurbishment including, for example:

B over-running work so that staff had to be relocated at short notice because it became
difficult and dangerous to remain on site

B arrangements to protect I'T equipment were not carried out; some equipment had
been damaged

B no industrial cleaning followed the work; staff had to make the place habitable
themselves.

The protection of IT equipment and cleaning related to poor practice by outside contractors
who were not used again. Subsequent office moves had not had those problems.

There was also confusion at one building about the fire certificate that Inspectors noted
had lapsed and responsibility within the Region for arranging inspection and reissue.
We make a recommendation about this.

1 Disability Discrimination Act 1995.
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Information Technology

5.16

5.17

5.18

5.19

Improving IT literacy within the Region at all levels remains an important aim. There
was plenty of evidence of good IT skill levels but Inspectors were also told there were
wide skill variations — for example,. “The CAFCASS Intranet requires IT literacy skills
which are still beyond some regional staff abilities”. Training for IT across the Region
remains a priority for many and needs to build on a range of opportunities that have
already been offered. However, doubts were expressed about the appropriateness of
some courses being offered nationally. The example given was a pilot course in
Birmingham in September for less frequent users to which the Regions had been asked
to send two persons who might benefit. This was considered by staff as poor value for
money. Although IT training was being considered nationally, it was felt in the Region
that certain local initiatives would offer better value and learning. For example, flexible
at desk training (Learn Direct) via the internet was felt to be a better use of resources
than taking staff away for two or three days.

There was an ongoing sensitive issue across the Region about whether there was an
intention to make all practitioners more self-reliant in terms of IT and refocus
administrative support task to other duties. This is a wider issue across CAFCASS.
Some managers have concerns about practitioners spending a considerable amount of
time typing their own reports when these could be dictated more quickly and typed by
the support staff. Inspectors consider that this is a key issue that requires a clear directive
from Headquarters.

Overall, the numbers of computers across the Region have been restricted by
Headquarters for reasons of cost. Inspectors were advised that there were sufficient
computers for all home working staff, Service Managers and support staff to have one
each. Computers were allocated amongst office based practitioners on the basis of about
four for every five full-time equivalent staff (that is, 0.79 of a machine per whole-time
equivalent practitioner). This has resulted in some offices losing some of their resource
and others gaining. The Region has two RAS sites at two of its smaller offices which
have more limited use. There were reported concerns about the slowness of the system
for desktop machines and delay was said to be of more concern when laptops were used.

The Region recognised that it lacked an IT strategy which covered all equipment
deployment, replacement and upgrading as well as training and related issues. MCSI
suggest that it would be helpful for the Region to begin to scope such a strategy.

Recommendation 5: that, in order to improve accommodation and Information
Technology, CAFCASS Yorkshire and Humberside Region should:

ensure that in addressing the full range of Health & Safety related issues,
including building fire certificates, agreement is reached about any scope for
local resolution of issues at area level as an alternative to all matters being
referred to the regional Health & Safety Committee

develop an IT strategy, also covering office equipment and linked to training.
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Annex A

Methodology

The Inspection of CAFCASS Yorkshire and Humberside Region was conducted by a
team of six Inspectors and an Inspection Assistant. The Region was given six months’
notice of the start of the main fieldwork and of the topics to be inspected. The Region
provided the inspection team with documentary evidence together with its own analysis
of performance in the five main topic areas.

Views of the judiciary at three care centres and three magistrates’ courts about the
performance of CAFCASS were obtained through on-site discussions. Similar discussions
took place in three local authorities where social services and legal views about current
court proceedings where CAFCASS was involved.

The inspection team visited CAFCASS offices in Leeds, York, Hull, Rotherham and

Bradford.

Around 120 recently completed court reports were inspected with the assistance of

practitioners and managers. On the same day, more detailed discussions were undertaken

with practitioners about one of their recently completed proceedings.

The inspection team carried out a series of structured interviews with senior management

in the Region, Service Managers, support staff, frontline practitioners and other staff

with specialist responsibilities, such as those dealing with complaints, information

management, human resources, estates and Health & Safety of buildings.

