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This report explores the Westminster City Council’s responsibilities under Section 
118 of the Adoption and Children Act 2002. The report covers the period 1st April 
2012 to 31st March 2013. The IRO (Independent Reviewing Officer) guidance 
stipulates that the IRO manager should produce an annual report and should identify 
good practice but also highlight issues for further development, including where 
action is urgently needed. 

Since 1st April 2012 the CCRU (Child Care Review Unit) has been part of a 
combined Safeguarding, Review and Quality Assurance Service, Tri-borough 
Children’s  Services. The CCRU has started to develop relationships with colleagues 
in the new tri-borough services and engaged in joint training opportunities. The 
Principal Reviewing Officer (BR) left in June 2012 and her replacement (SG) started 
in October 2012.  The Head of Combined Safeguarding, Review and Quality 
Assurance Service managed the team in the interim.  The three IROs are all 
experienced members of staff and have been in post for some years.  

The number of children looked after at the end of the year was 198, down from 208 
in 2012. This is the lowest number recorded in the last decade and a reduction of 5 
per cent. The number of reviews also declined by 8 per cent, from 559 in 2011/12 to 
515 in 2012/13. The reduction the number of reviews is not likely to be sustained in 
future because of changes to procedure that require certain types of cases to be 
reviewed more often. 

The caseloads of the existing IROs are beyond a level that is acceptable for the 
medium to long term.  Although CCRU met statutory timescales for holding reviews 
there have been delays in the production of review reports. A six month secondment 
for an IRO has been agreed to increase the capacity of the CCRU. There is a 
comprehensive plan in place with each IRO to tackle the backlog and to prevent  
future reoccurrence. 

IROs raised alerts under the dispute resolution process in relation to 15 young 
people, or 8 per cent of young people looked after.  This figure represents a small 
proportion of cases. The number of these ‘stage one’ alerts (15) was the same as for 
2011/12 and one more than in 2010/11. Eighty per cent of alerts were resolved within 
timescale.  In December 2012 the Principal Reviewing Officer reviewed the 
guidelines for raising alerts and increased the list of possible triggers for a alert to be 
made. It appears that the number of alerts has increased in the wake of the change.   

The Children’s Rights Officer (CRO) was on maternity leave for 9 months of the year.  
In her absence cover was provided by the service in Hammersmith and Fulham.  
The CRO returned her post in March 2013 and since that time there has been a rise 
in referrals.  The total number of referrals to the CRO in 2012/13 was 21, with 9 
carried over from the previous year.  
  

• Executive Summary

  4



Reviews should be child focused and as informal as possible whilst dealing with any 
areas of concern either for the child or within their network. IROs work hard to 
ensure that reviews are held at a time and place convenient to the child or young 
person. Reviews usually take place at the child or young person’s placement; unless 
there are security concerns or if the child chooses an alternative place where they 
feel more comfortable. 

CCRU monitoring suggests that most young people contribute to their review. 
However a substantial minority do not. This is a key area for the IRO service.  In an 
effort to improve young people’s participation the IRO team have set up an inquiry 
into what young people think of their opportunities to participate in their reviews.  The 
inquiry process will run for the remainder of the year.  The early results have already 
started to change practice.  The findings from this inquiry will be reviewed at points 
during the year with a view to widening opportunities for participation and reviewing 
the impact of the changes.   

There is considerable scope to improve parental involvement in the review process. 
Forty five per cent of parents (who remain involved with their children) made some 
contribution to the LAC (Looked After Child) review process. The team will take 
specific steps to involve more parents and ensure there is a contribution at some 
level.   

In July 2012 a new monitoring system was introduced to monitor the quality of the 
review process. Although the new system only provides information for three 
quarters of the year it is likely that this information is representative of the years as 
whole. Based on the monitoring to date: 

• IROs concluded that the placement met the needs of the young person in 95 
per cent of reviews; 

• There were clear arrangements for contact that supported the care plan in 90 
per cent of reviews; and, 

• IROs were informed of significant events in the majority of cases where they 
occurred (91 per cent of reviews where they arose).  

