Task 3

Safeguarding and working in complex situations – Case Study

Guidance;
Please ensure that you meet the National Occupational Standards and assigned Learning Outcomes for this task (see appendix 5 and 6 of the handbook). 

	Question:
Complete a critically reflective case study based on an assessment that you have undertaken with others, in your own area of work, concerning the safeguarding of either an adult or a child. You must demonstrate how the case relates to or could relate to safeguarding legislation, policies, strategies and procedures (including demonstrating an understanding of the interface between social services provision in Wales with the United Kingdom, the European Union (EU) and outside the EU). You must demonstrate your understanding of the integration of analysis in assessment, collaborative working and professional judgements in increasingly complex situations and the use of social work theories. You must refer to the specific dimensions of working in Wales. 


4000 words (+/- 10%: include your actual word count at the end of each section).

This assignment will critically reflect on a case study of work that has been completed to safeguard individuals who access services (individuals). The assignment will outline the case study providing a brief summary of the case. In order to achieve the requirements, I will then apply an analysis of assessments which informed practice including legislation, theory, standards and guidance. Consideration will be given for how citizen centred approaches influence the assessment process. Consideration will be given for the code of professional practice for social care (CoPP) (Social Care Wales, 2017), culture, language and personal outcomes. The assignment will then explore how assessments inform decision making and how these are recorded in line with legislation, policy and guidance.

The assignment will then explore how collaboration has been achieved within the case study. Communication, partnership working, and critical reflection on the practitioners collaborative approach will then be analysed. To meet the requirements for the assignments, there will then be an exploration of the use of intervention and professional judgement to safeguard individuals within the case study. This will include an evaluation of the use of legislation, data protection and consent. Consideration will be given for practice in Wales, the UK and both European Union and outside the European Union. This will include national and local policies and procedures as well as the legal framework that practitioners work under. Indicators of harm will be identified and factors of this identification will be analysed.

The case study that will be discussed was from the Youth Justice service. The individual who accessed services will be referred to as “individual” or “young person” throughout this assignment. The individual had become known to the service under the voluntary preventative aspect of the service but was then arrested and had a statutory community order. The young person had been sentenced for a motoring offence. However, there were concerns that they may have been criminally exploited to possess and distribute class A substances. The young person had frequent missing episodes and used substances themselves. The young person had little familial support and often presented with large amounts of unexplained income whilst also associating with peers known to the service who were involved with county lines. An active offer was made at the start of intervention in accordance with the More Than Just Words Framework (2022). The individual chose to receive services in English.

When working with the young person, there were many safeguarding concerns which all needed to be considered when assessing the individual. The assessment framework used by the Youth Justice system was designed to consider safeguarding legislation, theory and protocols. 

The primary piece of legislation used within any Welsh practice in social work is the Social services and Wellbeing (Wales) Act 2014 (SSWBA). This legislation places a duty on local authorities to report any child at risk. The act defines a child at risk as “is experiencing or is at risk of abuse, neglect or other kinds of harm”. Whilst this legislation provides a duty to report abuse, it does not provide a duty to safeguard; it does state that needs should be met in a multi-agency manner and promotes that Welsh ministers should provide guidance on addressing risk. This duty is provided by the Wales Safeguarding Procedure (2019). These procedures outline a duty to report and respond to safeguarding risks. This includes gathering relevant information, conducting initial checks to confirm there is immediate safety, multiagency conversations, deciding an initial decision and the next steps. The procedure also outlines the next step procedures, child protection conferences and planning and delivering interventions. It would appear that this procedure can be a one-stop shop for safeguarding children to gain guidance on what actions are required. 

The Wales Safeguarding Procedures are underpinned by the SSWBA. They are also underpinned by the Children’s Act 1989 which offers protection powers to social services. The primary power afforded is the section 47 which is a local authority’s duty to investigate abuse. The procedures are also given power by the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child (1989) (UNCRC). Article 19 of the convention offers protection from abuse and neglect whilst articles 32 to 36 offer protection from exploitation. Children are also offered protection from drug abuse under article 33 which places a duty on governments to protect children from the illegal use of drugs.  Whilst there are many pieces of legislation outlining a duty to report, respond and protect children from abuse; these duties are all implemented by the Wales safeguarding procedures. All of these legislations outlined above, either underpinned or were directly utilised within my practice for this case study.