MCSI posters were displayed in CAFCASS office reception areas inviting contact from

service users. Copies of the posters were also displayed in a number of languages at

different offices including Bengali, Punjabi, Urdu, Sylheti and Portuguese.

Adult parties in all completed private law proceedings for a two month period in 2003

where CAFCASS was involved were written to by CAFCASS requesting the completion

of a questionnaire about levels of satisfaction with CAFCASS. Sixty-four replies were

received. Views were sought anonymously.

At the same time that parents were contacted, they were invited, if they so wished, to

telephone the Inspectorate direct and/or to come to a meeting with Inspectors. Three

telephone interviews took place and three persons were interviewed in person.

MCSI also sought out the views of one stakeholder group in the Region which had an

interest in the work of CAFCASS. This was an association of Family Solicitors.

MCSI reports do not normally record the views of identifiable individuals. Instead,

Inspectors adopt a convention in respect of management, administrative and practitioner

views and responsibilities. This uses the following terms:

- Regional management encompassing where possible the Regional Manager,
Business Manager, Service Managers, and regional management team

- Headquarters management encompassing the HQ management team

- The Board encompassing the Chairman, the Board and, as appropriate, the Task
and Finish Groups

- Administration covering all support administrative staff
- Practitioners covering all frontline practitioners

- Service users

- Stakeholder groups.

Children and Family Court Advisory and Support Service - Yorkshire and Humberside Region




B Similarly, views of other individuals interviewed during the inspection, such as the
judiciary and local authority staff, are not reproduced in this report in an identifiable
form.

B CAFCASS Yorkshire and Humberside Region and Headquarters have seen this report
in draft form. Any comments on factual inaccuracies have been taken into account in
this final version.
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Annex B

CAFCASS Yorkshire and Humberside Region: key
facts

CAFCASS North West Region was established in April 2001 from the following former services:

B five Guardian ad litem and Reporting Officer Service Panels

B four Probation Family Court Welfare Services.

Staffing

The Region’s overall staffing was as follows (as at June 2003):

Regional Headquarters management and specialist posts (six)
Service Managers (12)

Administration Managers (14)

Administrative staff (27)

Practitioners (173)

Assistant /interpreter (1.5)

Self-employed practitioners (13).

Accommodation

CAFCASS offices in the Region were at the following locations (July 2003), although a number
of changes were imminent:
Leeds

Batley

Bradford

Dewsbury

Doncaster
Rotherham

Grimsby

Cottingham
Scunthorpe

Hessle

Rotherham

Sheffield

Barnsley

York

Scarborourgh

Harrogate.
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Budget 2001/02

CAFCASS’s indicative budget for 2003/04 is £8.760 million.

Workload

A summary of the Region’s workload in 2002/03 by actual completions is as follows:

Adoption (Guardian) 46

Freeing (Guardian) 78

Supervision order 37

Contact (including authority to refuse) 40

Secure accommodation 24

Sub-total 1,376

Full reports and addenda 4,366

Interventions at Directions Hearings 5,343

The Region has predicted completions for 2003/04 in public law as 1,561 and in private law as
6,110.
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Annex C

Court report reading

In the course of this inspection, 120 completed reports were read by Inspectors, Service
Managers and practitioners. The public law reports were concerned with full care applications
(section 31) and the private law reports addressed disputed contact and residence (section 8).

At the end of a detailed analysis of the reports, readers were asked to comment further including
examples of good or poor practice.

Comments suggesting good practice — section 31 proceedings

Despite not explicitly dealing with welfare checklist, a full and helpful report which
states clearly the facts leading to a quite appropriate recommendation

I like the synopsis/summary at the front of the report (two succinct paragraphs)

Exceptional report clear and helpful for court, in the best interests of the children,
sensitive to family members

A clear readable understandable report

This report covers all the issues. It is succinct having regard to the long history of
concern that existed. Good lay-out, clear sections and headings

The report is useful and gives a picture of the child’s life. There might have been a
clearer section on the legal history and slightly clearer arguments surrounding the need
for a care order if the child is placed with a parent (courts may query this these days).
Guardian has obviously spent time with the child and knows him and this shines through.
Welfare checklist is used as the format for the assessment. Stylistically, it could be
sharper and could avoid assuming the reader will know who people are