IRO guidance specifies that decisions following reviews should be circulated within 5 
working days. In 2012/13, 72 per cent of decisions were available to social workers 
and their managers within five working days of the review taking place.  This is not 
acceptable. The Principal Reviewing Officer is working with IROs to ensure that the 
standard of 100 per cent is achieved. 
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This report explores the Westminster City Council’s responsibilities under Section 
118 of the Adoption and Children Act 2002. The report covers the period 1st April 
2012 to 31st March 2013. 

The appointment of an Independent Reviewing Officer (IRO) is a statutory 
requirement under Section 118 of the Adoption and Children Act 2002 and has been 
in effect since September 2004. The introduction of one set of regulations and 
guidance for all requirements for care planning and reviewing arrangements for 
looked after children - Care Planning, Placement and Case Review Regulations 
2010 were detailed in the Children and Young Person Act 2008 and came into force 
on the 1st April 2011. The regulations are guidance are supplemented by “IRO 
Handbook – Statutory guidance for independent reviewing officers and local 
authorities in relation to case management and review for looked after children”. 

The IRO handbook is a statutory document. It gives guidance to the IRO about how 
they should discharge their distinct responsibilities to looked after children. It has 
been implemented with effect from April 2011.  

The IRO handbook states: 

• The primary task of the IRO is to ensure that the care plan for the child fully 
reflects the child’s current needs and that the actions set out in the plan are 
consistent with the local authority’s legal responsibilities towards the child. 
This is achieved through the IRO chairing the child’s review and monitoring 
the child’s case on an on-going basis. 

• The IRO has a duty to monitor the performance of the local authority’s 
function as a corporate parent and to identify and challenge any areas of poor 
practice, not just around individual children but also more generally in relation 
to the collective experience of its looked after children of the services they 
received 

In exercising both parts of this role the IRO must ensure that the child’s current 
wishes and feelings have been established and taken into account where 
appropriate. 

The regulations and guidance reflect many of Westminster’s good practice systems. 
The Child Care Review Unit (CCRU) has been instrumental in the implementation of 
this new legislation, presenting training to the delivery management team and 
developing a step by step guide to the review process for all staff. 

The guidance stipulates that the IRO manager should produce an annual report for 
the scrutiny of members of the Corporate Parenting Board (Section 7.11). The report 

• 1.0 Background

• 1.1 Introduction
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should identify good practice but also highlight issues for further development, 
including where action is urgently needed. 

• Reflective case management sessions to be held on a monthly basis within 
team meetings, with the lead being alternated between the IROs. The aim of 
this is to encourage IROs to be more reflective and effective in their enhanced 
challenging role.  

In the last six months the IROs have been involved in both team 
meetings and in practice group forums to reflect on their practice and 
are becoming increasingly more confident in their enhanced challenging 
role.   

• Implement the new review monitoring form (checklist).   

The new checklist was introduced in July 2012 and information from that 
checklist has provided information for this report.   

• Each IRO to undertake a project reflective of the needs of the team (PG – 
Development of an evidence based preparation for independence tool, DW – 
promoting race, culture and diversity , CF Framework I lead) .   

The IROs have not been able to develop these projects as fully as 
envisaged due to increased caseloads.  Work has been completed with 
the Framework i Team and will continue as the system ‘beds’ down.   

• CCRU to consider how to develop opportunities for older children and young 
people to chair part of their review meeting.  

IROs are involved in a participation project.  This focuses on ensuring 
the optimum level of participation for each young person.   

• Team training needs analysis to be undertaken, with an identified action plan 
focusing on the specialist needs of team (to be explored with tri-borough 
colleagues).  

The IROs have had joint training with colleagues across the tri-borough 
including focus on reflective practice, a IRO handbook refresher and 
permanence training.   

• CCRU to ensure they are fully up to date with legislative changes and 
consider the impact of these in terms of the teams capacity to meet statutory 
obligations (i.e. plans for all children who are remanded into custody to 
become LAC).  

• 1.2 Recommended actions from the 2011/2012 annual report
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The tri-borough LAC review managers have set up a single approach to 
the new legislative requirements.  Updated care planning regulations 
should be available in winter 2013/2014.   

• Tri-borough working to share and develop good practice standards.  

