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INTRODUCTION 

Within the area of social work in general there is today a greater regard for the interests 
and wishes of the client. In some ways this reflects a trend towards consumer power in 
society but its beginnings lay in the ways in which social work has had to radically alter 
its practices as it has taken on new responsibilities. In child care as in other fields of social 
work the move has, since the late sixties, been towards community based care and away 
from the older isolated institutional care. Practices were altered to remove the stigma and 
the restrictions of institutional life on a child’s development as part of the process of using 
community based resources, ie, small local children’s homes or foster for young people. 

As well as idying on new resources in the community, the new policies emphasised 
stronger links with family, school and the locality. Young people in care have been encour- 
aged to become more independent as part of this philosophy and to play a greater role 
in the decisions relating to their lives. The natural progression of this has been reflected 
in changes in child care law. The 1980 Child Care Act includes the “welfare principle’’ 
under Section 18(1) which also lays down the general legal responsibility of a local authority 
for young people in their care. This provision states: 

In reaching any decision relating to a child in their care, a local authority shall give 
first consideration to the need to safeguard and promote the welfare of the child through- 
out his childhood; and shall so far as practicable ascertain the wishes and feelings 
of the child regarding the decision and give due consideration to them having regard 
to his age and understanding. 

But the intention of the reformers and the spirit of the law has not been sufficiently 
reflected in child care practice. The stigma and the restrictions attached to being in care 
were seen as belonging to the old institutional practices, but many of these old practices 
have continued to exist and new and equally unpleasant institutional practices are also 
now with us. 

The problem is that decision making in modern child care still lies within the realms 
of the professional and doesn’t include the child/young person in care. We are still treated 
as victims or offenders despite the closing down of the distinctions between “the deprived 
and depraved’’. Our lives are often controlled entirely by the decisions made by social 
workers and they are generally in a worse position to determine the best for young people 
in care than the young people are themselves. 

* Requests for copies of the full NAYPIC submission should be addressed to the Clerk to the 
Social Services Committee, House of Commons, London SWIA OAA 
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The most impressive moves forward have come from individuals within the social work 
system who have challenged and changed the old concept of maintaining control which 
leads to meaningful “care”. Within some residential homes workers have sought ways to 
share the decision making with young people and in some cases have given up the concept 
of “control” altogether. The participation of clients is now seen as vital to any residential 
setting but the quality of that participation, is, as social work commentators have noted, 
still grossly inadequate. 

The recent DHSS Report by the Social Work Service on residential care in the London 
region added support to these criticisms and some of its recommendations add weight to 
our own policies. In particular we support recommendation (II) on Participation: 

(i) Children should be given the opportunity, as far as possible, to accept responsibility 
for making decisions about their own lives and futures and to share in decisions 
about everyday life in the home. (9.20 to 9.27 and 17.30). 

(ii) Recognition should also be given to the need for young people to have the opportunity 
of sharing in, and contributing to, written records and reports of concern to them. 
(4.20, 4.21 and 17.11). 

The last BASW conference for residential workers also took as its theme the negative 
aspects of living in an institution and discussed the need for client participation and how 
it could be achieved. The major conclusion was that it would be hard to achieve because 
of the poor attitude by Social Services Departments. The Barclay Report was also critical 
of the role of management and the whole career structure of the Social Services which 
works against the involvement of clients in any decision-making process. We endorse the 
criticisms made of a structure which blocks a client’s access to management, access to files 
and which fails to observe the rules of natural Justice when taking statutory action. 

The Report emphasised the need for clients to “participate in the making of important 
decisions about himself or should be consulted before they are made; he must be made 
aware of his rights and how and where to go about obtaining them; he must be given 
an essential minimum of information, including information from records, as to what deci- 
sions have been taken about him, by whom and why; if he is aggrieved, he (or his representa- 
tive) must have direct access to a person or body with the power to make redress; again 
if he is aggrieved he must have access either to an independent professional opinion, or 
to some other objective yardstick as to what constitutes acceptable practice”. Other conclu- 
sions of the Report we would like to draw to the Committee’s attention and with which 
we agree, are that: 

There should be no pre-supposition that care provided in a client’s own home or in 
a foster home is necessarily better than or preferable to, care in a residential home, 

and also that; 
A structured survey of clients’ views should be considered either by the DHSS or by 
local authorities ... 