Generally very good but I think the welfare checklist should be more clearly identified
as such, not just by headings. I wonder if the children’s solicitor saw this report before it
was filed — the writer addresses the question of consent to the freeing application and
recommends that the court dispenses with mother’s agreement on the grounds that she
is withholding her agreement unreasonably — two things — Mum did sign, secondly that
has to be a judicial decision, the guardian is to advise on whether adoption will meet the
child’s needs, not on consent

Generally clear and comprehensive
Family tree would have been useful

Children’s guardian addresses the use of private law proceedings. This follows child
protection enquiries and subsequent s 37 direction leading to care proceedings. The case
illustrates the pressure on local authorities to reduce looked after/care population and
child protection register numbers and promote use of extended family

Report covers the ground without repeating evidence available from elsewhere but
obtained from guardian’s involvement and enquiries which is clear and helpful so that
recommendation flows from the report

Exceptionally good report. Clear and easy to follow how evidence helps the court to
reach a decision for full care orders and the placement of the children home with mother.
Report shows excellent working together of children’s guardian and local authority social
worker
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Summarises and signposts detail in other reports by page/paragraph but does not repeat
it unnecessarily. Clear about status of information

Makes key issues clear at beginning of report; gives credit to local authority
Shows a good understanding of cultural issues

Very clear and concise report — easy to read. Children’s guardian appears to have
challenged local authority and allowed mother another chance to parent her child.

Comments suggesting poor practice — section 31 proceedings

Guardian refers to report by someone (frequent quotes) but fails to say who the author
is (could be a psychologist, social worker etc)

A number of issues are raised in the penultimate paragraph ie gaps in Case Plan, which
do not affect the recommendation. Had those been discussed with the local authority
prior to the hearing or where there were areas of disagreement?

I was unclear why the guardian’s view about contact did not become translated into a
recommendation, given the difference of view expressed in relation to the Care Plan

The report highlights the difficulties experienced by other professional ie getting the
local authority to take action in this case

Overall, this is an exceptionally detailed report reflecting thorough work. I remain
unconvinced that it was necessary to draw so many other professional assessments
together (pages 13 —31). It might be helpful to list when key people have been seen in
the period of the guardian’s appointment to final hearing; an index page of report contents
might also have assisted

Author does not actually state type of contact with child, mother, grandparents —
presumed all this happened but not actually stated

There is no reference to the welfare checklist other than to acknowledge it is in a document
produced by the social worker. The father was not seen and reliance was placed on the
social worker’s futile efforts in this regard

Although this report scored highly, its style was rather wearisome — perhaps reflecting
that this was mother’s 7% child and the guardian had acted for three of her other children

Author clearly has relevant skills and expertise — however, the evaluation of the issues
of risk might have been better identified. The structure of the welfare checklist might
have been a useful means of drawing information about the child into a more
understandable sequence

This report does do the job but is extremely short compared with others and some areas
are not comprehensive. There is clearly a long previous history but no description of this
is provided. It barely ‘stands alone’ and refers to local authority statements. One major
advantage of the proposed care plan (child with half siblings) is just not spelled out —
the disadvantages etc are not weighed up and considered

Although good in parts, this report addresses the welfare checklist only briefly in less
than one page and only because, it seems, the checklist in the social worker’s statement
‘does not appear to have been updated’. The freeing for adoption application gets very
little attention — no mention of declaration. The prospective parents have been visited
and merit only three lines and no mention at the front of the report. Section on parents’
history good. Proceedings eight months start to finish — new baby removed at birth and
no plan to rehabilitate. Quick but not quick enough

Quite clear and thorough, although no chronology

Pages 8-16 are chronology — again is this the children’s guardian’s job to produce?
Summary of mother’s background/impact on her parenting would have been more useful.
There was a family tree
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Children’s guardian acknowledges earlier transfer to county court may have been helpful;
dispute over validity/reliability decided at beginning

It is not the guardian’s job to produce the chronology — in this case it is 50% of the
report; not explicitly stated at the outset that the three half siblings are living with
their birth father on residence orders — he is not even listed. You have to get near the
end of the chronology to ascertain that. An initial summary paragraph would have been
helpful

Pages 6-14 is chronology; 14-17 are summaries of other professionals’ reports; so of 24
pages about 6 are accounts of the children’s guardian’s own involvement and assessment
using the welfare checklist — but why the need to put so much from that which is or
should be before the courts already?

