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The work of children’s guardians in care cases

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY
Background
This research was commissioned in September 2012 by the Cafcass Corporate
Management Team and Cafcass Board. It forms one of a suite of research studies, into s31
(Children Act 1989) ‘public law’ care applications, undertaken by Cafcass, alongside: Three
weeks in November (Cafcass, 2009); Three weeks in November...three years on (Cafcass,
2012); and The Instruction of Expert Witnesses within Section 31 Care Applications
(Cafcass, 2013).
The period spanned by these studies has been marked by unprecedented increases in the
number of care and supervision order applications made to the family courts by local
authorities, which have risen by more than 50 per cent between 2008/09 and 2012/13. This
period has also been marked by concerns about the ability of Cafcass, and the wider family
justice system, to adequately respond to the needs of the children who are suffering
significant harm. A specific Cafcass-related concern has been the adequacy of the service
that hard-pressed children’s guardians are able to provide to children and the courts. This
study sheds light on the work of guardians and the characteristics of the children, and their
families, whose welfare is at stake.

Aim and Methodology
To establish the nature and extent of the work undertaken by children’s guardians
(‘guardians’) in carrying out their duties in accordance with Practice Direction 16A, focussing
on two key questions:
1. What work was undertaken by the guardians?
2. When, during the course of proceedings, did the work take place?
A sample of 98 cases, comprising 155 children, was established, derived from the 247 cases
that featured in Three weeks in November...three years on (Cafcass, 2012). Data relating to
the case profiles, and to the work undertaken by the guardians, was extracted from the case
recording of the guardian.

Key findings – case profiles
Age of the children
Thirty four per cent of children were aged 0, and 80 per cent were under 10, at the point the
application was made.
Child’s residence
Forty five per cent of children were with foster parents at the start of proceedings; a further
26 per cent were living with one or both parents.
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The number of placements: 55 per cent of children had one placement, meaning they did not
move during proceedings.
The local authority plan at the start of proceedings: the plan for 62 per cent of children was
‘not settled’. Where there was an identified start plan, this changed in just over one-third (36
per cent) of cases by the conclusion of proceedings.
The plan at the end of proceedings: this was for adoption in 32 per cent of cases, with a
further 27 per cent set to be placed long term out of the family. Twenty two per cent were to
live with parent(s) – in six per cent of cases this entailed a placement with the other parent.
There was a plan for 17 per cent to live with extended family or friends.
The adult parties: in 62 per cent of cases both parents were respondents. In a further 26 per
cent of cases the respondent was the mother only. The Official Solicitor was not appointed in
any case.
Parental risk factors: the three most frequently-identified risk factors were drug/ alcohol
abuse (61 per cent), chaotic lifestyle (54 per cent) and domestic violence (53 per cent).

Key findings – the work undertaken by the guardians
Number of reports and hearings: the guardian provided one report to the court in 62 per cent
of cases, and two reports in a further 31 per cent of cases. The mean number of hearings
attended was 3.5. Guardians attended the greatest number of hearings in the first three
months of the cases, with 42 per cent of all hearings attended during this time.
Contact with the child: the guardian had contact with the child in 95 per cent of cases. Four
of the five cases in which there was no contact had some features in common, notably
previous proceedings in respect of older children and the child being 0 years of age. In the
fifth case the court found that the significant harm threshold was not met. The mean number
of contacts per case was three, and the range was 0-13 contacts. The type of contact was
influenced by the age of the child. Thus, the guardian met with the child in 33 per cent of
cases, but in every case where the child was aged 12 or older. Fifty seven per cent of
children in the sample were aged four or under, the guardian observing children in this age
group, in the presence of a parent, carer of foster carer, in 92 per cent of cases. There was
telephone contact between the guardian and the child in nine per cent of cases.
Contact with adult parties: the guardian had contact with an adult party in 90 per cent of
cases. Some contacts with adults may not have been recorded by the guardian as such,
particularly where they occurred within the context of court hearings. A feature of six of the
ten cases in which there was no contact between the guardian and adult parties was the
disengagement of the latter. The mean number of contacts with adult parties (excluding the
ten cases in which there was no contact) was 2.8.
Contact with professionals: contact with professionals occurred in all but one exceptional
case. Contact with the local authority social worker occurred in 91 per cent of cases, and
with the IRO in 20 per cent of cases. It seems likely that there was more contact with
professionals than could be established from the case files.
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‘Front-loading’ of the work: Guardians ‘front load’ their work with the most work undertaken
during the first three months of proceedings. This is true of work with children and adult
parties. It is also true irrespective of the duration of the case. Guardians continue to make
enquiries throughout the life of cases. The case examples cited in the report suggest that the
extent, and timing, of the guardians’ work is influenced by a number of factors, including
events in the family and the degree of involvement of, and assessment by, other
professionals.
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SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION AND AIM
Introduction
This research was commissioned in September 2012 by the Cafcass Corporate
Management Team and Cafcass Board. It forms one of a suite of research studies, into s31
(Children Act 1989) ‘public law’ care applications (‘care applications’), responded to by
Cafcass. 1 The previous studies were: Three weeks in November (Cafcass, 2009); Three
weeks in November...three years on (Cafcass, 2012); and The Instruction of Expert
Witnesses within Care Applications (Cafcass, 2013).
Cafcass is a non-departmental, public body whose principal functions, as set out in the
Criminal Justice and Court Service Act 2000, are to:





safeguard and promote the welfare of children;
give advice to the family courts;
make provisions for children to be represented; and
provide information, advice and support to children and their families.

Prior to 2001, the task of providing children’s guardians in s31 Children Act 1989 cases fell
to more than 50 ‘Panels’, administered by (or on behalf of) local authorities.
The legislative context is as follows:






Under s41 Children Act (1989) the court is required to appoint a children’s guardian in
respect of s31 care applications made by the local authority unless satisfied that it is not
necessary to do so.
In accordance with rule 16.20 (Family Procedure Rules 2010) the children’s guardian
acts on behalf of children who are the subjects of the application with the duty of
safeguarding the interests of the child.
In accordance with paragraph 6.1 of Practice Direction 16A (Family Procedure Rules
2010) “the children’s guardian must make such investigations as are necessary to carry
out the children’s guardian’s duties and must, in particular, (a) contact or seek to
interview such persons as the children's guardian thinks appropriate, or as the court
directs.”