The tri-borough Principal Reviewing Officers meet monthly to facilitate a 
consistent response and develop good practice standards.   

• Auditing of parental participation to identify strategies to improve participation 
within the review process.    

Plans will be developed this year to increase parental participation in the 
LAC review process.   

The Child Care Review Unit consists of: 

• One Principal Officer/Service Manager (0.5 FTE); 
• Three independent reviewing officers  (3 FTE); 
• Children’s Rights Officer (CRO) (0.5 FTE) ; and, 
• Business Support Officer (1 FTE). 

The IRO for fostering reviews has now joined her colleagues in the tri-borough and is 
managed separately. 

Since 1st April 2012 the CCRU has been part of a combined Safeguarding, Review 
and Quality Assurance Service, Tri-borough Children’s Services (Royal Borough of 
Kensington & Chelsea, London Borough of Hammersmith & Fulham and 
Westminster City Council) and is managed by the new head of this service.  The 
CCRU has started to develop relationships with colleagues in the new tri-borough 
services and engaged in joint training opportunities.  

The Principal Reviewing Officer (BR) left in June 2012 and her replacement (SG) 
started in October 2012.  The Head of Combined Safeguarding, Review and Quality 
Assurance Service managed the team in the interim.   

The existing IROs are all experienced members of staff. Most children and young 
people have the same allocated IRO for most if not all of their time in care. As a 
result the IROs have been able to build positive relationships with the young people 
they review. It is very important that every effort is made to retain these consistent 
links between young people and their IROs.  

Statutory guidance recommends a caseload of between 50-70 cases per IRO. The 
IROs in Westminster have caseloads close to the upper limit. This is due to a 
number of different reasons. These include: 

• 2.0 Child Care Review Unit profile and update
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• The previous Principal Reviewing Officer (BR) carried a caseload. On her 
departure this was shared between the existing IROs and a locum service. In 
the event the locum service was unable to provide the level of support 
required and much of the caseload fell to the existing IROs; 

• IROs now review permanency cases every three months rather than every six 
months;  

• Monitoring between reviews has just started to be completed as well as 
meetings fifteen days before a review; 

• Newly looked after young people are now reviewed three times in their first 
year rather than twice; and, 

• The number of newly looked after young people is higher this year.   

The caseloads of the existing IROs are beyond a level that is acceptable for the 
medium to long term.  Although CCRU met statutory timescales for holding reviews 
there have been delays to review reports. A six month secondment for an IRO has 
been agreed to increase the capacity of the CCRU. There is a comprehensive plan 
in place with each IRO to tackle the backlog and to prevent one developing in future. 

There were no formal complaints about the IRO services in the year 2012 – 2013. 
Each IRO has an allocated team link which allows them to share of information and 
issues across the teams.   

The IROs and the CRO receive regular supervision as per Westminster’s supervision 
policy. Key points from supervision are recorded and shared with the individual IRO/
CRO, but are not recorded on the young person’s ICS record.    

The IROs’ records of reviews are regularly audited by the Principal Reviewing 
Officer.  In a new development this year, the Principal Reviewing Officer observes 
each IRO at least once a year and provides feedback.  This has proved to be a 
constructive and helpful tool to reflect on practice and learning.  IROs are also 
appraised on a yearly basis on targets based on the IRO handbook and the 
Westminster’s performance targets.   

With the introduction of new legislation in December 2012, young people who are 
held in custody have the status of being looked after until they are sentenced (unless 
they are on full care orders). As a result new process and procedures have been put 
in place.  The Principal Reviewing Officers across the tri-Borough worked with 
colleagues from Children Services Team from the Tri-Borough to discuss and agree 
processes.  These will be reviewed when DfE publish their guidance on care 
planning in winter 2013/2014.  

Following from the tri-borough merger of the Fostering and Adoption teams 
Westminster’s Fostering IRO relocated to Hammersmith and Fulham. This was a 
significant change and efforts have been made to maintain the relationship between 
the IROs and the Fostering IRO by having the Fostering IRO attending monthly 
CCRU team meetings.  Formal meetings are to be arranged between the IROs and 
the Fostering IROs for case discussion.  This is important so as to address where 
IROs are aware of foster carers falling short on national framework standards of 
foster care practice.   
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The number of children looked after at the end of the year was 198, down from 208 
in 2012. This is the lowest number recorded in the last decade and a reduction of 5 
per cent. The number of reviews also declined by 8 per cent, from 559 in 2011/12 to 
515 in 2012/13. 