No chronology; no clear section giving information on the local authority’s views; no
discussion about the care plan; issues of contact unclear; contact orders not discussed

Overall, this report was marred by gaps, typos and incorrect use of language. The first
part — directions — was unnecessarily discursive and so were some of the other parts.
The case took just over a year to complete but in that time mother was traced [to elsewhere
in the UK] and child rehabilitated to her

Clear but too long — reader tends to get lost in the detail

The applicant is not identified; there is no indication that the child was seen; there is no
independent assessment of the proposals for the child’s care

No date of application or appointment; cannot identify if there was a delay; was the case
waiting?

There is no clear chronology, nor is there an assessment of each child’s individual needs;
there is no assessment of significant harm; no assessment of the local authority care
plans for each child; no information from the expert included in the report; no comments
on any assessment by the expert of the local authority

A lot of information is historical and the impression is one of the guardian making an
assessment on the basis of information from others rather than his/her own assessment.
Not clear — reads a bit like a social work statement.

Comments suggesting good practice — section 8 proceedings

Throughout the report race, disability and diversity issues addressed well

This is a well argued report handling sensitive information where a child may be
potentially at risk of abuse

Report writer helped father to understand and accept his son’s wish not to have contact
with him

Sensitive meetings with parents and child led to a sensible agreement

A comprehensive, detailed report with good analysis

Good clear report which I think will be helpful to the parents in moving the situation
forward

This 1s the most complicated case I can remember; argument between maternal
grandmother and mother of seven children and ex-partners. Issues dealt with clearly
and impact on children well discussed

Interaction with child and expressing his feelings
Interviews and observations carried out with fairness and sensitivity

A lengthy report with good evidence of lots of useful contact with other professionals
which was unusually detailed
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Good example of a very good report — balanced, detailed and very much child focused
Recommendation is in line with child’s wishes and feelings; she is 15
Clear and concise and Traveller’s needs well considered.

Comments suggesting poor practice — section 8 proceedings

Some detail in information but no reference to outcomes regarding checks made not to
welfare checklist; vague recommendation

The suggestion to re-establish contact gives no guidance as to how that might be managed,
the extent of such contact and whether further CAFCASS involvement is required. It
read like it finished with a good assessment but not a proper recommendation

The overall quality of the report would be improved with a full discussion of the welfare
checklist

The report does not use headings and is quite difficult to follow in parts — it does not
give an analysis of the welfare checklist

This is a long report (20 pages) mainly describing joint interviews (co-worked) with the
parents and with the children. The report is a sensitive description of past events and
everyone’s views but it falls down on assessment and does not really come to any definite
conclusion

A good report but would have been helped by a stronger recommendation, ie for supervised
contact as in my view there were child protection concerns

I feel report was too long and lacked a coherent structure eg current circumstances near
the end of the report; proposal for contact to be increased by 15 minutes each week over
three months period seems destined to be hard to comply with and lead to further dispute
between parties; issues around culture/ethnicity not addressed

Recommendation for contact against stated wishes of child; no details or support for the
child or further reports to be prepared

Inconsistencies between list of enquiries which then don’t appear in the report; if I was
Dad, I would not feel fairly treated

Specific value judgements jumped out of the descriptive part of the report

I thought the report read well until the sections concerning the children; no assessment
at all of children’s needs; welfare checklist barely referred to; children’s school not
contacted; no suggestion of liaison with other agencies

Didn’t pursue request for information from school so no other information about children
available; very poor use of welfare checklist; very poor assessment

I think the child and mother are Hindu but this is only briefly mentioned; no consideration
of Diversity issues at all; the report writer hasn’t commented at all on the child’s wishes
and feelings

One of the points of dispute was length of time child should stay with father during the
holidays. The recommendation did not address this and did not explain why not