Aim
The aim of this research is to establish the nature and extent of the work undertaken by
children’s guardians (‘guardians’) in carrying out their duties in accordance with Practice
Direction 16A, focussing on two key questions: what work was undertaken by the guardians,
and when, during the course of proceedings, did the work take place?
An important previous piece of research, which specifically focused on the work of guardians
in England, was Capturing Guardian Practice Prior to Cafcass (Hunt et al, 2003). The
fieldwork for the Hunt et al research was undertaken early in 2001 shortly before Cafcass
1

Cafcass’ Children’s Guardians are appointed by the court, pursuant to s41 of the Children Act 1989, to act on
behalf of children in specified proceedings including section 31 care applications to “safeguard the interests of the
child” and “provide the court with such other assistance as it may require” (Family Procedure Rules 2010: 16.20)
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came into being on 1 April 2001. Whilst the Hunt et al study and this research have used
different methodologies (see section 2) the former is used as a reference point in the
presentation of findings, alongside the Care Profiling Study (Masson et al, 2008).
This small-scale study is intended to make a contribution to the understanding of the current
practice of children’s guardians, by providing an account of the types of work carried out by
guardians, in particular the type and extent of contact that they have with children, parents
and other professionals. Given the resources available to the researchers, this study does
not purport to shed light on the qualitative aspects of guardians’ work with children and
families. A further qualitative study would be needed to address this issue.
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SECTION 2: METHODOLOGY
The sample used for this study is derived from the 247 s31 care applications that provided
the research cohort for the care applications study Three weeks in November (Cafcass,
2012).
A project team was established comprising Cafcass staff from Policy, Safeguarding and
Management Information Services. Emeritus Professor June Thoburn (Special Adviser to the
Quality Committee of the Cafcass Board) advised on the methodology and analysis of data.
A small pilot of ten cases was carried out, as a result of which refinements were made to the
methodology and database, which recorded data in respect of the following two broad areas:



Data on the profile of cases, which included the age of children, the length of
proceedings, and family risk factors.
Data on the enquiries recorded by the guardian including the nature and extent of
investigations; and the stage at which this work was undertaken, including meeting or
observing children, and meeting with adult parties and professionals.

In both the pilot and the full study, data was collected using case records that had been
made by the guardian, using both the electronic case file and, where one existed, the paper
file. Between November 2011 and January 2013 – the start and end points of the research –
Cafcass moved from using paper files to electronic recording, which led to the need to seek
information from both sources. The aspects of the case file most commonly drawn upon in
data collection were the C110 application form (completed by the applicant local authority);
the guardian’s contact log; and the guardian’s reports to the court.
Consideration was given to surveying guardians to supplement data gathered from case
records. However, this was not deemed to be appropriate in view of the fact that this cohort
of guardians had been previously surveyed twice - once for Three weeks in November
(Cafcass, 2012) and again for The Instruction of Expert Witnesses within Care Applications
(Cafcass, 2013) - and in view of the resources available to the research team.
A cohort of 100 cases was established from 246 of the 247 cases that formed the 2012 care
applications study (one case from the original study was excluded as the application had
changed). As of 3 January 2013, when the sample was created, 170 of the original cases
(69 per cent) had closed, making them eligible for the research. It was from these 170 cases
that the sample of 100 cases was derived. The 100 cases were selected to provide a
representative sample of s31 care cases, in terms of case duration and the number of
children subject to each application (so that there was approximately the same percentage
of applications involving one child, and more than one child, as in the 2012 study). In the
event, two cases from the 100 could not be included because the case recording was
inadequate for research purposes.
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Table 1: Duration of proceedings, by number of subject children

Duration

More
than
one
child

One
child

All
cases

3-6 months

15

9

24

7-9 months

23

13

36

10-12 months

17

15

32

More than 12 months
All cases

5

1

6

60

38

98

The total sample was thus 98 cases, of which 60 involved one child and 38 more than one. A
total of 155 children featured in the 98 cases.
Four members of Cafcass staff extracted data from the files and entered it onto the
database. A research protocol was established to promote the consistent recording of data.
The protocol featured two principles:




The reasonable inference principle - ‘where it is not explicitly stated that an event
occurred but, from the data available you can make a reasonable inference that it is,
then record it as having taken place’. A common example concerns the guardian’s
attendance at a hearing which was not set out explicitly in the contact log, but where the
solicitors’ notes strongly implied the guardian was present.
The definition of ‘substantive’ with regard to telephone calls and emails. Thus
correspondence or communications relating to the role of the guardian and case work
would be recorded as a ‘substantive’ contact; correspondence or communications
relating to meeting arrangements, the requesting of documents, or confirmation of the
receipt of documents, were not defined as being ‘substantive’..

The study by Hunt et al (2003), cited above, used a methodology that differed from ours in a
number of respects. In the 2003 study:




Data was compiled using a survey of guardians, rather than a review of case files.
Some questions posed by Hunt at al could not be replicated by us (e.g. amount of time
spent with child).
Cases were selected where only one child was subject of the s31 application, thus all
data is child-specific.

Limitations
The method of data collection – from case records – creates a particular constraint, which is
that the quality of our data is dependent upon the accuracy and completeness of case
recording. The implications of this are that our findings are likely to constitute an underreporting of work done by some guardians i.e. some will have done more work than was
recorded on the case file.
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Some contacts (notably with adult parties and with professionals) are likely to have taken
place at court hearings, at which the guardian was also present. Where the guardian met
with the adult party, or professional, at court this was recorded by the research team as a
‘hearing’ rather than as a standalone contact. Equally, wherever a child was included in a
contact, that contact was coded as a ‘child contact’. For example, if the guardian met with
the child in the presence of an adult party, this was recorded as observing the child, rather
than as a meeting with the adult, though such a contact might well have comprised both
elements. Events featuring more than one type of guardian activity were ‘double-counted’
where the case recording allowed a reasonable inference to be drawn that more than one
type of contact occurred (i.e. an observed child contact in the presence of adult parties,
followed by a separate discussion with the adult parties).
Unsuccessful contact attempts, such as the guardian visiting the home of an adult party, or
attending a pre-arranged meeting with the adult party, to find that the contact could not go
ahead, are not recorded in the data. It was found during data collection that such
unsuccessful contacts were recorded by guardians, but they do not feature in this data. As a
result, the data may not reflect the full extent of work attempted by the guardian in making
(or attempting to make) enquiries particularly, though not exclusively, in respect of adult
parties.
It should be noted that the timeframe for the research, and the decision to stop collecting
data in January 2013, meant that ongoing cases (those that remained open some 14 months
after the applications were made, n=76) were excluded from the sample. This has
implications for the representativeness of the data since these excluded cases may have
featured more extensive enquiries, given that the guardian was involved for a longer period
of time.