!  

All statutory reviews were held within statutory timescales. This is an improvement 
on performance in earlier years. This is a fantastic achievement given the pressures 
within the team. 

The decline in numbers of children looked after reflects year on year increases in 
numbers of children ceasing to be looked after. This trend has triggered a decline in 
the number of reviews. The decline is unlikely to be sustained because some young 
people are now reviewed more often than they were formerly. For example, newly 
looked after young people are reviewed at least three times in their first year. 

The changes in the looked after population have been clearest for children aged 10 
and over. Since 2010, their numbers have decreased by 27 per cent. Numbers of 
younger children have remained relatively constant. As a result, the proportion of 
looked after who are aged under 5 has increased from 16 per cent to 20 per cent. 
The changing profile of the looked after population has led to an increasing focus on 
adoption and special guardianship within reviews.  

The cases of young people where the plan is adoption or guardianship are reviewed 
more frequently than other young people. The frequent reviews are part of the 

• 3.0 The work of the Child Care Review Unit 2012/13

• 3.1 Number of looked after children 
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council’s efforts to ensure that young people achieve permanence in a timely way. 
During the year 8 children and young people were adopted (including 1 inter-country 
adoption) and Special Guardianship Orders (SGOs) were approved for a further 15 
children and young people 

The majority of Westminster’s looked after children are placed outside of borough. 
This means IROs can spend a substantial amount of time travelling to and from 
reviews. In recent years the proportion of looked after children placed within 
Westminster has increased from 14 per cent in 2010 to 27 per cent in 2012. A total of 
373 children and young people were placed outside the borough, including 2 in 
Jamaica.  This increase relates to around 12 looked after children, and is a result of 
the closure of two residential units, one sixteen plus Hostel and four foster carers in 
the Westminster area.   

!  

The population of the children and young people looked after by the council is 
ethnically diverse group.  The ethnic composition of CCRU staff does not reflect that 
of the looked after population. Eighty three per cent of the staff group are of black 
ethnicity and 17% are of white ethnicity.  

The ethnicity of Westminster’s looked after population differs from that of 
Westminster’s 0-17 year old population. The population of young people looked after 
contains fewer young people children of white or asian ethnicity than would be 
expected from the make-up of the population. 

•  3.2 Ethnicity of LAC population and Review Team
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IROs consider the identity and ethnicity needs of the young person as part of each 
review. They seek to ensure that all young people have placements that meet their 
cultural needs.  According to review officers, young peoples’ cultural needs were met 
in 87 per cent of reviews. 

One of the key functions of the IRO is to resolve problems arising out of the care 
planning process. It is expected that IROs establish positive working relationships 
with the social workers of the children for whom they are responsible. Where 
problems are identified in relation to a child’s case the IRO in the first instance will 
always try to seek resolution informally with the social worker or the social worker’s 
manager. 

Westminster has a formal problem resolution protocol in place with issues being 
escalated to senior managers if required.  Since May 2012 the protocol has specified 
that the problem resolution process should take a maximum of 20 days to achieve a 
resolution.  Issues that are not resolved in timescale are referred to Cafcass. IROs 
have a power to refer to the Family Proceedings Court, if appropriate, and they have 
access independent legal service if required. 

IROs raised alerts in relation to 15 young people or 8 per cent of young people 
looked after.  This figure represents a small proportion of cases. The number of 
these ‘stage one’ alerts (15) was the same as for 2011/12 and one more than in 
2010/11. Eighty per cent of alerts were resolved within timescale.   

Although the number of alerts is small each one represents an opportunity to 
improve services in the future. The reasons for management alerts fall into 5 key 
areas. These are: 

• Standard of care (5% - e.g. care fell below national fostering standards); 

• 3.3 Problem Resolution – Management Alerts
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• Failure to carry out statutory functions (30%); 
• Care plan implementation (20%); 
• Social work practice (35%); and/or,  
• Safeguarding (10%). 

