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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 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).


Task 3 – Safeguarding and Working in Complex Situations
Case Study – Main Area of Work
Context and safeguarding concern
Person 3 was allocated to me following discussion between my manager and the adult safeguarding team manager. The referral related to concerns about possible financial abuse. Person 3 was an adult with additional support needs which affected some areas of daily functioning and independence. Person 3’s mother was their Department for Work and Pensions (DWP) appointee and was responsible for managing their benefit claim.
Person 3 told me that they were not being given proper access to their money and believed some of it was being misused. They had already raised these concerns with both DWP and the police. The police had advised that there was not enough evidence to take the allegation further, but the DWP appointee arrangement was still in place.
Person 3 was clear about what they wanted from my involvement. They wanted their mother removed as appointee. They did not want further contact with their mother and they wanted more control over their own finances. Longer term, they wanted to become more independent. Keeping these outcomes central was important because the Social Services and Well-being (Wales) Act 2014 places voice, choice, control and personal outcomes at the centre of assessment and care and support practice (Social Services and Well-being (Wales) Act 2014; Welsh Government, 2015).
The concern also needed to be considered within the adult safeguarding framework in Wales. Section 126 of the Social Services and Well-being (Wales) Act 2014 defines an adult at risk in relation to abuse or neglect, care and support needs and whether those needs affect their ability to protect themselves from harm. Financial abuse is included within the safeguarding framework (Social Services and Well-being (Wales) Act 2014, ss.126, 197).
I was careful not to treat Person 3’s allegation as a proven fact. I understood my role was not to decide whether Person 3’s mother had committed a criminal offence. I needed to consider the information available, the current risk, Person 3’s ability to protect their financial interests and what action would be proportionate.
I discussed the case in supervision. My manager and I agreed that I would complete a ‘what matters’ conversation and a social care assessment, and to look at Person 3’s ability to manage their finances and clarify the concerns around their mother. I also kept in contact with the adult safeguarding team manager, who advised me to contact DWP as an immediate first step. This helped me form a clear plan while still taking responsibility for my own assessment and professional judgement (Social Care Wales, 2017).
Legislative, theoretical and professional framework
My assessment and intervention were informed by the Social Services and Well-being (Wales) Act 2014, Working Together to Safeguard People: Volume 6, the Wales Safeguarding Procedures, the Mental Capacity Act 2005 and its Code of Practice, Social Care Wales guidance and relevant XXX Authority procedures (Welsh Government, 2018b; Wales Safeguarding Procedures, n.d.; Mental Capacity Act 2005; Department for Constitutional Affairs, 2007; Social Care Wales, 2017; 2019).
A strengths-based approach became particularly important as the case progressed. Person 3 had very little previous opportunity to manage their own finances, so I did not want to assume that their lack of experience meant they would always be unable to do it. Strengths-based practice focuses on a person’s abilities, resources and potential for development rather than looking mainly at deficits or dependence (Social Care Wales, 2025). I feel this fitted the case well because Person 3’s skills improved considerably once they were given opportunities to learn and practise.
I also decided to draw on my knowledge of empowerment theory. Adams (2008) describes empowerment in terms of increasing participation, choice and control. In the early stages of the case, some protective intervention was needed, but I was conscious that simply replacing Person 3’s mother with another permanent appointee could create a different form of dependency. The longer-term aim therefore needed to be more than keeping their money safe. It also needed to give Person 3 opportunities to become more confident and independent.
A systems perspective helped me understand why the situation had remained unresolved despite Person 3 having already contacted other agencies. DWP, the police, adult safeguarding, social care, debt services, utility providers and support services all held different parts of the picture. Systems theory considers the way individuals interact with the wider systems around them (Payne, 2020). In practice, this meant I needed to look beyond the relationship between Person 3 and their mother and consider how the different agencies were responding and whether those responses were actually helping Person 3 to achieve their outcomes.
Assessment and analysis
I completed a social care assessment with Person 3 using a ‘what matters’ approach. Their priorities were clear. They wanted their mother removed as appointee, more control over their money and, in the longer term, greater independence. I looked at what Person 3 could already do as well as the areas where they needed support. They were able to explain their wishes clearly and engaged well with me, but had very little experience of managing money because somebody else had always done this for them.