Case-related data and child-related data
Data was collected on both a case-specific and child-specific basis. Information such as
number of placements, local authority plan and final outcome were recorded in respect of
each individual child. Information on guardian enquiries with children, adult parties and
professionals; number of hearings; and family risk factors were recorded in respect of each
case. This means some data cannot be cross-tabbed, where it concerns both case-related
and child-related data. For example, it is not possible to compare the number of child
placements, and the extent of all guardian enquiries.

Terminology
Contact – the term ‘contact’ is used to define the guardian making or having contact with a
person relevant to the case. This includes telephone, email and face to face contact.
Adult party – this would usually be a parent, but the cohort also included cases in which
party status was held by ‘other person(s) with parental responsibility’.
Professional – data was collected in respect of contact with the local authority social worker;
independent reviewing officer; and independent expert witnesses.
11
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Non-party, non-professional adult – this category was generally used to record contact
between the guardian and a foster carer, or a subject child’s extended family member.
Observing the child – this term is used to define occasions where the guardian saw the child
with the purpose of observing how the child behaved and interacted in a particular
environment; this was generally at a family home or in the home of a foster carer.
Meeting the child – this term is used to define occasions on which the guardian met with,
rather than observed, the child.
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SECTION 3: FINDINGS: CASE PROFILES2
Information about the children
Table 2: The number of subject children per case

Number of
children per
case

Number
of
cases

% of
cases

1

60

61%

2

24

24%

3

11

11%

4

1

1%

5

2

2%

98

100%

Total

There were 155 children in the 98 sample cases. There was only one subject child in 60
cases (61 per cent). There were three or more subject children in 14 cases (14 per cent).

The age of children
Of the 155 children, 53 (34 per cent) were aged 0 years at the point at which the application
was made. There were 124 children (80 per cent) who were younger than ten years old. The
mean age of the children in the sample cases was 5.0 years.
Table 3 and Figure 1: The age of all 155 children within the 98 sample cases

% of
children

0

53

34%

1-4

36

23%

5-9

35

23%

10-15

30

19%

1

1%

155

100%

Child
Age

16+
Total

2

Age

Number
of
children

0
1-4
5-9
10-15
16+

All of the table data in this report, provided as a percentage, is provided to the nearest whole number. Summing

individual per cent figures may not equal 100% as a result of this rounding.
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Capturing Guardian Practice Prior to Cafcass (Hunt et al, 2003)
In the sample for the 2003 study, which used cases concerning only one subject child, 40 per cent
of children were aged 0 years. In Cafcass’ sample, 60 cases (61 per cent) concerned one child;
within these 60 one-child cases, 44 children (73 per cent) were aged 0 years.

Table 4: Age of children in care applications received in the 2012 calendar year

Table 4 sets out the age
distribution of all children (more
than 18,000) who were subject of
care
applications
in
2012,
alongside the age distribution of
the children (n=682) included in
the Care Profiling Study (Masson
et al, 2008). Age is the
characteristic of children in the
sample that formed this study that
could most readily be compared
to a wider population of children
subject to care applications.

Child age at time
of application

Number
of
children

Care
profiling
study %
% of
children

(all case
children)

0

5,649

31%

29%

1-4

5,085

28%

29%

5-9

4,093

23%

24%

10-15

3,112

17%

19%

107

1%

0%

18,046

100%

100%

16+
Total

The age distributions are very similar across all three samples. For example, the percentage
of children aged 0 in all three samples was between 29 to 34 per cent; likewise the age
range of children under 10 was 80 to 82 per cent. This suggests that the sample of 155
children chosen for this study is representative of children subject of s31 applications as a
whole.

Where the child resided at the point of application
Table 5: Where the child resided at the point of the care application

As set out in table 5, the most
common place for children to reside,
when the care application was made,
was with foster carers (45 per cent).
Over a quarter of children (26 per
cent) were living with one or both
parents. We did not record data on
what was included in the ‘other’
category, but our recollection is that it
consisted largely of babies who were
still in hospital following birth.

Number
of
children

% of
children

With foster carer

69

45%

With one or both parents

41

26%

With extended family

22

14%

Other

21

14%

Residential provision (child)

1

1%

Unknown

1

1%

155

100%

The child's residence at start
of application

All children
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Masson’s Care Profiling Study (2008) found that, before proceedings were initiated, half of
the 386 index children, whose cases were considered, were usually cared for by their
mothers alone; almost a third of the children were cared for by both parents. Fathers cared
for 13 children. There were 10 children in the care of relatives and 18 in foster care. The
methodology used in the Care Profiling Study differed from that used in this study. Unlike the
Care Profiling Study, this study did not seek to establish with which parent the child resided;
further, it did not establish whether the respondent parent was resident or non-resident.

The number of placements per child
Table 6: The number of placements per child during proceedings
Number
of
children

% of
children

1

86

55%

2

45

29%

Number of
placements

Table 6 sets out the number of placements per child,
during the course of proceedings. The majority of
children (55 per cent) had one placement, meaning
that they did not move during the proceedings.

The Care Profiling Study (2008) found 68 cases (18
per cent) where children did not move during
4
1
1%
proceedings. In half of the cases for the 2008 study,
5
1
1%
children were already in foster or residential care at the
All children
155
100%
start of proceedings; in another third of cases the child
was with a parent. In 54 cases (14 per cent) children had three moves, and in another 32
cases (eight per cent) they had four or more moves.
3

22

14%

The local authority plan for the child at the start of proceedings
The local authority plan at the start of proceedings was ‘not settled’ in respect of 96 children
(62 per cent). In respect of the other 59 children (38 per cent) for whom there was an
identified start plan, long term out of family care was the most common (n=35). The numbers
and percentages of children subject to each type of local authority plan are set out in figure 2
and table 7 below.
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Figure 2: The local authority plan for the child at the start of proceedings

Not settled

Long term out of family care

Placement with extended
family/friends
Adoption

Other

Table 7: The local authority plan for the child at the start of proceedings
Number
of
children