Some management alerts concern more than one area. 

There are no national statistics for numbers of management alerts. A straw poll of 
information from10 other councils found that alerts were raised for 11 per cent of 
young people looked after by those councils.   

The alert process continues to require attention to ensure it is being used to further 
improve standards of practice. In December 2012 the Principal Reviewing Officer 
reviewed the guidelines for raising alerts and increased the list of possible triggers 
for an alert. It appears that the number of alerts has increased in the wake of the 
change.  For example, the new guidance clarifies the response to cases in which 
young people are absent from their placement without permission. If a young person 
has repeated episodes of absence from their placement this is an indicator that the 
care plan is not meeting their needs and that an issue needs to be addressed. 

Every young person child has the right to be supported in their review by an 
advocate. The CCRU contacts every newly looked after young person, informs them 
of their rights to advocacy and provides the contact details of the Children’s Rights 
Officer.  The IRO is responsible for making sure the young person understands how 
an advocate could help and his/her entitlement to one. The IRO also ensures that 
the young person understands his/her right to make a complaint and how to access 
the council’s complaints procedure. 

The Children’s Rights Officer (CRO) was on maternity leave for 9 months of the year.  
In her absence cover was provided by the service in Hammersmith and Fulham.  
The CRO returned her post in March 2013 and since that time there has been a rise 
in referrals.  The CRO is a half time post.   

The total number of referrals to the CRO in 2012/13 was 21, with 9 carried over from 
the previous year.  In 2011/12 there were 26 referrals, 8 of which were carried over.  

The majority of referrals have come from young people accessing the Leaving Care 
Team, followed by the LAC Team. A few referrals have come from Child Protection 
and Disability Team.   

During this period, the CRO supported 21 young people.  Of these cases: 
• 12 were either partly or full resolved; 
• 1 was not resolved; and,  
• 8 of these cases were on-going at the end of the year.    

• 3.4 Use of Advocacy – Westminster’s Children’s Rights Service (CRS)
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The CRO also carries out brief interventions. These are issues taken from young 
people that are addressed within a 24 hour period. They are not recorded as 
referrals.  In 2012/13 there was 1 brief intervention compared to 10 in 2011/12.   

Full details of the Children’s Rights Service (CRS) activities are outlined in the CRS 
annual report. 

The CCRU has one full time allocated Business Support Officer who provides all the 
administrative support to the Principal Reviewing Officer, LAC IROs and Children’s 
Rights Officer.  The demands on the Business Support Officer capacity has proved to 
be a challenge at times, for example in terms of cover during periods of leave or 
other absence. 

In the last six months the Business Support Officer has taken on extra duties such as 
administrative support for the locum IROs. The introduction of the new quality 
assurance monitoring also increased their workload.   

Reviews should be child focused and as informal as possible whilst dealing with any 
areas of concern either for the child or within their network. IROs work hard to 
ensure that reviews are held at a time and place convenient to the child or young 
person. Reviews usually take place at the child or young person’s placement; unless 
there are security concerns or if the child chooses an alternative place where they 
feel more comfortable. 

Ninety one per cent of reviews where held at the venue the young person requested.  
In the cases where this did not happen, the information suggests there were good 
reasons for not doing so.  For example, when a review needed to be held urgently 
there wasn’t time to wait for the ideal venue. 

A number of arrangements are in place to ensure young people have the chance to 
make their views known. In addition to attending their review, these include: 

• Consultation papers sent in advance all young people (if they are over 4 
years), their carer and the parent (if appropriate). Completed consultation 
papers are added child’s ICS records after the review; 

• Meeting the young person before their review to discuss how they wish to 
participate and find out what issues they want to raise. In the event a young 
person does not attend their review the IRO will make every attempt to 
ascertain their wishes and feelings, for example via telephone, email or 

• 3.5 Administrative support

• 4.0 Consultation and participation in reviews

• 4.1 Young people
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through the consultation paper. All IROs have a business card with their 
contact details which is given to each child they review; 

• Access to interpreters if required; 
• Joint working between IROs and Children with Disability Team to ensure that 

young people with disabilities and/or special needs have the opportunity to 
contribute to their review process. The IROs use feelings cards, picture books 
and other aids to enable young people with disabilities to make a meaningful 
contribution.  