At the beginning of my involvement, it was clear that Person 3 needed significant support with their finances. They told me themselves that they did not feel able to manage independently at that point, even though they wanted their mother removed. Bills had not always been paid, there were existing debts and Person 3 had limited understanding of budgeting, direct debits and organising regular payments. Person 3 also described having access to only a small amount of money for daily living and eating a very limited diet. This meant I needed to consider their wider wellbeing as well as the allegation of financial abuse.
I completed a formal mental capacity assessment about the specific decision of managing their finances independently. I was conscious that Person 3’s additional support needs, anxiety, previous dependence on their mother and lack of experience did not in themselves mean that they lacked capacity. The Mental Capacity Act 2005 requires capacity to be presumed unless established otherwise and for all practicable support to be given to help somebody to make a decision (Mental Capacity Act 2005; Department for Constitutional Affairs, 2007).
I considered whether Person 3 could understand, retain, use or weigh the relevant information and communicate their decision. At that point, my judgement was that they did not have capacity to manage their finances independently. They understood that they wanted their mother removed but did not yet understand enough of the practical responsibilities involved in managing their benefit income, bills, debts and regular household spending without support.
Importantly, Person 3 also recognised that they still needed help. Their preferred outcome was not to have no support at all. They wanted their mother removed and another appointee put in place while they worked towards becoming more independent. I felt this was an important distinction because lacking capacity for this particular decision did not mean Person 3 lacked capacity generally or that their views should carry less weight.
I also had to be careful about how I recorded the allegation against their mother. Person 3 believed their money had been taken or misused, but the police had found insufficient evidence to take this further. I therefore recorded what Person 3 had told me, the concerns about their limited access to money, unpaid bills and the other information available, while being clear about what was fact, what was alleged and what was my professional judgement (Welsh Government, 2018b; Social Care Wales, 2017).
Safeguarding intervention and multi-agency working
Following advice from the adult safeguarding team manager, I contacted DWP with Person 3 present. I wanted them to be directly involved rather than professionals having conversations about their finances without them. I explained the safeguarding concerns and Person 3’s clear wish for their mother to no longer be their appointee. Following discussion with DWP, it was agreed that their mother would be removed immediately.
This addressed the main immediate safeguarding concern. Person 3’s benefit was no longer being managed through an arrangement they believed was harmful and which they had clearly said they wanted to end. I kept the adult safeguarding team manager updated and, once Person 3’s mother no longer controlled the benefit claim, the formal safeguarding concern was closed. I felt this was proportionate because the immediate risk had been dealt with. However, closing the safeguarding concern did not mean my involvement ended. Person 3 still needed support around their finances, debt, independence and wider wellbeing.
There was an immediate practical problem because Person 3 was not yet able to manage their finances independently and the XXX Authority appointee service could not take over straight away. Following discussion with the adult safeguarding team manager, I temporarily became Person 3’s DWP appointee for around four weeks while the longer-term arrangement was put in place. Person 3 was happy, and in agreement with this.
I was very aware that this gave me a significant amount of responsibility and needed clear professional boundaries. I did not personally receive or hold Person 3’s money. I ensured Person 3’s money was paid directly to them and I supported them to plan and manage it. I kept clear records and maintained oversight with both my manager and the safeguarding team manager. I also asked DWP to allocate a dedicated case handler so that Person 3 had another consistent point of contact during the transition.
This arrangement made me think carefully about the balance between acting quickly to reduce risk and maintaining appropriate professional boundaries. I did not see becoming an appointee as routine social work practice. However, in this situation, I felt it was justified because it was temporary, agreed with senior safeguarding oversight and there was already a clear plan for responsibility to transfer to the appropriate service. The Social Care Wales Code requires social workers to maintain professional boundaries and remain accountable for their practice (Social Care Wales, 2017).
During this period, I worked with Person 3 rather than simply taking over their finances. We developed a budget together and went through their regular spending and household bills. I contacted utility providers with them and explained how direct debits and regular payments worked. Person 3 also had existing debt, so I accompanied them to Citizens Advice. Person 3 was then linked with a debt specialist who contacted creditors and utility providers and helped bring the debts together into a manageable monthly payment.