The differences between social work policies and practices mean that young people 
undergo variations in the forms of child care, with no overall structure and often depending 
on the particular solution that evolves through the chemistry of residential workers, field 
workers, management and the interests of the local authority. The type and levels of care 
can vary dramatically within homes, between homes, and between local authorities, and 
this can increase the isolation felt by young people in care. 

We believe that a full range of community based care should be available to young people 
and that local authorities need to provide information about how it operates and what 
it can offer young people under their care. 

NAYPIC’s findings have been substantiated by the conclusions of others in the aforemen- 
tioned reports and can be backed up by existing, yet rarely properly used, legislation. We 
have mentioned these within the introduction but the bulk of the report is based on the 
experiences of young people in care and what they themselves have to say. Our sources 
are the NAYPIC policies which have arisen from young people’s meetings and discussions 
and comments made by young people in care; comments from the 1981 “Life in Care”* 
Conference put on with the help of the Children’s Legal Centre; and other comments 
recorded from local NAYPIC groups in our newsletters. 

* Not printed. 
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SECTION ONE 

ENTERING CARE 

Corning into care for the first time is one of the most frightening and bewildering experiences 
that it is possible to undergo. To leave everything you have and are familiar with—home, 
family, friends, pets, neighbourhood and often school—and to be taken to live in a 
completely strange environment with new people to look after you, a different bed in an 
unfamiliar room, with unknown children around is at best disorienting and at worst quite 
terrifying. 

Obviously talking about what has happened may help a lot, although some young people 
will be too confused by everything that has happened to them—including the bad experiences 
at home of the court appearance that has led them here—and they can take in almost 
nothing of what is said to them. And others again may still be feeling very bitter and 
resentful. But all of us want to know why we are in care and what can happen to us 
in care. 

GUIDE FOR CHILDREN IN CARE 

This is a booklet which is given to you when you come into care, to answer some of 
your questions about care. The idea has now been around long enough for authorities 
to use it but only a handful have taken up the idea. We believe that this kind of explanatory 
material is invaluable to young people undergoing the often traumatic experience of coming 
into care for the first time. And local NAYPIC groups have themselves become involved 
in producing material for these guides. One of the biggest advantages of a booklet or guide 
is that you have your own copy and can sit quietly and read it. Explanations can then 
be actively sought from social workers or foster parents at the right time for the young 
person concern^. 

We also believe that when young people first come into care they should have some say 
in the choice of placement, eg, foster care, small group homes or larger children’s homes. 
Young people should be consulted about their future in the care system. Given that they 
have the necessary knowledge of what is available and working with their social worker 
we feel that they might have a greater understanding and commitment to the type of care 
that they have helped to choose for themselves. This would also be a good first step in 
the procedure of involvement by social workers of young people in the decisions relating 
to their lives. 

Many young people find themselves spending long periods of time in assessment centres, 
often resenting the fact. An assessment is then made without their involvement or approval, 
which then determines their life in care. The needs of young people are not considered 
as the major priority; within local authorities the limited resources available means that 
choice can not be considered as a serious proposal. We believe that a full range of community 
care should be available and that young people need to have a choice as well as a hand 
in where they might be placed. 

We think that there needs to be more information piovided to assist both young people 
and social workers to achieve this. As well as the alternatives, it would be helpful to know 
the particular policies of the home and the social services department. Young people entering 
care are painfully unaware of their position and any protection accorded them. 

SECTION TWO 

LIFE IN CARE 

Young people are placed in care for a variety of reasons. These days it usually has to 
be of a serious nature for social workers to take young people from their homes and for 
them to be placed in residential care. However badly treated young people may have been 
in the past there is no assurance, even under the safe protection of a care order, that they 
won’t be treated in a similar way, whilst in care. A care order does not afford a young 
person the right of involvement in, or of questioning the manner in which it is carried 
out. Many young people would like to have the opportunity of active participation in the 
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process of care they are receiving. That means that whether or not social work practice 
or policy is considered to be good or beneficial it still needs the involvement and consent 
of the young people themselves. This had been achieved in a handful of the country’s com- 
munity homes by involving young people in the decision-making process of the home. House 
meetings between staff and young people as a means of communicating problems and issues 
are essential in allowing young people greater responsibility in their lives. Some homes 
use these meetings as ways of deciding house rules and responsibilities as well as a forum 
for debate. 