Although an agreement was reached by the parties, the report would have benefited
from a clearer assessment of the issues. It felt like basic checks were done and the
situation was ‘good enough’ but a bit thin on the arguments

It took time to establish correct name of child due to typos — and father was called Ms on
front sheet

I am disturbed by the apparently superficial understanding of the addictive nature of
child sex offending and consequent failure to offer an appropriate assessment of future
risk by the report writer
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No assessment made of children’s relationship with other parent; no observed contact;
children not spoken to individually. Recommendation very unclear; doesn’t address need
for further report and what an assessment in the future of contact will be looking for. I
found the report too long and very difficult to read and digest. Mention made of religion
playing a part in the parents’ agenda but it isn’t explained

I don’t think direct quotes of personal verbal abuse between parties is helpful

The main issue of contact was agreed between the parents but the child, aged six, was
not spoken to about contact with her father to asses her wishes and feelings on that
subject

Felt mother’s side given more weight (3 % pages) compared to father’s (1%%)
Confusion of writer’s assessment and new information from agencies

Paragraphs are too long, therefore making the reading of this report difficult to the eye
and to follow

The report demonstrates that sufficient and detailed enquires have taken place but the
‘summary and conclusions’ section is brief and woolly

The report peters out — the final piece of work leading to a firm recommendation has not
been done — it is still left to the parents to sort out the staying and holiday contact which
was the reason for the application

Get a feel for the child but would like to know more about mum’s partner
Diversity issues not addressed
Welfare checklist not used; mix of fact, assessment and opinion.
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Annex D

Background to CAFCASS

Services prior to April 2001

Before CAFCASS was established in April 2001, support services in family proceedings had
been provided from entirely separate sources, namely:

B the Family Court Welfare Services as part of the Probation Service

B the Guardian ad litem and Reporting Officer Service as a responsibility of local authorities

B the Children’s Division of the Official Solicitor’s Department as an Associated Office of
the LCD.

Preliminary steps leading to CAFCASS

In July 1999, the Government announced its intention to establish a unified Service across
England and Wales as a Non-Departmental Public Body under the responsibility of the Lord
Chancellor. In March 2000, the Criminal Justice and Court Services Bill was published and
received Royal Assent at the end of November 2000.

There was a short period of a few months for further preparation before CAFCASS was
established as a legal entity on 1 April 2001. This work was undertaken by a Project Team
under the auspices of the LCD. Responsibility for those Services designated to move to
CAFCASS remained unchanged until the 31 March 2001 date of transfer.

The Framework Document

The Framework Document was prepared by the LCD in April 2001. It sets out a broad structure
within which CAFCASS should operate, including:

B CAFCASS’s functions, duties and powers together with the rules and guidelines within
which it must operate

B the conditions under which public funds are paid to CAFCASS

B how CAFCASS is to account for its performance

B the relationship between the Lord Chancellor and his Department and CAFCASS.

The Framework Document also sets out the responsibilities of the Chair of CAFCASS, the
Board members and those of the Chief Executive who is also designated by the Department

as the Accounting Officer. It also outlines the main functions of the Sponsorship Unit within
the LCD. These include:

B to act as point of contact between the Department and CAFCASS in support of the
arrangements outlined in the Framework Document

B to monitor performance against those terms and give support and advice as necessary
on day-to-day issues arising

B to communicate relevant Government policy to CAFCASS and advise on the
interpretation of that policy

B toissue specific guidance on that policy to CAFCASS as necessary.
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Following the machinery of Government changes in June 2003, the Framework Document
will be developed to reflect the transfer to DfES.

Corporate Plan

In March 2003, after a period of consultation, CAFCASS published its Corporate Plan
2003/ 06.

MCSTI’s legal powers and duties

The legal powers and duties covering inspection of CAFCASS are set out in section 17 of the
Criminal Justice and Court Services Act 2000. MCSI Inspectors have the duty:

B to inspect and report to the Lord Chancellor on the performance of CAFCASS, and of
officers of the Service, of their functions; and

B to discharge, in connection with those functions or with related functions of any other
person, such functions as the Lord Chancellor may from time to time direct.