I also supported Person 3 to get broadband, which they had wanted for some time. Compared with the original safeguarding concern this might seem minor, but it was important to them and supported their independence, communication and access to information. It reminded me that social work involvement should not become completely focused on the problem that originally brought the person to our attention.
A support worker was also arranged to help Person 3 develop wider independent-living skills including shopping, cooking, budgeting, community access and using public transport. These were all linked to Person 3’s own goal of becoming more independent rather than simply replacing one form of dependency with another.
The work involved several agencies, including adult safeguarding, DWP, the XXX Authority appointee service, Citizens Advice, debt services, utility providers, support services and the police. I needed to understand what each agency was responsible for rather than expecting one service to resolve everything. I also kept Person 3 involved wherever possible when information was shared. I felt this was important because the original concern involved somebody else controlling Person 3’s money. I did not want professional involvement to repeat that experience by making decisions and having conversations without them.
Information sharing was therefore undertaken with Person 3’s knowledge and agreement wherever possible, while also meeting the requirements of the Data Protection Act 2018, UK GDPR and safeguarding guidance around proportionate information sharing (Data Protection Act 2018; UK GDPR; Welsh Government, 2018b).
Reviewing capacity and changing professional judgement
After the XXX Authority appointee took over, the arrangement worked well for a period. Over time, Person 3 became more confident managing different parts of their finances. Person 3 had learned more about budgeting, bills and direct debits. Person 3 also became more comfortable making telephone calls and had more experience dealing directly with organisations. Eventually, they told me that they no longer wanted an appointee and wanted to manage their own finances.
My initial reaction was concern. Only a few months earlier I had assessed that Person 3 lacked capacity to manage their finances independently, and my first thought was that ending the appointeeship might be too soon. I felt there were still possible risks, including missed payments, further debt and future financial vulnerability. I discussed these concerns openly with Person 3 rather than simply agreeing with what they wanted or assuming that the previous assessment meant the appointeeship had to continue.
I visited Person 3 jointly with the appointee so we could explore their reasons in more detail. Person 3 explained that having to ask somebody else for access to their own money was now affecting their wellbeing. They felt they had learned enough to try managing it themselves and wanted more control. They could also identify things that might go wrong and knew where they could go for support if they struggled.
I completed a second formal mental capacity assessment because their circumstances and abilities had changed. I did not treat the first assessment as something that automatically determined the outcome of the second one. The earlier assessment had been made at a point when Person 3 had very little experience of managing money and needed significant support. By this stage, they had gained practical experience and their understanding had developed.
Person 3 was able to explain the purpose of the appointee arrangement, why it had originally been needed, what support it provided and the possible risks of ending it. They could retain the relevant information, weigh up the advantages and disadvantages and communicate a consistent decision. My judgement was therefore that Person 3 had capacity to decide that they wanted the appointeeship to end. DWP guidance recognises that an appointee arrangement can end where the person is able to manage their own benefit affairs (Department for Work and Pensions, n.d.).
For me, this was probably the most challenging professional judgement in the case. I still felt that keeping the appointee for longer would have been the safer option. However, Section 1(4) of the Mental Capacity Act 2005 makes clear that somebody should not be treated as unable to make a decision simply because other people consider that decision unwise (Mental Capacity Act 2005, s.1(4)). I had to recognise the difference between what made me feel more comfortable professionally and what Person 3 had the right to decide for themselves.
The Social Care Wales Code and Practice Guidance also emphasise rights, choice and control alongside accountable professional judgement (Social Care Wales, 2017; 2019). My role was not to remove every possible risk from Person 3’s life. It was to make sure they had the relevant information, understood the possible consequences and had the capacity to make the decision.
This case made the idea that capacity is time-specific and decision-specific much more real to me. I understood this before in theory, but now, I could actually see how Person 3’s abilities had changed because they had been given opportunities to learn and practise skills they had never previously been expected to use. This linked closely with the strengths-based and empowerment approaches I had used throughout the case (Adams, 2008; Social Care Wales, 2025).
It also reminded me that I need to be prepared to change my professional judgement when the evidence changes. I do not think my first assessment was wrong; it reflected Person 3’s abilities and circumstances at that time. The later evidence was different. Continuing to rely on the earlier assessment simply because it supported the safer option would have ignored the progress Person 3 had made and could have resulted in an unnecessarily restrictive arrangement.