During the year new systems have been introduced to record reviews and how 
young people are involved in them. The new systems provide detailed information 
about reviews from July 2012 onwards. It is likely that the information for the last 
three quarters of the year is representative of the year as a whole. 

The compilation of data available for this report has been problematic, as there has 
been a change of how information is monitored.  And also a change of the ICS 
systems has led to some areas of information not being readily available.  However, 
the new checklist introduced in July 2012 has meant that information has been 
available for three quarters of the year.  Of concern however, was the information 
that PN codes (the measurement tool for young people’s participation) was 
unhelpfully not recorded for the over 16 age group because of the way in which the 
ICS system was designed.  Several meetings in the last three months have 
addressed this issue and the matter is being resolved.  

The monitoring suggests that most young people contribute to their review. However 
a substantial minority do not. Most reviews are attended by children who make their 
views known at the meeting (66 per cent).  Approximately two out of three young 
people (68 per cent of those aged over 4) either meet with their IRO before their 
review and/or or complete a contribution paper. Just over half of young people use 
the contribution papers (51 per cent) and approximately one out of three meet with 
their IRO before the review (36 per cent). 

The proportion of reviews where young people attend is lower than in earlier years – 
66 per cent compared to 70 per cent. However this is consistent with a higher 
number of under 4s this year.   
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The evidence suggests that there is scope to increase the participation of young 
people in their reviews. This is a key area for the IRO service.  In an effort to improve 
young people’s participation the IRO team have set up an inquiry into what young 
people think of their opportunities to participate in their reviews.  The team members 
are following up each young person they work with and talked with them and with the 
important people and/or professionals in their lives. They gathered information about 
how each young person wanted to participate.  This dialogue about participation 
allowed young people to talk about how helpful or unhelpful the process is and how 
they wanted things to develop.   

The inquiry process will run for the remainder of the year.  The early results have 
already started to change practice. For example some young people wanted to 
widen methods of participation to include Skype, phone calls and email.   The 
findings from this inquiry will be reviewed at points during the year with a view to 
widening opportunities for participation and reviewing the impact of the changes.   

There is an expectation that parents (who remain involved with their children) and 
carers will be consulted before a statutory review by the allocated social worker, and, 
if appropriate invited to their child’s review.   The IRO checks with the social worker 
as part of the review that consultation has taken place. If parents have not been 
consulted the IRO checks why not.  In the event parents/carers do not accept an 
invitation to attend the review, the IRO will always attempt to give them an 

• 4.2 Parents and foster carers
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opportunity for a separate meeting to obtain their views or to complete a written 
contribution.   

There is considerable scope to improve parental involvement in the review process. 
Forty five per cent of parents (who remain involved with their children) made some 
contribution to the LAC review process.  Of those parents making a contribution: 

• 63 per cent made their contribution in writing; 
• 53 per cent parents attended reviews; and /or 
• 18 per cent parents had a separate discussion with the IRO. 

The team will take specific steps to involve more parents and ensure there is a 
contribution at some level.  IROs will contact parents, who have not already 
participated, following a review to invite them to discuss the care plan for their child.   

A consultation form is also sent out to foster carers for completion prior to the review. 
It is the responsibility of the supervising social worker to assist the foster carer in 
completing their consultation form in preparation for the review.  Feedback from the 
Fostering IRO highlights that foster carers are not always supported to complete 
their contributions. The views, wishes and feelings of carers are noted within the 
minutes of the review.   

This section of the report uses information from the new monitoring system 
introduced from July 2012. Although the new system only provides information for 
three quarters of the year it is likely that this information is representative of the 
years as whole. 

Since July 2012 there were 341 reviews of which: 

• 64 were first reviews (held within 20 working days of the date young person 
came into care; 

• 40 were second reviews (held three months after the first review); 
• 233 were subsequent reviews (held within six months of the last review); and, 
• 4 reviews were held but were not categorised as above. 