Specific issues that arise are often to do with the practices of field work and management 
as well as direct care. These issues are of great concern to all young people in care and 
NAYPIC has had a considerable amount of experience in listening and relating them. In 
the following pages we outline the major issues on which NAYPIC has formed policies 
and which we would like to draw to the Committee’s attention as a matter of priority: 

(i) Rules, punishments and discipline 
(ii) Forms of Control 

(iii) Privacy and Personal Freedom 
(iv) Reviews and Case Conferences 
(v) Files and Records 

(vi) Fostering 
(vii) Education 

(viii) Clothing Order Book and Allowances 
(ix) Race, Sex and Disablement 
(x) Complaints. 

i. RULES, PUNISHMENTS AND DISCIPLINE 

Punishment and discipline is a very important issue for young people in care. It is where 
young people’s opinions are often most at odds with the adults who care for them. Incidents 
requiring discipline often happen between just two people and then it is the adult who 
is most likely to be listened to. 

Many institutions have rules and regimes which are very strict and frustrating for the 
young people who have little or no say in making the rules. They can find themselves 
branded as troublemakers or disturbed just because they did not agree with the rules imposed 
upon them. Young people often feel that some staff can get a kick out of putting young 
people down. 

Local Authorities have very varied rules and procedures about discipline and punishment 
in their areas. Some have bothered to look at their procedures and have banned corporal 
punishment and other extremes in their homes but other areas still leave a lot to the discretion 
of staff. Only establishments run by voluntary bodies such as Dr Barnardos are covered 
by the 1951 Regulations which state who shall give corporal punishment and to whom. 

Young people believe that institutions need guidelines which make sure that rules are 
geared towards education and learning. Institutions should be run for the young people 
in them, not for the convenience of the staff, and young people should have a say in how 
the home is run and what form of rules and punishments are allowed. 

NA YPIC Policy 

1. Corporal punishment should not be administered to young people in care under any 
circumstances. 

2. Use of physical restraint and drugs to control violent behaviour should be very carefully 
controlled. 

3. Home visits and pocket money are a right of young people in care and denial of 
these should not be used as part of a system of punishment. 
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4. Wherever possible house meetings should be held to decide a system of rules and 
punishments for the establishment. 

5. All young people should have the rules explained carefully to them. 
6. A punishment book should be kept and be open to anyone. 

ii. FORMS OF CONTROL 

For many young people in care, child care is seen merely as control and punishment is 
the method of achieving control. This is done by the restriction of freedom and often by 
resorting to depriving young people of their basic needs and rights. Control becomes an 
instrument exercised when social workers feel that they have to enforce their authority. 
There are incidents when this has been taken to such extremes that violence has been used 
by staff on young people this is of the greatest concern to us but we do not underestimate 
the more subtle uses of control using restraint and deprivation that occur far too regularly, 
by staff on young people. 

The most damaging forms of control for “difficult” young people are: 
1. The use of drugs the “liquid cosh”. We also mention this under Punishment, because 

drugs which are not used for medical reasons we regard as punishment—physically, 
psychologically and emotionally—and their use in this way should be banned. 

2. Transfer, to other more isolating and disciplinary homes (eg CHE’s, the old approved 
schools) and to secure accommodation. Though we welcome changes in law making 
admittance to secure accommodation less discretionary and giving young people the 
right of appeal, we do not think that secure accommodation should exist. Why should 
young people in care be locked up, when those not in care can only be locked up 
if they commit a serious criminal offence or are so mentally ill they have to be 
“sectioned” for compulsory medical treatment? 

Generally we think that transfer of young people to other placements is a way of 
letting residential and social workers duck out of their responsibilities and not tackle 
the reasons why the young people are “misbehaving”. 

3. We also know of cases where the young people are simply thrown out of homes to 
fend for themselves for periods of time.This is obviously an unacceptable form of 
control. If parents did this they would get into trouble with social services and the 
courts. 

Care and control are often conceived as the same by social workers who believe that 
the administration of enforced control is essential to their job, many use it to make their 
job easier. We in NAYPIC believe that young people should learn their responsibilities 
and self control by having a greater involvement in the rules and running of their home 
and in their own lives. The co-operation and support of residential social workers is indispen- 
sible to this aim. 

NA YPIC Policy 

1. “Control” should be on the basis of mutual co-operation and respect between residen- 
tial workers and young people. 

2. The use or threatened use of drugs, transfer and suspension should be banned. 

iii. PRIVACY AND PERSONAL FREEDOM 

Many institutions have very little space for personal privacy. It is not expected that young 
people need somewhere to be alone or to have their own room. 