% of
children

Not settled

96

62%

Long term out of family care

35

23%

Placement with extended family/friends

12

8%

Adoption

7

5%

Remain with/return to parents

4

3%

Place with other parent

1

1%

155

100%

LA plan at start of proceedings

All children

Of these 59 children for whom there was an identified start plan, 21 (36 per cent) had a
different plan at the end of the proceedings.
For the 96 children whose initial plan was ‘not settled’, the most common end plan was for
adoption. This applied to 31 children (32 per cent of this group).
For the 35 children whose initial plan was ‘long term out of family care’, the most common
end plan remained ‘long term out of family care’. This applied to 20 children (56 per cent of
this group). There were 12 children (33 per cent of this group) for whom adoption was the
end plan. Of the three remaining children: one child was placed with extended family or
friends; one with the other parent; and one for whom the final plan was not recorded on the
case file. No children with an initial plan of ‘long term out of family care’ remained with or
returned to their parents.
16
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Masson’s Care Profiling Study (2008) found that 102 cases (27 per cent) had definite plans
at the start of proceedings; in the remainder of cases plans were contingent. In 99 of the
contingent cases (36 per cent) a parent was positively assessed to care for their children; in
156 of the contingent cases (56 per cent) parents were not positively assessed. Overall,
Masson found that the final plan was the same as the first definite care plan in 143 cases (38
per cent) and different in 101 cases (27 per cent). In the remaining cases there was no
definite care plan, with plans indicating options for the child, rather than the local authority’s
conclusions.

The plan for the child at the end of proceedings
The most common plan3 at the end of proceedings was adoption (32 per cent of children),
followed by long term out of family care (27 per cent). The numbers and percentages of
children subject to each type of local authority plan are set out in figure 3 and table 8, below.

Figure 3: The plan for the child at the end of proceedings

Adoption

Long term out of family care

Placement with extended
family/friends
Remain with/return to parents

Place with other parent

3

Set out in the local authority care plan where it was seeking parental responsibility, or otherwise set out in, for example,
the contact log or guardian’s report to court.
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Table 8: The plan for the child at the end of proceedings
Number
of
children

% of
children

Adoption

49

32%

Long term out of family care

42

27%

Placement with extended family/friends

27

17%

Remain with/return to parents

25

16%

9

6%

155

100%

LA plan at end of proceedings

Place with other parent
All children

Some complex cases involved a number of changes to the plan, which are not reflected in
the start/end of proceedings data presented above. A case example is given below.

Case example: a complex case
At the start of proceedings, the local authority plan for the child was ‘not settled’. During
proceedings, a plan for adoption was proposed by the local authority to the court, with indirect
contact to the parents. Following developments within the family, and expert assessments, the
final outcome was a supervision order, for the child to remain with the parents.

Information about the family
Adult parties
Table 9: The frequency of respondent types

Respondents

Number
of
cases

% of
cases

Mother and father

61

62%

Mother

25

26%

Mother, father & other person(s) with PR

4

4%

Mother and other person with PR

4

4%

Father and other person with PR

1

1%

Father

1

1%

Other person (s) with PR

1

1%

Not known

1

1%

98

100%

Total
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Table 9 shows the frequency with which each type of respondent was recorded in the 98
sample cases. In 61 (62 per cent) cases the respondents were the child’s mother and father.
In 25 (26 per cent) cases the respondent was the child’s mother only. In ten cases another
person, or persons, with parental responsibility (PR) were included in the application. There
was no record of the Official Solicitor being appointed to represent an adult party in any of
the sample cases.

Parental risk factors
Data was collected in respect of 11 risk factors, set out in the local authority application,
concerning the adult party/ies. The list of risk factors was adapted from the 28 risk factors
utilised in the Care Profiling Study.
Unlike the Care Profiling Study, which distinguished between risks associated with mothers
and those associated with fathers, this study established risk by case rather than by
individual parties. The list of risk factors was abridged from 28 to 11, in the interests of
simplicity, and the 11 factors were identified on the basis of practice experience and the
extensive literature on/research into ‘high risk’ child protection cases (Cleaver et al, 2007;
Cleaver et al, 2011).
Parental risk factors were recorded in 98 per cent of cases. There were two cases in which
no risk factors, other than those that triggered the application, were recorded.

Case examples: two cases with no recorded parental risk factors
One of the cases concerned a suspected non-accidental injury, and it was subsequently found that
the harm threshold had not been met. The other case concerned a mother from outside the EU
who had arrived in London and who subsequently ‘abandoned’ her baby shortly after she had
given birth.

Table 10: Number of parental risk factors identified per case

Between one and six parental risk factors were
identified in 91 per cent of cases. The mean
number of risk factors, per case, was four. The
highest number of risks identified in an individual
case was nine.

Number of risks
0

Number
of Cases

% of
Cases

2

2%

1-3

43

44%

4-6

46

47%

7-9

7

7%

98

100%

Total

19
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There is congruence between the risk data identified in this study (set out in table 11 below)
and the data reported in the Care Profiling Study in respect of the most common risk
factors. 4 In the Care Profiling Study, concerns about drug and alcohol abuse, when
combined, featured in 64 per cent of cases; chaotic lifestyle in 52 per cent of cases; and
domestic violence in 51 per cent of cases.

Table 11: The frequency with which parental risk factors were recorded
Number of
cases in
which risk
factor was
identified

% of cases
in which
risk factor
was
identified

Drug/ alcohol abuse

60

61%

Chaotic lifestyle

53

54%

Domestic violence

52

53%

Failure to engage with services

48

49%

Mental health issues

40

41%

Other children previously in s31 proceedings

37

38%

History of violence other than DV

21

21%

Parental care history

17

17%

Parental learning difficulties

14

14%

Parental physical disability or health difficulties

8

8%

Schedule 1 offender

7

7%

Risk factor

The risk factor ‘other children previously in s31 proceedings’ was identified in 37 cases (38
per cent). In two of these cases the ‘previous’ and current proceedings concerned the same
child, whose adoptive or special guardianship placement had broken down.

Case example: breakdown of adoptive placement
Proceedings were initiated in respect of two older children
whose adoptive parents’ relationship had broken down,
with parental ill health cited in the C110 application form.
The adoptive parents did not engage with the proceedings,
and the case duration was relatively short (3-6 months).
Given the age of the children, and their individual needs,
they were placed in separate foster placements.

4

Capturing Guardian Practice Prior to
Cafcass
The 2003 study found that there had
been previous proceedings in 25 per
cent of cases. This included five per cent
of cases where there had been previous
proceedings in respect of the current
subject child (Hunt et al, p. 114).

The figures from the Care Profiling Study concern mothers only, not the family as a whole (p. 80).