With regards to the case study, one challenge faced was the duality of legislation. The Youth Justice service is run in a partnership between social services and the Youth Justice board. Whilst social services practice on devolved legislation in Wales; the Youth Justice board extends to England and Wales. Therefore, there are some circumstances where there is a conflict. For example, if a young person was sentenced to a Detention and Training order (DTO), there are few placements within Wales. If the young person had to be placed in England, the establishment would likely accommodate social services involvement under the Care Act (2014) which would be the English equivalent to the SSWBA. Whilst the Acts share similar duties, there are differences such as the “active offer” not being in the Care Act. There is also a moral dilemma when working in the Youth Justice with regards to DTO sentencing. Whilst the principles of the Children’s Act (1989) outline that the best place for a child is in their home; this is not possible if they are sentenced to a DTO. Therefore, it can be challenging for professionals to manage their conflicting beliefs and overarching duties outlined within the different legislation. One way this was managed was to never recommend a DTO sentence. Instead, options were presented to courts detailing how the young person’s needs would better be met and safety could be achieved within the community.

Various theories of safeguarding have been considered and are applied within the Wales safeguarding procedures. The procedure implements a child-centred approach throughout the identifying, assessing and responding to a risk process. In addition to this, the views and wishes of the child and family are considered recognising the value in these. Falch-Eriksen & Toros (2023) considered how the voice of the child within safeguarding process allows professionals to better understand the resources they have available whilst also encouraging the child and their family to want to follow the plan. This creates more stable safety plans. Another theoretical approach to social work considered within the procedures is risk management rather than risk aversion. Kemshell et al (2013) discusses how risk management considers the risk and aims to reduce the potential risk whilst recognising the safety that is already established rather than attempting remove a child from a risky situation. 

The benefit of having the Wales safeguarding procedures when writing assessments is how is guides the practitioner on what actions to take. This simplifies and expedites the process as social workers do not need to review numerous theories and pieces of legislation to underpin their practice. However, family may not understand the Wales safeguarding procedures. This may leave families confused and disempowered which could initiate a poor relationship.

With regards to the case study, there were numerous concerns that were present, and a clear duty to respond to concerns of exploitation. Due to these concerns, concerns were reported as detailed under the SSWBA and the concerns were addressed under the Wales Safeguarding procedures. A section 47 (under the Children’s Act 1989) was considered. However, after discussing with safeguarding and practice lead agreed not enough evidence and there would be little benefit for the child's safety. This could also break down the relationship reducing safety already established. The young person did not make any direct disclosure of exploitation. However, after building a positive relationship with the young person this developed trust and allowed them to be more open and honest. This relationship-based approach is supported by McColgan & McMullin (2017) and is also works in line with the person-centred approach (Rogers. C, 1951) due to its intrinsic equitable relationship where the individual is viewed as the expert. With more trust, the young person would provide small pieces of information which seemed irrelevant at the time. This would include information regarding peers, where they were going and at times, their own substance misuse. This would all be recorded on the recording system and where appropriate, be shared with relevant professionals such as their substance misuse worker in accordance with section 6 of the CoPP. When completing a review of the young person’s assessment at the 3-month mark, this information was reviewed. The information outlined how the young person was going missing often, coming home with new clothing which they could not afford and police intelligence linked them with known substance dealers. These were all indicators of exploitation. It was at this point that the different pieces of information appeared to suggest the young person was being criminally exploited and therefore, safeguarding measures would be required. 

To do this, the National Referral Mechanism (NRM) guidance (created under the modern Slavery Act 2015) was considered and a referral was submitted for the home office to determine whether there was evident exploitation. When writing this referral, I worked collaboratively with police, education, other teams within social services and health professionals for information gathering and to ensure the referral was as accurate as possible. There were at times a conflict during this with different professionals holding different opinions and professional values. The police wanted to criminalise the young person and commented that they made their own decisions. Education wanted to permanently exclude the young person as they viewed them as a risk to the safety and wellbeing of their other pupils. Due to this, I had to advocate for the young person and encourage other professionals to take a child-centred approach. I also had to remind professionals of the principle that children cannot consent to their own exploitation and therefore, they were not making their own decisions.