Young people in care are very restricted to how they can express their views and in 
many cases they can not at all. For example the head of home can threaten you with 
secure units if you disagree with his way of running things. Many institutions have too 
many locks upon doors so restricting your movements, others have no locks on bathroom 
and toilet doors. In one place the girls had to bathe in their swimming costumes. In another 
home teenagers had to shower in front of staff. Many young people have to dress and 
undress for bed in front of staff. We feel children should be afforded opportunity for privacy 
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both personally and with regard to possessions. For example, children in shared rooms 
should at least have lockable cupboards. Local authorities should seek to ensure that children 
are provided with a comfortable domestic environment and that residential social workers 
take an active part in home making. 

Staff must learn that young people have a viewpoint of their own to express and it would 
be better if they could encourage this rather than treat young people as if being in care 
meant that there was something wrong with them. 

Many young people are restricted in what clothes they can wear because of an inadequate 
system for purchasing clothes. 

If you want to follow a certain fashion then it should not be discouraged. Likewise if 
they wish to pursue some personal hobby or interest we feel that this should be developed 
and the resources provided. Many homes have too many young people in them. This can 
prevent some teenagers from studying, as they cannot be afforded adequate privacy nor 
can they work with the noise of other youngsters, who may have little or nothing to do. 

NA YPIC Policy 

1. Everybody, despite their race, sex or outside appearance, should be treated equally. 
2. “Problem youngsters” or those whose personal history dictates such, need the same 

respect as those who have not had this labelling. There should be no distinctions 
between deprived and depraved. 

3. The right to information, with the support of a social worker, on who we are and 
what can happen to us. 

4. The need for a personal record and memorabilia and belongings, etc ... 

5. The right of privacy and the respect which that accords. 
6. The right of freedom of expression, and for any criticisms or suggestions to be taken 

constructively. 
7. Confidences of a personal nature should be confined to whomever it was told. 

8. The right to be involved in any decisions that are made about our lives. 

iv REVIEWS AND CASE CONFERENCES 

By law all young people in care are supposed to have their situation looked at every six 
months. This is called a review and it can happen in a variety of different ways. If everything 
is going well and everyone appears to be happy then the social worker may just discuss 
the situation with his or her boss. If there are problems or there is likely to be some change 
in the young person’s life, then the review can involve many more people. This is sometimes 
known as a case conference. 

At the present time there are no rules about who should be at a review except the young 
person’s social worker and a senior member of the social services department. But it often 
appears to young people that the more problems there are the more strange people turn 
up at a review. Young people seldom have any say in who attends their review and they 
are often surprised and upset when they see how many apparent strangers will hear about 
the often painful and difficult details of their lives. They often have strong feelings about 
the people who attend, eg they do not always see why school teachers should attend if 
the issues are not directly concerned with school work or attendance. They would also 
like to be asked about their parent’s attendance. 

There is no national policy about allowing young peopl to attend their reviews—some 
do and some don’t. Some go in for the full session, othe.s go in to be told the decisions 
at the end. Often young people choose not to attend their review because they feel out- 
numbered, they do not know the other people and do not believe that what they have 
to say will really be listened to. After decisions have been made at reviews young people 
have no way of disagreeing with decisions that are made. 

NA YPIC Policy 
1. Young people of any age have a right to know what is happening to them and every 

effort should be made to involve them in the decisions made about them. 
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2. Every person over 13 should have a right to attend their own reviews and to be piesent 
throughout the entire proceedings if they wish. 

3. Each Local Authority should draw up a policy about reviews which makes sure that 
young people fully understand the review process. This should include commitment 
to use language everyone can understand. 

4. A young person has a right to be consulted about who attends their review and their 
wishes to be made known to those attending the review. 

5. A young person should be able to choose someone they trust to help them put their 
point of view and back them up. This person might be a member of staff but could 
also be an independent outsider. 

6. If a young person disagrees with what is said in a review their views should be recorded 
along with the other people s. 

7. There should be a complaint system for young people to take their disagreements 
further and also make complaints when social services don’t carry out decisions made 
at reviews. 

V. FILES AND RECORDS 

All young people in care will have files kept about them containing details of their family 
life before coming into care. These will include reports from doctors, psychiatrists and 
social workers on the young person’s progress and behaviour whilst in care. 

Young people do not have the right to read their own files though some do with the 
permission of their social worker and others find out by “borrowing” the key to the filing 
cabinet. 