Ethical considerations, legal processes and professional accountability
There was an ethical tension between protection and autonomy throughout this case. At the beginning, Person 3 was financially vulnerable and needed intervention to help protect their interests. Later on, the situation had changed and there was a risk that an arrangement which had originally been protective could become unnecessarily restrictive.
The Mental Capacity Act 2005 requires decisions made on behalf of somebody who lacks capacity to be in their best interests and, where possible, to use the least restrictive option (Mental Capacity Act 2005). Although Person 3 later had capacity to make the decision about ending the appointeeship themselves, the least restrictive principle was still relevant to how I thought about the case. I could not justify keeping an arrangement in place simply because it made me feel more reassured about possible risks.
Human rights were also relevant. Article 8 of the European Convention on Human Rights, through the Human Rights Act 1998, protects respect for private and family life and is relevant to personal autonomy (Human Rights Act 1998). For me, this did not mean that safeguarding intervention should not have happened. It meant that any restriction on Person 3’s choices needed a clear and proportionate reason.
The Equality Act 2010 also informed my approach. Person 3 sometimes needed information explained clearly and at a pace that allowed them time to understand it. I did not see this as a reason to expect less from them or assume that they could not develop new skills. The Social Care Wales Practice Guidance also supports rights, inclusion and person-centred practice (Equality Act 2010; Social Care Wales, 2019).
The case also helped me understand more clearly the difference between a DWP appointee and other legal arrangements. A DWP appointee deals specifically with a person’s benefit affairs. This is different from a Court of Protection deputy, who can have broader powers relating to property and financial affairs (Department for Work and Pensions, n.d.; Mental Capacity Act 2005). If Person 3 had lacked capacity around wider financial decisions and needed longer-term substitute decision-making, the Court of Protection may have become relevant. Understanding that distinction helped me make sure the intervention did not go further than was actually needed.
I feel professional accountability was also important throughout. I recorded the safeguarding concerns, advice I received, both capacity assessments, discussions with Person 3 and the reasons behind my decisions. I used supervision and consultation with the safeguarding team manager when I needed to test my thinking. I do not see seeking advice as handing responsibility for a decision to somebody else. It helped me check my reasoning and consider things I may have missed, while I still remained accountable for my own practice (Social Care Wales, 2017; 2019).
Evaluation of outcomes
The immediate safeguarding outcome was achieved when Person 3’s mother was removed as appointee and no longer had control of their benefit claim. Person 3 told me afterwards that their anxiety and general wellbeing had improved significantly. However, I did not see the closure of the safeguarding concern as the end of the work. There were still issues around debt, financial skills, independent living and social isolation that needed ongoing support.
I think the longer-term outcomes were more significant than the immediate safeguarding action. Person 3 developed practical skills around budgeting, bills and direct debits, addressed existing debt and became more confident dealing with organisations themselves. Their support worker also helped them develop wider independent-living and community skills. By the time Person 3 wanted to end the appointeeship, their circumstances and abilities were quite different from when I had first assessed them.
For me, this showed the value of using a strengths-based and empowering approach. If I had treated the first capacity assessment as evidence of what Person 3 would always be able or unable to do, I could have unintentionally limited their opportunities. Instead, the support gave them the chance to learn, practise skills and become more independent (Adams, 2008; Social Care Wales, 2025).
It also showed me why protective interventions need to be reviewed rather than left in place automatically. The appointeeship was appropriate at one stage because Person 3 needed that protection and support. However, as their circumstances changed, continuing it indefinitely could have become unnecessarily restrictive. Safeguarding should remain person-centred, proportionate and linked to the person’s outcomes, which means being willing to review whether an intervention is still needed when the evidence changes (Welsh Government, 2018b; Wales Safeguarding Procedures, n.d.).
Welsh context and wider systems
This case took place within the Welsh social care framework. The Social Services and Well-being (Wales) Act 2014 provided the main legal framework for the assessment, care and support and safeguarding work, alongside the relevant Codes of Practice and Wales Safeguarding Procedures (Welsh Government, 2015; 2018b; Wales Safeguarding Procedures, n.d.).