20

The work of children’s guardians in care cases
There were only two cases in which no risk factors, other than the incident that triggered the
application, were identified. Both these cases concerned ‘out of the blue’ incidents, and in
one of the cases the s31 ‘significant harm’ threshold was found by the court not to have
been met. The most common risk factors identified in case recording were drug/alcohol
abuse (61 per cent), chaotic lifestyle (54 per cent) and domestic violence (53 per cent). This
is congruent with the findings set out in the Care Profiling Study.

Summary
The key findings in respect of the profiles of the cases that formed the research sample (98
cases; 155 children) are as follows:
The age of the children: 34 per cent were aged 0, and 80 per cent were under 10, at the
point the application was made. This is in line with Cafcass data relating to the ages of all
children subject to care applications in 2012, and accords with the findings of the Care
Profiling Study.
The child’s residence: 45 per cent of children were with foster parents at the start of
proceedings; a further 26 per cent living with one or both parents.
The number of placements: 55 per cent of children had one placement, and as such did
not move during proceedings; a much higher figure than the 18 per cent of children in the
Care Profiling Study.
The local authority plan at the start of proceedings: the plan for 62 per cent of children
was ‘not settled’. Where there was an identified start plan, this changed in just over one-third
(36 per cent) of cases by the conclusion of proceedings.
The plan at the end of proceedings: this was for adoption in 32 per cent of cases, with a
further 27 per cent set to be placed long term out of the family. Twenty two per cent were to
live with parent(s) – in six per cent of cases this entailed a placement with the other parent.
There was a plan for 17 per cent to live with extended family or friends.
The adult parties: in 62 per cent of cases both parents were respondents. In a further 26
per cent of cases the respondent was the mother only. The Official Solicitor was not
appointed in any case.
Parental risk factors: the three most frequently-identified risk factors were drug/ alcohol
abuse (61 per cent), chaotic lifestyle (54 per cent) and domestic violence (53 per cent).
These findings are congruent with those of the Care Profiling Study.
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SECTION 4: FINDINGS: WORK UNDERTAKEN BY GUARDIANS
The section reports on the nature and extent of work undertaken by guardians in the 98
sample cases. This includes data on the number of reports written, and number of hearings
attended, by guardians. The ‘contact’ findings are categorised by: contact between the
guardian and the child; contact with adults with party status; and contact with professionals.
A graph at the end of this section shows the extent of all guardian enquiries across the
duration of proceedings.

Number of reports written
Table 12: Number of reports written by guardians

In the majority of cases (62 per cent) the guardian produced
one report for the court. The guardian produced two reports in
30 cases (31 per cent).
There were four cases in which no reports were written by
guardians. In two of the four cases, no report was ordered by
the court. In the other two cases, the guardian filed a position
statement for a hearing (position statements prepared by
solicitors were not recorded as being ‘reports’).

Written
reports

Cases

%
Cases

0

4

4%

1

61

62%

2

30

31%

3

2

2%

4

1

1%

98

100%

Total

Number of hearings attended
Table 13: Number of hearings attended by guardians

A total of 340 hearings were attended by guardians in
the 98 sample cases. Guardians attended the greatest
number of hearings in the first three months of the
cases, with 144 hearings (42 per cent of all hearings)
attended during this time.

Hearings
attended

Number
of
cases

% of
cases

0

3

3%

1

16

17%

2

14

15%

In 53 per cent of cases the guardian attended between
one and three hearings. The mean number of hearings
attended, across all cases, was 3.5 hearings.

3

20

21%

4

16

17%

5

15

16%

It was difficult in some cases to determine from the
recording whether the guardian attended all listed
hearings. Clarity was sometimes provided within the
notes made by the solicitor for the child (where these
were sent to the guardian and saved within the case file)
which identified who was (and who was not) in
attendance. Therefore, the attendance of the guardian at
hearings was recorded using the ‘reasonable inference’
principle described in the methodology (see Section 2).

6

8

8%

7

3

2%

8

1

1%

9

1

1%

10

0

0%

11

1

1%

98

100%

Total
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Case example: a case concluding within three months
The case concerned one child, aged 0 years. There had been previous s31 proceedings within
the family. The child was in the care of extended family at the start of proceedings, and a
special guardianship order was granted in respect of a member of the extended family. The
guardian attended two hearings and produced one report. The guardian saw the child once, in
the presence of parents/carers.

Case example: extended proceedings
The local authority made an application in respect of one child. Previous proceedings had
resulted in four children being removed from the family. Proceedings had almost concluded,
with the local authority plan being for the child to return to the care of the mother, with
significant support. At the final hearing it was found that mother was five months pregnant, and
a decision was taken to initiate proceedings following the birth of the new baby. This meant
that the outcome for the first child changed, and took longer to be confirmed than was initially
planned. Both children were removed from the care of the mother, as it was decided she was
not able to provide adequate care for two young children.

Contact between the guardian and the child
‘Contact’ is defined as substantive telephone contact with the child, meeting the child, or
observing the child. The findings are firstly reported for all contacts between the guardian
and the child, and then broken down by type of contact recorded. As set out in the
methodology, contact between the guardian and the child was recorded by case, not by
each individual child.
The guardian had contact with the child in 93 (95 per cent) cases. In the first three months of
proceedings, there was contact in 71 (72 per cent) cases. The mean number of contacts per
case was three, and the range was 0-13 contacts. There was more than one contact
between the guardian and the child in 73 per cent of the 93 cases where contact occurred.
In five cases the guardian did not have contact with the child. Further details of these five
cases are outlined below.
Case one: concerned one child aged 0 years. Four previous children had been subject to
s31 proceedings and had been removed from the family. The proceedings were not
contested and the case was ‘fast-tracked’ by the local authority and the court.
Case two: concerned one child aged 0 years who was already placed with extended family.
There was extensive use of parenting assessments, including one undertaken by an
independent social worker, on which the guardian’s report drew heavily.
Case three: concerned one child aged 0 years. The guardian and solicitor for the child had
both represented older children in the family who had previously been subject of s31
proceedings. The case plan recorded: ‘appears no change since previous proceedings’.
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Case four: concerned two children aged under two years old, one of whom had sustained a
suspected non-accidental injury. The court found that the harm threshold had not been
crossed and the guardian had very limited involvement in proceedings, which lasted six
months.
Case five: concerned one child aged 0 years, whose mother had learning difficulties and
lacked support from family. There had been previous proceedings in respect of an older
child. A number of assessments were undertaken by the local authority and other
professionals.