Many young people feel that too many other people are able to read their files even 
if they cannot. They believe that much of what is kept in these files can be vei7 rnuch 
one person’s opinion of what is happening. The file does not usually include their views. 
Particular events can be seen as important years after they have happened and if they 
are left on file young people in care often feel unfairly weighed down by past reputations. 
Even people with criminal records have a chance by law to start again so why can’t they. 
They believe that there should be a regular “spring-cleaning” system for records of children 
in care. 

NA YPIC Policy 
1. All young people should have the right to read information kept on them. If that 

information is painful they should be given support to cope with it 

2. Young people should have a right to add their own comments and opinions to the 
file. 

3. More control should be kept of who has the chance to read young people’s files. 
4. Local Authorities should set up a system to “spring-clean” files at regular intervals 

and preferably in consultation with the young person concerned. 

5. The system of keeping information and the reasons for doing so should be explained 
to any young person coming into care. 

vi. POSTERING 

Fostering has become the main trend in social work today. It is seen as the main alternative 
to residential child care. The growth of fostering is starting to change the use and structure 
of social services resources. It is seen as the fashionable answer for the many children 
and young people who have previously been termed “hard to place”. NAYPIC is in no 
way opposed to the method of fostering, on the contrary, we support any increase in the 
available opportunities as part of the consumer’s choice. However, the development of foster- 
ing cannot be done at the expense of good community care through the breakup of the 
residential or nursery care sections. Recent lessons in the horrors of fostering failures are 
only part of the picture, the work done by one social work department in Scotland shows 
a staggering amount of breakdowns in fostering within the first few months. 
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The effects of this kind of activity on the young person involved have not been taken 
into consideration. What is disturbing is that fostering might be considered as the norm 
and that anyone who cannot fit into this, or who doesn’t want to, may suffer because 
of the pressure put on them. 

The losses of privilege or support by social services after care is also an alarming factor 
in a fostering situation. Our experience shows that many young people are unaware of 
the position they will be in, and once in that position they have no right to return to 
their previous home. 

NA YPIC Policy 

1. Fostering should be encouraged as an option. Young people in care should be able 
to be fostered if the circumstances are all right. 

2. Local Authorities should not put young people with foster parents, simply because 
it is cheaper than keeping them in a residential home or school. 

3. Not all young people when trying to find foster parents will want to be advertised 
in shop windows, local papers and magazines, etc. Local authorities should always 
consult young people before placing any advertisements in such things, if the child 
is old enough to understand. Young people who do wish to be advertised should 
be encouraged to write their own piece for advertising. 

4. More traini.ng of potential foster-parents about care of children and young people 
is needed. 

5. Once fostered contact between the young person and social worker remains very 
important. Young people should be told where they can contact their social worker. 

6. Young people should be allowed to leave their foster-parents if they so wish. 

7. Young people should have .some say in who they want to be fostered with. To do 
this, they should be able to visit a few possible foster parents before being offered 
a short or long term placement. 

vii. EDUCATION 

We feel that the many problems that attach themselves to young people in care whilst 
at school could be minimised if young people’s right to privacy as well as continued support 
and help for them were guaranteed. There can often be terrible stigma suffered by young 
people if details of their home life are known. “Why can’t we just be treated like everyone 
else?’’ is a familiar statement made about school life. It is not by choice that a young 
person’s teacher is made aware of the problems that a young person may have had to 
contend with. Young people would prefer to choose the people that are given information 
about them and to decide how much information they should have. 

Some young people feel that teachers have no place in case conferences and reviews, 
others appreciate the input of a teacher—someone whom they might trust. The choice of 
who should be involved should really rest with the young person themselves, there is nothing 
to stop a head of home from enquiring just as other parents do about the progress of 
their “charge” at open days and PTA meetings. 

We think that young people would be far more interested in their own development 
at school if they had a greater involvement with their own home life. Instead of being 
ashamed of their situation they might have a better attitude about themselves and their 
home and this would be reflected in school life. 

For those that do get a place in some form of further education there may be worse 
penalties. NAYPIC find it unacceptable that Social Service Departments often neglect their 
duties in providing any adequate grant. Often the department and the Local Education 
Authority play off against each other hoping that they do not have to accept the responsi- 
bility. If the spirit of the law were followed then the Social Services would, like good parents, 
accept that they should maintain and support a young person through a period of further 
education, even after they have left care. 
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NA YPIC Policy 

1. That young people should have every encouragement, support and help in the home, 
especially those with difficulties in learning, as they would get from “good parents”. 

