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	NAME ADDRESS AND CONTACT DETAILS (OPTIONAL):
	Please provide your name if you are willing to be contacted about the evidence your are submitting :
Jean Stogdon

	Name of organisation :
	I am Founder/Chair of Grandparents Plus and I am writing in this capacity and personally as an independent registered Social Worker with more than forty years practice and management experience

	Evidence title and area of review:
eg Early Intervention, Frontline practice, Transparency and Accountability

	NB. The evidence presented should concern itself with innovative practice and solutions to complex challenges concerning social work practice and child protection
I wish to divide my response to this in to two areas
1) Selected examples of what contributed to good, safe practice from when I managed a inner London front line child protection service for eleven years through the 1970’s and 1980’s when Social Workers were rigorous, understood accountability and professional responsibility:
· Overall we were operating a system in which there was minimal bureaucracy and this left management and social workers preoccupied with making and handling complex/challenging relationships. This is predicated on the understanding that the most significant tool of the work is the person who has to go through the door of the service user where a child needs protecting. Key personal characteristics are: courage, empathy, ability to ‘hold’ anger, non judgemental approach alongside clear thinking and balancing response, use of informed (evidence based) instincts - judgement.
· Expertise of staff in making and handling relationships was developed through regular reflective supervision, regular peer case discussions (Action Learning Set approach), subject based workshops (senior practitioners were educating newly qualified practitioners, for example fostering and adoption), most staff undertaking some additional training (counselling, family therapy etc)
· An understanding by social workers about the difference between bureaucratic accountability and professional responsibility (cf Olive Stevenson’s Minority Report for the Maria Colwell Inquiry), i.e. social workers are bound to give an account and must also take responsibility for their own development. 
· Essentially first (team leaders) and second (area manager) tiers knew the strengths and weaknesses of each social worker and social work team within the area. Alongside this  the area manager chaired all child protection case conferences (where the interface between the family, voluntary and statutory bodies came together). Therefore the whole management system was involved and familiar with the work that the social workers were carrying out and could match the task of that work to the competence of the social worker. If, for example, it appeared in the conference that a particular worker would need additional support, the chair of the conference had the authority and ability to address this need. The chair or team leader would often go out with the social worker to model good practice and to share the risk. If either the social worker or team leader were absent the area manager knew the case well enough to make informed decisions around risk.  I do believe that the system of independent chairs increases the risk because they have no line management authority and often no relationship with the staff. Management who become distanced from decision making in conferences also do not own decisions and this lessens their capacity to manage staff to act on those decisions.  

· Overall staff themselves can become more innovative in a more secure and supported environment. 

· All of this social work was supported by other essential but now often missing community and outreach roles (please see examples below)
2) Innovation from Grandparents Plus contribution: 

I founded Grandparents Plus with Michael Young (Lord Young of Dartington) in recognition of the valuable contribution grandparents and other family members make to supporting children and keeping them safe. The organisation proposes that a kinship care approach is a preventative service and provides solutions to children at risk. Research shows that children themselves place a high value on remaining within the familiar setting of extended family with existing bonds or where there may be potential for those bonds to develop. The organisation highlights that a combination of professional/institutional blindness about recognising this support alongside lack of skills and training in enhancing and sustaining support has led to the failure of the development of a kinship service to families. Statutory guidance is now being developed by the Department for Education but practice competence of front line social work staff and their management has yet to be developed. 

	Background 

A short introduction to the case study e.g. what was the problem or challenge?


	Example from number (1) above:
A mother died of natural causes in council accommodation. There was no other parent or extended family to step in to care for two children (7 & 9) who were traumatized from finding their mother dead. An older sibling was in special residential school because he had learning difficulties. 