In exercising these duties, an MCSI Inspector shall also have at all reasonable times:

B aright of entry to any premises occupied by the Service; and

B a right to inspect, and take copies of, any records kept by the Service, and any other
documents containing information relating to the performance of the functions of the
Service or its officers which he considers relevant to the discharge of his functions.

For the purpose of MCSI inspection, court rules also allow for the examination of court related
documents, such as court reports, without leave of the court.

Following the Machinery of Government changes in June 2003, MCSI remains within the
Department of Constitutional Affairs although its inspection reports on CAFCASS also go to
DfES and the Minister for Children.

Guidelines for Inspection of CAFCASS

In June 2002, MCSI published Guidelines for Inspection of CAFCASS. This set out the
principles and procedures to be followed by MCSI in its inspection-related activities within
CAFCASS Regions. It also set out MCSI’s expectations of CAFCASS as a well-managed and
delivered Service under particular key functions. Copies may be obtained from the address at
the front of this report. It may also be found on MCSI’s website at http://www.mesi.gov.uk
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Recommendations and CAFCASS Yorkshire and
Humberside Region’s action plan

1. MCSI recommendation — Welfare of Children

That, in order to improve frontline practice, CAFCASS Yorkshire and
Humberside Region should:

introduce updated arrangements, such as supervision and appraisal,
to ensure quality and consistency of frontline practice

use the opportunity of the new court report formats to ensure that
consistent quality assurance of reports is undertaken

reinforce best practice around risk assessment, including safe working
practices in offices and for home visiting

establish, within agreed terms of reference, liaison arrangements with
local authorities to ensure mutual learning and development of
consistent policy and practice.

CAFCASS response

The CAFCASS Yorkshire and Humberside Region will:

B implement nationally agreed arrangements for supervision and appraisal of all
staff
B introduce new CAFCASS report format and review gate-keeping arrangements
B increase staff awareness of safe working practices and the role of risk assessments
B develop a regional strategy for liaison with local authorities, using local “good
practice” examples.
Improvement target: To have regular supervision and appraisal
arrangements in place in all teams.
By date: July 2004
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MCSI recommendation — Care of Service Users

That, in order to improve services to users, CAFCASS Yorkshire and
Humberside Region should:

B in the light of the National Survey of User views, develop a strategy for
engaging with users across the Region to aid improved service delivery
and frontline practice

B ensure that proposals for the handling of complaints across the Region
and Division include systematic opportunities for identifying relevant
issues that may assist the Region to improve its frontline practice

B take further steps to ensure that children and families consistently
receive relevant CAFCASS leaflets, including those in languages other
than English, and that use of the CAFCASS website as a source of
information for parents and children is actively promoted.

CAFCASS response

The CAFCASS Yorkshire and Humberside Region will:
B through participation in the National Child and User Steering Group, promote
local initiatives which improve user involvement

B review the local response to CAFCASS complaints procedures, to ensure that
practice complies with requirements

B set up a Regional Quality Monitoring Group to coordinate work on service

improvement.

Improvement target: To have systems in place which facilitate the involvement
of children and families in the development of improved
services.

By date: September 2004
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3. MCSI recommendation — Strategy and Performance Management

That, in order to improve strategic and performance management, CAFCASS
Yorkshire and Humberside Region should:

B takefull advantage of new management structures and personnel to re-
establish management morale and effective regional leadership and
develop performance management

B develop a comprehensive strategy to address diversity issues, including
establishing a Regional Diversity Group.

CAFCASS response

The CAFCASS Yorkshire and Humberside Region will:

B  develop a Regional Work Plan in consultation with all staff, linked to the CAFCASS
national project agenda

B  develop Service Managers in their role

B set up a Regional Diversity Steering Group with clear terms of reference.

Improvement target: To establish a team and service planning system within
the Region which involves all staff and reflects Diversity
issues.

By date: September 2004
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4. MCSI recommendation — Management of Human Resources

That, in order to improve training, CAFCASS Yorkshire and Humberside
Region should:

B review and update arrangements for identifying and organising staff
training and development within the Region, including funding and
the terms of reference of, and support for, any training group

B take steps to clarify training responsibilities between the Region and
Headquarters

B ensure that the above information is routinely communicated to all
regional staff.