In 95 per cent of reviews IROs concluded that the placement met the needs of the 
child. There were clear arrangements for contact that supported the care plan in 90 
per cent of reviews.  

The IRO should be informed of any significant events in a young person’s life, 
especially any events which demonstrate that the care plan for a young person is not 
working.  Changes in circumstances should trigger an assessment of whether the 
care plan needs to be altered.  According to the monitoring information, IROs were 
informed of significant events in the majority of cases where they occurred (91 per 
cent of reviews where they arose).  

• 5.0 Quality Assurance
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IROs will use their meetings with social workers to make sure social workers have an 
opportunity to pass on all the relevant information. IROs will continue to monitor 
cases using ICS between reviews. IROs will use the alert process to highlight cases 
where information is not available to the review process where appropriate.  

IRO guidance is clear that decisions following reviews should be circulated within 5 
working days. In 2012/13, 72 per cent of decisions were available to social workers 
and their managers within five working days of the review taking place.  This is not 
acceptable. The Principal Reviewing Officer is working with IROs to ensure that the 
standard of 100 per cent is achieved. 

The CCRU has continued to provide a good service (credit to all members of the 
team) and has ensured that all children have continued to have reviews within 
statutory timescales; No child or young person has been denied a service from the 
Children’s Rights Officer.  

The CCRU has continued to play an active role in promoting quality care planning for 
looked after children and has improved its monitoring function between reviews. The 
team is highly valued across the department due to its expertise and members are 
regularly consulted to assist in decision making, especially where there are complex 
issues and difficult decisions to be made. There have been improvements in 
adoption rates and the use of special guardianship orders.  The recruitment of 
Permanency Manager for a 12 month period will look at how these outcomes can be 
further improved.   

The Principal Reviewing Officer has attended Westminster’s Care Panel since her 
appointment in October 2012.  This has enabled the CCRU to contribute to ensuring 
that the needs of looked after children are the focus of decision making. For example 
by challenging social workers to ensure that proposed care plans have explored all 
family and friend networks (as an alternative to becoming LAC) and that the views of 
children and young people (where appropriate) have been considered.  It is 
important however, that this is managed carefully as the CCRU must remain 
independent of being involved in the construction of care plans for young people who 
are LAC.  

  

• Monitoring Checklist will be incorporated within ICS system and will be 
mandatory. 

• 6.0 Conclusions and recommendations

• 6.1 Conclusions 

• 6.2 Recommendations
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• The Monitoring Checklist will be reviewed to ensure it provides the information 
required for:  

•  The annual report 
•  Reporting to DfE  
•  Inspection of the LAC and IRO Service  
•  Permanency management 

• IROs will comply with all standards of practice as per the IRO handbook.   
• Management alerts will be completed within the ICS system and will be 

escalated if no response is made within timescales.    
• The CCRU will review practice around identifying management alerts to 

ensure that the system is being used to drive better performance.   
• Parental participation to increase to 100 per cent who have indicated a wish to 

contribute to their child’s review. This participation will be recorded within the 
monitoring form on ICS. 

• Principal Reviewing Officer will observe at least one LAC review chaired by 
each IROs employed by the local authority to ensure quality standards of IRO 
practice.   

• Principal Reviewing Officer will audit a sample of review reports each month.   
• The participation project will canvass all young people aged over 4 about their 

views about their current level of participation and identify changes to improve 
participation.   

• IROs to be involved in the LSCB short life improvement group on young 
people that go missing.     

• People taking part in reviews will be given clear opportunities to say what they 
think of the review process. Feedback forms will be sent to participants at 
reviews along with their invitation to the review.  The responses to feedback 
forms will be collated and used to inform changes to practice. 

• Principal Reviewing Officer will identify the steps required to bring IRO 
caseloads in line with the caseloads of Tri-Borough colleagues. 

• Westminster IROs will work closely with their Tri-Borough colleagues to look 
at the issue of Re-Unification of Families within the wider Tri-Borough service.   

• IRO Managers across the Tri-Borough will continue to work closely together to 
ensure as far as possible to provide a consistent approach, joint project 
working and sharing good practice etc.   

Sharon Graham 
Principal Reviewing Officer 
July 2013 
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