Table 14: Average number of contacts between the guardian and the child

Eldest child

Number
of cases

Average
contacts
per case

0

45

2

1-4

16

3

5-9

18

5

10-15

18

4

1

13

98

3

16+
Total

The data in table 14 is rounded to the nearest whole number and is grouped by the age of
the eldest child in the case. Guardians had fewer contacts in cases concerning very young
children.

Table 15: Average number of contacts between the guardian and the child, in one-child cases

Eldest child
0

Number
of cases

Average
contacts
per case

44

2

1-4

5

2

5-9

5

5

10-15

6

4

16+

0

n/a

60

2

Total

In the 60 cases concerning one child, the average number of contacts per case was greater
in cases concerning older children.
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Case example: a case with 13 child contacts
The case concerned two children, aged four and five, both of whom were on child protection
plans under the categories of physical and emotional harm. The children lived with their parents
when the application was made. The parental risks identified included: mental health concerns;
domestic violence; and history of other family violence. There had been previous s31
proceedings in respect of other children in the family.
The children had four placements during proceedings. They were removed from their parents’
care, to foster care, during the first month of proceedings. During months 4-6 they were moved
to an alternative placement, and in months 10-12 they moved to live with extended family, on
the basis of a special guardianship order.
The 13 child contacts were: three child interviews, taking place at school; and ten observed
sessions at the parental home, in foster care, at contact centres and in the final placement.

Capturing Guardian Practice Prior to Cafcass
The data in the Cafcass sample, regarding the age of the eldest child and the average number of
contacts with children, aligns with the findings of the 2003 study. Hunt et al found that, where
the child was 0 years old, only 13 per cent of guardians spent more than five hours with the child.
In cases where the child was aged 14+, 89 per cent of guardians spent more than five hours with
the child (Hunt et al, pp. 11-13).

Capturing Guardian Practice Prior to Cafcass
The 2003 study found that guardians observed the child with family members and, where
relevant, in placement, in 185 (83 per cent) cases (Hunt et al, pp. 20-21). In the Cafcass sample of
one-child cases, the guardian observed the child in 52 cases (87 per cent).

Observing the child
Table 16: Observations of the child by the guardian

The guardian observed the child, usually at
home or in a placement, in 82 (84 per cent)
cases. The guardian observed the child within
the first three months of proceedings in 70
cases (71 per cent). It was more common for
guardians to observe children in cases
concerning young children. The data in table 16
is grouped by the age of the eldest child in each
case.

No
observed
contact

One or
more
observed
contacts

% with
one or
more
observed
contact

0

4

41

91%

1-4

1

15

94%

5-9

2

16

89%

10-15

9

9

50%

16+

0

1

100%

16

82

84%

Eldest
Child
Age

Total
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Table 17: Observations of the child by the guardian, in one-child cases

No
observed
contact

One or
more
observed
contacts

% with
one or
more
observed
contact

0

4

40

91%

1-4

0

5

100%

5-9

0

5

100%

10-15

4

2

33%

16+

0

0

n/a

Total

8

52

87%

Child age
in 1 child
cases

In the 60 cases concerning one child, almost every child under the age of ten was observed
by the guardian on at least one occasion.

Meeting the child
Table 18: Meetings between the guardian and the child

‘Meeting’ the child refers to occasions on which
the guardian met with, rather than observed, the
child. The percentage of cases where the
guardian met with the child increased in line
with the age of the eldest child. Meetings with
the child occurred in 13 cases (72 per cent) in
which the child was aged 5-9 years, and in 16
cases (89 per cent) in which the child was aged
10-15. The data in table 18 is grouped by the
age of the eldest child in each case.

No
meetings

One or
more
meetings

% with
one or
more
meetings

0

45

0

0%

1-4

14

2

13%

5-9

5

13

72%

10-15

2

16

89%

16+

0

1

100%

66

32

33%

Eldest
Child
Age

Total
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Table 19: Meetings between the guardian and the child, in one-child cases

Child
Age in
1 child
cases

No
meetings

One or
more
meetings

% with
one or
more
meetings

44

0

0%

1-4

5

0

0%

5-9

1

4

80%

10-15

0

6

100%

16+

n/a

n/a

n/a

Total

50

10

17%

0

In the 60 cases concerning one child, the
guardian did not meet with a child aged
between 0 and five years. The guardian met
with four children (80 per cent) aged 5-9 years,
and with all children aged 10-15 years.

Capturing Guardian Practice Prior to Cafcass
In the study by Hunt et al, ‘seeing’ the child included both alone, and in the presence of a
parent/carer. In 55 per cent of cases the child was seen by the guardian on no more than five
occasions. In 25 per cent of cases the child was seen on no more than three occasions (Hunt et al,
p. 9).

Telephone contact with the child
Table 20: Telephone contact between the guardian and the child

Table 20 shows the number of cases
where telephone contact between the
guardian and the child took place.
Telephone contact between the guardian
and the child occurred in eight per cent of
cases (eight cases) overall. Telephone
contact only occurred in cases where the
eldest child was older than five years.
There was telephone contact in 28 per
cent of cases where the eldest child was
aged 10-15.

No
telephone
contact

Telephone
contact

% of
cases
with
telephone
contact

0

42

0

0%

1-3

12

0

0%

4-6

7

0

0%

7 - 11

14

3

18%

12+

7

5

42%

All

82

8

9%

Eldest
Child Age

In the 60 cases concerning one child, the guardian had telephone contact with four children
(seven per cent). Of the four children: one child was aged 5-9 and three children were aged
10-15.
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Case example: contact with older children
This case concerned three children aged 16, 13 and six, who were all subject to child protection
plans. The two younger children lived together in two foster placements during proceedings,
and the eldest child remained in the family home. The respondents were the mother and
father, and the parental risk factors were mental health concerns and drug/alcohol abuse.
Proceedings lasted 10-12 months and the guardian attended six hearings and produced two
reports for the court. The guardian had 13 contacts with the children; four with the parents;
and 11 with non-party professional adults (most likely the foster carers). The guardian met with
a child three times, had telephone contact once, and observed a child nine times.