 The young person was also referred to an independent guardian in accordance with the Act. Concerns were not evidencable enough to consider child protection procedures. However, the information gathered, and the assessment completed allowed measures to be taken to promote safety. Wellbeing plans were developed with the family, young person and other professionals. This was following his assessment identifying a need which recognised the individuals’ views and goals for their own wellbeing. The plan encouraged the young person to attend college to study in their chosen field which supported their educational wellbeing outcome and created safety as family and professionals were aware of where they were. This was completed in accordance with section 3 and 4 of the CoPP.

Had the information not been recorded, at the time of a review assessment, this may have been missed. This would have resulted in the individual not being referred for safeguarding measures and potentially experiencing further harm. 

The young person was also referred to third-sector agencies who specialise with exploitation in Wales. The rationale behind this was that as an agency, they are more informed and adept to deliver direct work than a newly qualified social worker. However, upon reflection, this agency did not have a relationship with the individual. This meant that the young person had to build a new relationship before they began to discuss their exploitation. This meant that certain wellbeing plans could not be implemented as services were unaware of some of the worries. Therefore, to avoid this in further practice, I have engaged with training and shadowing opportunities around exploitation. This would mean that the young person would not have to begin building trust before they could be engaged in safeguarding plan.

One ethical dilemma faced within this, was referring the matter to the home office. This was done without the consent of the young person. The young person refused to consent for this. Whilst the young person may have Gillick competence as defined by Brammer. A (2007) as the recognition of a child’s capacity; safeguarding with children supersedes this. Whilst the decision to override consent was supported by legislation, the potential implications of this created the moral dilemma. Choosing to override consent could have detrimentally impacted on the relationship that had been developed with the young person. Thus, making them uncomfortable sharing further information or worries they had. Also, if the person who was exploiting the young person discovered that they had shared information with professionals, this could have placed the individual at risk of harm from retaliation. Whilst I was sure of my decision to make the referral to safeguard the young person, I struggled with the implications of this. When discussing this within supervision, my supervisor agreed that without referring this, the young person faced potential further harm.

When assessing this individual, multiple sessions were undertaken to ensure the sessions and assessment were not rushed. These sessions explored the strengths and values of the individual. This was intentional as these strengths were then identified when delivering interventions and establishing safety plans. One strength of the young person was he wanted to engage in education, training and employment and was motivated by gaining income. Therefore, the young person was supported to join college and supported to develop his curriculum vitae (CV). This ensured that the views and wishes of the young person were respected, they built confidence in working with professionals, gave them control over the situation and they were safeguarded. This was done in accordance with the social care Wales (2017) code of professional practice for social care.

One vital part of the assessment was consideration for the young person’s identity. This included their language, family, social class as well as their locality. One key consideration for this young person was their locality. The young person lived in an area that held pro-offending views of anti-social behaviour. The young person believed that this was part of their culture. This created a dilemma. It was challenging to create safety and safeguard a young person who did not recognise their behaviour as risky. Attempting to place stringent safeguards would likely create distrust and resentment toward the professionals putting the measures in place. To address this, the young person was educated on the potential outcomes of offending and engaging in anti-social behaviour. The young person was also able to make new peers whilst at college which created further safety and desistence from offending. Stephenson et al (2007) supports the notion that education and positive peers encourage young people to move away from offending lifestyles. Part of my assessment considered how engagement in education, training and employment would be beneficial for the young person. Engaging in education would decrease the time that the young person could spend with risky people, encourage positive peer relationships and begin to foster a culture of respecting the community with the young person. Due to this being a self-identified goal, the young person was more empowered to maintain positive change and therefore maintain further safety. Using this risk reduction approach was more successful and did not create a barrier for the young person to continue to engage in work. 

Another area of learning I had upon reflection within my supervision was considering the individuals speech and language needs at the start of assessment. Whilst in this case, I requested a speech and language assessment as a result of the assessment; I recognise that the young person was disempowered due to consideration not being given to their needs. Within supervision, I explored ways that I can ensure my practice develops. Since then, I have adjusted my assessment technique to allow for people to communicate their needs and wishes through discussion, drawing and writing. I also utilise various aids to promote communication. This learning ensures my compliance with CoPP Section 1 and 2.