At the same time, I understood that not every part of the case sat within Welsh social care. DWP is a UK government department and remained responsible for decisions about the benefit appointee arrangement. The police were responsible for any decision about criminal investigation, while XXX Authority was responsible for Person 3’s social care assessment, safeguarding response and care and support. I feel this was a good example of why multi-agency working is not about one service trying to take responsibility for everything. I knew it was important to understand where my own role ended and where another organisation had the authority to act. This also linked with the systems perspective I had used earlier in the case (Payne, 2020).
Social care in Wales uses its own devolved legal and policy frameworks, however, this case included UK-wide systems, such as DWP. The data-protection framework has an EU influence that continues to shape UK practice. Outside of the EU, there are international rights frameworks, such as the UN Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities, which are relevant to autonomy, participation and equality (UK GDPR; United Nations, 2006).
The wider rights context was also relevant. The Human Rights Act 1998 supported consideration of Person 3’s autonomy and private life, while the United Nations Convention on the Rights of Persons with Disabilities promotes autonomy, participation and equal recognition before the law (United Nations, 2006). UK data-protection requirements were also relevant when information was being shared between agencies.
I made the Active Offer of Welsh-language services to Person 3 rather than waiting for them to ask. They told me that they did not speak Welsh and preferred English, so their preference was respected. This reflects the principle within More than Just Words that responsibility for offering Welsh-language services sits with the service rather than the individual (Welsh Government, 2022).
The Well-being of Future Generations (Wales) Act 2015 also provided a wider context around prevention, collaboration and longer-term thinking. It did not determine the individual safeguarding decisions that I made. I could see those principles in the longer-term work with Person 3. Rather than only dealing with the immediate safeguarding concern, the work also focused on building skills and reducing the likelihood of another crisis developing.
Critical reflection and learning
The biggest learning for me from this case was seeing how much somebody’s abilities can change when they are actually given the opportunity and support to learn. I already understood that capacity can change, but seeing this happen with Person 3 made it much more meaningful in practice. At the beginning, the evidence supported my judgement that they could not manage their finances independently and Person 3 themselves agreed that they needed support. A few months later, their knowledge, confidence and practical skills were very different.
I also learned that safeguarding does not mean removing every possible risk. When Person 3 wanted to end the appointeeship, my instinct was to keep it in place for longer. Part of that came from knowing what could go wrong and feeling responsible for the progress that had been made. Reflecting on this made me realise that professional concern can quite easily become over-protective practice if it is not questioned.
I think I managed this appropriately by being open with Person 3 about my concerns without using those concerns as a reason to stop them making their own decision. They understood the risks I raised and still reached the same conclusion. I had to accept that the option I personally felt was safer was not automatically the right option for them.
Another important part of my learning was professional persistence. Person 3 had already raised concerns with other agencies and felt that very little had changed. I could have assumed that because DWP and the police had previously been involved, there was nothing further for me to do. Instead, I sought safeguarding advice, clarified what was happening with the appointeeship and followed the issue through until the immediate risk had been addressed. This has increased my confidence in challenging or following up concerns when something still does not feel resolved.
The case also changed how I think about multi-agency working. I understand that collaboration is not simply making several referrals. Each organisation involved had a different role and responsibility. My role was to keep the different parts of the work connected to Person 3’s outcomes and make sure they remained involved in decisions affecting them.
One thing I would improve if I was dealing with a similar situation again is my recording between the two capacity assessments. I recorded the individual pieces of work and Person 3’s progress, but I could have been more explicit about how particular skills and experiences changed the evidence around capacity and risk. I feel this would have made the reason for my later change in judgement even clearer.
I would also continue to use supervision when there is tension between what appears safest and what the person wants. In this case, supervision helped me test my reasoning and consider whether my response was proportionate rather than relying only on my own view of the risk (Social Care Wales, 2017; 2019).
Overall, this case brought together safeguarding, mental capacity, assessment, collaborative working and professional judgement. The immediate safeguarding issue was resolved, but the more important outcome for me was seeing Person 3 become more confident and independent. It reinforced that safeguarding should be person-centred and proportionate, and that I need to remain willing to change my professional judgement when the evidence changes.
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