Contact between the guardian and the adult parties
Table 21: Contact between the guardian and adult parties

The guardian had contact with one or more of the adult Cases with
Number
parties in 88 (90 per cent) cases. This is slightly lower adult
of
% of
contact
cases
cases
than the percentage of cases in which the guardian had
88
90%
contact with the child (95 per cent). As set out in the Yes
10
10%
methodology, some events involving adult parties (court No
hearings, and occasions where the guardian saw the Total
98
100%
child in the presence of a parent) were not recorded as ‘contacts’ in respect of the adults.
Hence these findings are likely to under-represent the full extent of guardians’ contacts with
adult parties.
Further analysis of the ten cases in which no contact between the guardian and an adult
party occurred found disengagement, on the part of one or more of the adult parties, in six
cases. The case file provided evidence that the guardian had tried to make contact with adult
parties, either receiving no reply or arrangements being subsequently cancelled.
Drug/alcohol abuse was identified as a risk factor in all six cases featuring such
disengagement, with multiple risks cited in respect of some adults. Other identified risk
factors in the six disengagement cases were mental health issues (3/6 cases); an adult party
being in prison (1/6 cases); and domestic violence (1/6 cases). There were four cases in
which there was no record of an attempt by the guardian to make contact with the adult
parties.
The guardian had contact with adult parties within the first three months of proceedings in 73
(74 per cent) cases. The mean number of contacts per cases with contact was 2.8, and 67
per cent of cases recorded more than one contact between the guardian and the adult
parties.
The guardian met with an adult party in 83 (85 per cent) cases, in a number of different
locations, commonly the parental home or the Cafcass office. The guardian had substantive
telephone or email contact with adult parties in 31 (32 per cent) cases.
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Contact between the guardian and professionals
Contact between the guardian and one or more professionals occurred in all but one case. In
this exceptional case the guardian’s role within proceedings was limited; this was the case
concerning a suspected non-accidental injury, detailed in the case example earlier in this
section.
As with contact with adult parties, and as outlined in the methodology, the data recorded
‘court hearings’ as an event, rather than as a ‘contact’. This means that any contact between
the guardian and a professional at court was counted as a ‘hearing’ and not as a
‘professional contact’. It is therefore likely to under-represent this element in the guardian’s
work.

Case example: contact with professionals
In this case the guardian attended four professionally convened meetings, and had contact with
a number of other professionals. The case concerned two children aged six and 13. The parental
risks identified were drug/alcohol abuse; domestic violence; other violence; chaotic lifestyle;
failure to engage; and previous s31 proceedings. The eldest child was missing at the point of
application and was one of only three ‘beyond parental control’ applications to feature in the
research sample.
The meetings attended by the guardian included a looked after child review; two meetings with
social workers; and one convened by the youth offending service. The guardian had telephone
contact with the father’s probation officer, and contact with expert witnesses. The guardian
disagreed with the LA plan of long-term fostering of the youngest child, instead taking the view
that adoption would be in the child’s best interests.

Contact with the local authority social worker
Contact with the local authority social worker occurred in 89 cases (91 per cent). ‘Contact’
included face to face, telephone, and email using the definition of ‘substantive’ as outlined in
the methodology. The mean number of contacts with the local authority social worker, per
case with contact, was 4.9.
This study did not record contact between the guardian and the solicitor for the child. It was
recorded, during data collection, that in a small number of cases almost all recorded
contacts with the local authority, or other professionals, were routed via the solicitor for the
child.
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Case example: contact with the social worker
This case concerned five children aged nine, eight, seven, three and one. The parental risks
identified were: domestic violence; schedule 1 offender; learning difficulties; physical/health
difficulties; and care history. There was a high level of contact with the local authority social
worker (15 contacts) perhaps because the children were in different placements. There was an
extensive history of local authority involvement with the family; some children had more than
one placement; experts were instructed; and permanency plans had to be discussed for the
youngest children.
Case example: previous s31 proceedings
The case concerned two children aged 0 and one, who resided in a mother and baby placement
at the point of application. The parental risks identified were learning difficulties; chaotic
lifestyle; failure to engage; and previous s31 proceedings. The two subject children were the
fifth and sixth children of the mother, and the case plan recorded that “these proceedings were
progressed with a minimum of delay”.

Contact with the Independent Reviewing Officer (IRO)
Table 22: Contact between the guardian and the IRO

Contact with the IRO was recorded in 20 cases (20 per
Number
Cases
with
of
% of
cent) and the mean number of contacts, in relation to
IRO contact
cases
cases
cases where IRO contact was recorded, was 1.7. At least
78
80%
45 per cent of the children were looked after children, as Yes
20
20%
they were residing in foster care when the application No
98
100%
was made. As with the recording of contact with adult Total
parties, data was not collected in respect of contact with the IRO, court-appointed experts,
or other professionals, where these contacts occurred in the context of recorded meetings
(such as LAC reviews) or at hearings. It seems likely that there was more contact with the
IRO than could be established from the case files.
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The extent of guardians enquiries across the duration of proceedings
Figure 4 shows average guardian activity in each three month period from the start of the
case. The four coloured lines represent all 98 cases, grouped by the duration of
proceedings. The numbers on the vertical axis show the average number of enquiries
undertaken during that period of time.
In two groups (3-6 months and 7-9 months) case enquiries were recorded to have occurred
after proceedings had ended. This may have included actions such as contact with the IRO
or a ‘farewell’ contact with an older child.
The data shows that guardians continue to undertake enquiries throughout the duration of
proceedings, but also that guardians ‘front load’ their work; the greatest concentration of
enquiries occurs during the first three months of proceedings, in all four duration groupings.

Average number of contacts per activity period

Figure 4: All guardian activity, per case, in each three month period
8.0
Application
Duration

7.0

3-6 months

6.0
5.0

7-9 months

4.0
10-12
months

3.0
2.0

More than 12
months

1.0
0.0
Less than 3
months

3-6 months

7-9 months
Activity period

10-12 months

More than 12
months
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Figure 5 shows all guardian activity within six individual cases, all of which lasted between
10 and 12 months. The cases were selected in order to demonstrate the range of guardian
activity recorded in cases within the sample: using the categories of high, median, and low
total activity. There are two cases in each category; one which demonstrates ‘frontloading’,
where the largest proportion of the enquiries are undertaken during the first three months of
proceedings, and one which does not have this frontloaded distribution of inquiries . Profiles
of these six cases are provided below figure 55.

Figure 5: All guardian activity in six example cases, lasting between 10-12 months.