When completing my assessment, I met with the young person, and their family and also gathered information from other professionals. I considered the local environment and culture of the young person and the culture of their community. This use of ecological systems theory as discussed by Germain. C (1979) aided my understanding of the young person’s life and the influence these people and institutes have on them. Using this theory increased my collaborative working and encouraged me to engage participation from individuals and institutes I had not previously considered. I chose to include local youth workers, area co-ordinators and friends in addition to education, health, police, family, and the individual. This increased my understanding of the young person’s life and created an opportunity for more complex and dynamic interventions and safeguarding measures. Gathering this information in a collaborative manner empowered me to make more evidence based professional judgements as I was better equipped to analyse information that I would not otherwise have.

One challenge when supporting the individual was my unease of the risk they were potentially facing. Due to the lack of certainty and the young person not making any direct disclosures, wellbeing plans were developed. However, this meant that the young person could still experience harm or exploitation and the plans were contingent with the young person’s engagement. This meant that I held a high level of risk for the young person. Within supervision I expressed my discomfort at this explaining that I wanted there to be no risk for the young person. However, my supervisor challenged this mentality. Together we explored the concepts of risk aversion and risk management and considered the potential success each would have. This encouraged me to consider how the young person would likely not engage in a risk averse approach and therefore would experience more safety in a risk management approach. This idea is supported by Kemshall et al (2013). This experience developed my resilience and supported my recognition of supervision being a tool to challenge myself and consider ways to become more resilient.

When completing the assessment, the conclusion of this was my analysis. Helsop & Meredith (2019) consider how analysis within assessment is how we make sense of information and how we use this information to meet identified needs. However, there was also analysis used throughout the assessment. This led to a more succinct outline of the information and the identified needs. With regards to the case study, part of my analysis was that the young person’s peer group and attitudes around offending would encourage further offending. Therefore, I determined that addressing these should be a priority in order to encourage desistence from offending.

When my assessment was completed, I shared this with the young person and their family. I made sure to ask the young person if they were happy for this to be shared with other professionals who was working with them. I asked if they had wanted it shared, who it should be shared with and to what level of detail. The young person stated that they were happy for it to be shared with anyone. This was done in accordance with the principles of the Data Protection Act (2018) to gain consent to share information and transparency. However, it was also done to further instil that the relationship developed is being respected and that this was the young person’s assessment. The young person had some questions regarding my analysis stating that they were unsure whether it was accurate. I suggested that we could go through it and consider how I may have perceived or analysed something incorrectly. In doing this, I was able to explain my rationale based on information gathered and my decision making. When they understood this, the young person accepted the analysis. I felt that doing this ensured that I was presenting information to the young person in a way that was accessible to them. In future practice, I will continue to allow time to discuss assessments with individuals.

In conclusion, this assignment has highlighted the differing laws within Wales, England and Europe and how these have impacted on this particular case study. For example, it has been suggested that Safeguarding extends beyond the Children Act (1989) and with this case study we needed to consider modern slavery as a risk to safeguard the young person. 

As a social work practitioner, consideration to ethical dilemmas had to be explored such as reporting to the home office when the young person had not given consent, the duality of legislation between England, Wales and also sentencing to DTO and the principles of the Children Act (1989). Having to consider these ethical dilemmas, challenged my thinking and practice and encouraged me to work creatively and in a transparent manner whilst explaining my rationale. Another ethical dilemma was referring the young person to third sector agencies who specialised in modern slavery and exploitation. Had I had the training and expertise, the young person would have been safeguarded sooner and not had to repeat their life story. The overarching learning from these ethical dilemmas has been the importance of developing relationships with individuals. The relationship between practitioners and individuals will typically determine their engagement and potentially the outcomes they receive. 

This assignment has also highlighted the importance of collaborative working utilising ecological systems theory and how this can inform professional judgement making decisions more robust and evidence based. Recognising the relationship between the practitioner and Individual as a partnership ensures there is equity of power and encourages better outcomes. The collaborative working and information gathering and my professional judgements led to the young person receiving a positive grounds decision by the home office for the NRM. Thus, further safety could be achieved.

3,617 words
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