CAFCASS response

The CAFCASS Yorkshire and Humberside Region will:
B  establish clear links between staff appraisals, Team Plans and Service Plans, which
can inform the regional Training Strategy

B produce and disseminate a regional training diary which is integrated with the
national training programme

B review and re-launch the Regional Training Group, and allocate training budgets
according to need.

Improvement target: To have in place an effective Regional Training Group which
can match training needs with resources across the Region.

By date: April 2004
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5. MCSI recommendation — Management of Physical Resources

That, in order to improve accommodation and Information Technology,
CAFCASS Yorkshire and Humberside Region should:

B ensurethatin addressing the full range of Health & Safety related issues,
including building fire certificates, agreement is reached about any
scope for local resolution of issues at area level as an alternative to all
matters being referred to the regional Health & Safety Committee

B develop an IT strategy, also covering office equipment and linked to
training.

CAFCASS response

The CAFCASS Yorkshire and Humberside Region will:

B review the current Health & Safety inspection and reporting arrangements to
ensure that Service Managers and all staff are fully aware of their responsibilities
B ensure that Health & Safety issues are addressed

B draw up a regional IT strategy to inform the allocation of resources across the

Region.

Improvement target: To achieve a demonstrable improvement in compliance with
Health & Safety procedures and the use of risk
assessments.

By date: July 2004
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Glossary

Area Child Protection
Committees (ACPCs)

Convergence

Guardian ad litem

Children and family reporter

Children’s guardian

Family Court Business
Committee (FCBC)

Family Court Advisers (FCAs)

Family court welfare officer

Family proceedings

Are established by local authorities and bring together
representatives from each of the main agencies and
professionals responsible for helping to protect children
from abuse and neglect. “The ACPC is an inter-agency
forum for agreeing how different services and professional
groups should co-operate to safeguard children in that
area, and for making sure that arrangements work
effectively to bring about good outcomes for children.”
(Working Together to Safeguard Children Department of
Health, Home Office, Department for Education and
Employment TSO 1999 paragraph 4.1)

The use of this term in CAFCASS has come to mean the
process of integrating, over time, private and public law
services into a unified set of policies, practices, knowledge
and skills. The term applies to practitioners, support staff
and managers

This is the name used before CAFCASS was established
for that work now undertaken by a Children’s guardian.
The name continues in use in a small number of High
Court proceedings although the functions are different

This is the name of the officer of the Service dealing with
arrangements for children following separation and
divorce including, in particular, where children live and
with whom they have contact

This is the name of the officer of the Service dealing with
care related proceedings and also those adoption and
freeing cases where courts may have to dispense with
parental consent

The Family Court Business Committee structure was
established by the Lord Chancellor’s Department at the
time of the implementation of the Children Act 1989. It
brings together representatives of the main family
agencies in, usually, quarterly meetings convened by the
local Care Centre Judge

This is a general, non-legal term, in use within CAFCASS
which describes practitioners who have been recruited to
the Service since April 2001

This was a probation officer assigned to family court work
prior to CAFCASS being established

These are civil court proceedings in specialist courts
usually concerning decisions about the upbringing of
children. The main legislation dealing with family
proceedings is the Children Act 1989, the Adoption Act
1976, the Family Law Act 1996 and the Matrimonial
Causes Act 1973
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Harmonisation

Key function

Officer of the Service

Parental order reporter

Reporting officer

This is name of the process for aligning by the Summer
2003 into a single system, the wide range of staff pay and
conditions brought into CAFCASS by the former services

This is the term used by MCSI that describes in broad
terms one of the main responsibilities of CAFCASS. They
set out what MCSI would expect to find when it inspects
the Service, broken down into Defining elements

The general name given by the Criminal Justice and
Court Services Act 2000 to frontline practitioners within
CAFCASS

This is name of the officer of the Service dealing with
proceedings under the Human Fertilisation and
Embryology Act 1990

This the name of the officer of the Service dealing with
adoption and freeing proceedings and, in particular,
issues around parental consent to the proposed order
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