16
High total
activity 1

14

Number of contacts

12

High total
activity 2

10

Median total
activity 1

8
6

Median total
activity 2

4
low total
activity 1

2
0
Less than 3
months

3-6 months

7-9 months

10-12 months

More than 12
months

Low total
activity 2

High total activity 1
The case concerned two children, aged four and five who, at the time of the application,
were living with their parents. There was a history of violence in the family, and there had
been previous s31 proceedings. Guardian activity was at a lower level in the middle section
of the case, the prospect of a placement with the extended family became more likely, which
led to a reduction in the level of observation of the children with each parent, and with foster
carers.

5

Some details have been redacted to protect the confidentiality of family members.
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High total activity 2
The case concerned one young child who was initially subject to an emergency protection
order. The respondents were the mother, who was in prison, and a member of the extended
family, who had parental responsibility for the child and with whom the child had been living
prior to the application. The child had previously been subject to a child protection plan
under the category of emotional abuse. The harm to the child while residing with the
extended family member was identified by the local authority as having been chronic, rather
than acute. The ‘spike’ in guardian activity aligns with the point in time at which the mother
was released from prison, and assessments of her were undertaken.
Median total activity 1
The case concerned one child aged 0 years. There had been previous proceedings in
respect of older children within the family. Mother lived with the child in a placement for a
short period at the start of proceedings. During proceedings, the status of the relationship of
the adult parties (mother and father) was unclear. There were difficulties in observing
contact, due to the failure of the parent(s) to attend.
Median total activity 2
The case concerned two children under 12 years old. The concern identified in the
application was that mother had been unable to provide adequate care for the children
following the death of their father, despite local authority attempts to provide high level
support. A number of assessments were undertaken, including a ‘global family assessment’.
A care order was made, with the local authority plan being for the children to remain with the
foster carers. The small ‘spike’ at 10-12 months was due to contact with the local authority
social worker to discuss the final plan but overall, owing to the number of other professionals
involved, the guardian made limited enquiries in this case.
Low total activity 1
The case concerned one child aged 0 who was subject to an emergency protection order,
and was the first child of a young mother. Father had a history of worrying sexual behaviour,
and there was extensive involvement from other professionals. During proceedings, mother
separated from father and returned to live with the child’s maternal grandparents. The
guardian requested a three-month adjournment to allow for assessment of mother in the
family home. Good progress was reported and a shared residence order was made, in
respect of the mother and maternal grandparents.
Low total activity 2
The case concerned one child aged 0 years, subject to an emergency protection order. The
respondents were the mother and father, both of whom were care leavers who had
experienced a number of placement moves. The child initially lived with the mother in a
mother and baby unit, which mother chose to leave during proceedings. There was
extensive professional involvement and assessment within this case.
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Summary
The key findings in respect of the work undertaken by the guardian are as follows:
Number of reports and hearings: the guardian provided one report to the court in 62 per
cent of cases, and two reports in a further 31 per cent of cases. The mean number of
hearings attended was 3.5. Guardians attended the greatest number of hearings in the first
three months of the cases, with 42 per cent of all hearings attended during this time.
Contact with the child:





The guardian had contact with the child in 95 per cent of cases. Four of the five cases in
which there was no contact had some features in common, notably previous proceedings
in respect of older children and the child being 0 years of age. In the fifth case the court
found that the significant harm threshold was not met.
The mean number of contacts per case was three, and the range was 0-13 contacts.
There were three different types of contact: meeting, observing (at home or in
placement) and telephoning. The guardian met with the child in 33 per cent of cases.
This figure is influenced by the fact that 57 per cent of children were aged four or under,
in respect of whom the guardian was much more likely to observe the child (92 per cent
of cases in which the eldest child was four or under). The guardian met with the child in
every case concerning a child older than 12 years. There was telephone contact
between the guardian and the child in nine per cent of cases.

Contact with adult parties





The guardian had contact with an adult party in 90 per cent of cases. Some contacts with
adults may not have been recorded by the guardian as such, particularly where they
occurred within the context of court hearings.
A feature of six of the ten cases in which there was no contact between the guardian and
adult parties was the disengagement of the latter.
The mean number of contacts with adult parties (excluding the ten cases in which there
was no contact) was 2.8.

Contact with professionals



Contact with professionals occurred in all but one exceptional case cited above in which
the significant harm threshold was not met.
Contact with the local authority social worker occurred in 91 per cent of cases, and with
the IRO in 20 per cent of cases. As with contact with adult parties, contacts with
professionals in the context of court hearings or meetings would not have been recorded
as ‘professional contact’ events. It seems likely that there was more contact with
professionals than could be established from the case files.

‘Front-loading’ of the work


Guardians ‘front load’ their work with the most work undertaken during the first three
months of proceedings. This is true of work with children and adult parties. It is also true
irrespective of the duration of the case.
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Guardians continue to make enquiries throughout the life of cases, though the extent of
their active involvement varies across the duration of longer-running cases, and varies
from case to case. A number of examples are set out above of cases in which there are
‘spikes’ of activity in response to events within the family. The case examples also
suggest factors which might have a bearing on the extent, and timing, of guardian
activities, notably the degree of involvement of, and assessment by, other professionals.

35

The work of children’s guardians in care cases
REFERENCES
Cleaver, H., Tarr, S., Nicholson, D. and Cleaver, D., 2007. Child protection, domestic
violence and parental substance misuse: family experiences and effective practice. London:
Jessica Kingsley.
Cleaver, H., Unell, I. and Aldgate, J., 2011. Children’s needs – parenting capacity. Child
abuse: parental mental illness, learning disability, substance misuse, and domestic violence.
2nd ed. London: the Stationery Office.
Rodger, H., Green, R., and Thomas, L., 2013. The instruction of expert witnesses within
Section 31 Care Applications. London: Children and Family Court Advisory and Support
Service (Cafcass).
Guy, J., Blessington, V. and Green, R., 2012. Three weeks in November…three years on.
Cafcass care application study 2012. London: Children and Family Court Advisory and
Support Service (Cafcass).
Hall, E. and Guy, J., 2010. The Baby Peter effect and the increase in s31 care order
applications. London: Children and Family Court Advisory and Support Service (Cafcass).
Hunt, J., 1998. A moving target – care proceedings as a dynamic process. Child and Family
Law Quarterly, 10(3), pp.281-289.
Hunt, J., Head, A. and Drucker, N., 2003. Capturing guardian practice prior to Cafcass.
Oxford: Oxford Centre for Family Law and Policy.
Masson, J., Pearce, J. and Bader, K., 2008. Care Profiling Study. London: Ministry of
Justice.

36