Example from number (2) above:

a) A mother of two children (7&9 – one was physically disabled) with learning difficulties living in an outer London borough but regularly supported by maternal grandparents developed a relationship with risky adult. Childrens Services were involved and threatening to place children in stranger foster care. The maternal grandparents stepped in but were left with no support and no extra income.  

b) Grandparents Plus set helped set up a kinship support group in an inner London borough. Grandparents of a 9 year old girl attended and became key members. They were looking after their granddaughter because her mother, their daughter was a drug addict. 

c) Social Workers employed as Kinship Placement Workers as part of their local children looked after teams felt isolated and confused by the many legal orders they were working to.

	Your approach 

What did you do differently in order to solve the problem or improve the situation? 

	(1) Central fostering resources were only able to offer the children a placement in Suffolk. The social workers, with management, felt that for the children to be sent away from their school and the neighbourhood would be detrimental. A community worker, who worked on the estate, was tasked to enquire of friends and neighbours to provide temporary care. Their mother was well respected in the community. It was also grieving.
(2) (a): The maternal grandparents contacted Grandparents Plus when they began to feel they couldn’t cope. Grandparents Plus met with Childrens Service’s staff and advocated for the grandparents and involved an expert in children’s disability. 

(b) Setting up resources to support the social work task, i.e. a support group to which the social worker could refer – the essence of effective support is that users had a common identity. In this case the grandmother died. All group members attended the funeral to support the grandfather and granddaughter. Within six months the birth mother died of a drugs overdose. The group played a key role in sustaining the grandfather and the grandchild also attended other activities provided by the family service. The grandfather felt that the service was geared to his needs even though he is not a younger parent.
(C ) Grandparents Plus set up a quarterly support/training group to compare good practice between boroughs and to hear speakers on specialised subjects. I chair this group. Now social workers from forty boroughs attend – average attendance each quarter is 20.

	Working with others

Who have you involved in making the improvement and/or change?

	(1) Joint working with a community worker role (that now longer exists in most communities). 
(2) (a) Between Grandparents Plus and Children’s Services. 

(b) Working with another voluntary sector provider to set up this group. Working with Children’s Services to understand the importance of the group and develop referral pathways.

(C ) Working between the voluntary and statutory sector to improve practice and communication

	Outcomes 

What were the actual improvements and what difference did you make for children and young people? What lessons did you learn? 


	(1) The children were kept in their immediate neighbourhood and in their school. They also received bereavement counselling at the Tavistock Centre until they were eventually adopted. 
(2) (a) A package of support, including minimal financial support was put in place. The social worker felt more supported by her management to implement the support package. The birth mother who was herself a vulnerable adult continued to receive support from her parents. The children’s placement remains stable to this day. 

(b) The child has remained with her family. The grandfather has found new skills and friends.

(C ) Regular attendance. Practice ideas exchanged. Social Workers regularly feeding up – the group has been useful for researchers as well as the Department for Education itself (Helen Jones has attended) – thus group has become a reference group. 

	Cost Effectiveness 
What specific evidence is there in respect of Value for Money and efficiencies?
	OPTIONAL
(1)

· Avoidance of expensive out of borough placement
· Children remained on our patch and accessible to social work input locally
· Avoidance of long term fostering out of borough – implication of what happens in these situations, e.g. foster break down, drift, many school moves, mental health and criminal risk developing in children etc.
2a: Two children did not come into the care system. 

2b: One child did not come into the care system. Effective support was provided by a cheaper voluntary sector provider and this left the social work time to be available for other work.
2c: No subscription – free training and awareness raising. Enhancing quality of practice without increased cost of that practice to local authorities other than allowing staff time to attend. 



The information you provide in your response will be subject to the Freedom of Information Act 2000 and Environmental Information Regulations, which allow public access to information held by the Department. This does not necessarily mean that your response can be made available to the public as there are exemptions relating to information provided in confidence and information to which the Data Protection Act 1998 applies. You may request confidentiality by ticking the box provided, but you should note that neither this, nor an automatically-generated e-mail confidentiality statement, will necessarily exclude the public right of access.
	Please tick if you want us to keep your response confidential.
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	Name
	Jean Stogdon

	Organisation (if applicable)
	Grandparents Plus/Independent Social Worker

	Address:
	Home address: 71 Southway London N20 8DE
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