2. That all attempts should be made to decrease the institutional stigmas attached to 
young people in care at school. 

3. Teachers should not have access to information that young people themselves are 
unaware of. Young people should have a right to control how much information about 
themselves teachers have and who it is passed on to. 

4. Social Services should accept that they have the res);x)nsibility, regardless of age or 
status, of maintaining the support of young people through further education. 

viii. CLOTHING ORDER BOOKS AND ALLOWANCES 

The use of the clothing order book, or voucher system, for purchasing clothing for young 
people in care has been widely condemned by local authority associations, the Association 
of Directors of Social Services, the British Association of Social Workers, the Residential 
Care Association and others, but yet this system is still used by many local authorities. 

Many departments have changed their practice in recent years and abolished or restricted 
the use of the order book; however, a number continue to use it and some, confusingly, 
have come out against the order book at a policy level but still allow their homes to use 
it in practice. In August 1980 we sent a questionnaire (report available on request) to all 
132 social services departments. In addition to asking departments whether they used the 
order book we also tried to find out how much young people were involved in buying 
clothes. 

On the basis of the departments who replied to us (56), it was encouraging that only 
a minority relied mainly on the order book. It was significant that some departments had 
stopped using the order book many years ago, one in 1972 for example. 

It is clear to us that departments can manage quite well in practice without the order 
book. 

As one national newspaper commented earlier this year, “Behind this anachronistic scheme 
of vouchers one can almost feel the dead hand of the accountant or the quartermaster. 
Of course it must simplify procedures to open accounts at particular stores and to trade 
in pieces of paper rather than cheques and petty cash, but it shows scant concern for the 
susceptibilities of young people. It savours, too, of an almost Victorian arrogance, where 
charity was appropriate only so long as its recipients were suitably humbled and reminded 
of their indebtedness.” 

Young people in care are very critical of this system for the following reasons: 

(«) The clothing book has usually got to be countersigned by shop supervisors which 
means bell ringing and queues forming causing much embarrassment to the young 
person making it obvious they are different from normal customers. 

{h) Only certain shops accept vouchers thus reducing choice. 
(c) This system gives a young person no idea of the value of money or experience in 

using it. Buying clothes with cash is an important way for young people to learn 
the value of money and the way to budget. 

NA YPIC Policy 

1. The clothing book should be completely banned from use. There is no case to retain 
it. Local authorities have accounts with one or two large shops to cover emergencies 
where it was impossible to obtain ready cash. 

2. All young people over the age of 13 should be given a monthly clothing allowance 
in cash from the person caring for them and wherever possible begin to make their 
own decisions and mistakes on how this allowance is spent. 

3. Young people should be consulted about whether an adult should accompany them 
when buying clothes. 
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4. Resident staff and foster parents must be less protective about young people making 
mistakes. 

5. Clothing allowances differ widely across the country. The monthly allowance should 
be realistic and especially take into account the cost of clothes at different ages and 
that young people grow faster at some times than others. 

6. School uniform—a child in care should have a separate grant for school uniform as 
it is important for children in care not to feel different at school. 

ix. RACE, SEX AND DISABLEMENT 

Discrimination on the grounds of race or sex is against the law. It has also become more 
widely appreciated in society that the difierences in people’s cultural background should 
be respected and it should be recognised that they need support and encouragement so 
that they might build their confidence in themselves. Girls, and young people of a minority 
race or culture can have a difficult time in care. Generally they are expected to adjust 
their way of thinking to white, male, middle class or Christian view. The reality of their 
background or surrounding environment (school, youth clubs, etc) can be in direct conflict 
with this. 

Greater understanding of their cultural history and information on rights should be pro- 
vided and, where education occurs within the institution, it should include study on culture. 

Cultural and racial differences should be recognised and where there are different values 
and beliefs these should not be looked upon as the young person having an identity problem, 
of being “disturbed”, or any such label. We feel that there is a need to be more aware 
and understanding about the development and behaviour of young people who may identify 
with their own ethnic group and who may require knowledge about that culture. 

Again we stress that if homes were to run open meetings of their own then an atmosphere 
of equality and democracy might help in advancing young people’s confidence and under- 
standing in themselves and each other. However, where personal problems or issues are 
concerned separate meetings or confidential discussions may be necessary with those who 
have a greater understanding. 

NA YPIC Policy on Race 

1. More social workers in both field and residential work should be recruited, from differ- 
ent ethnic origins. 

2. A young person’s religious/cultural background be maintained if he/she wishes, and 
should not be discouraged. 

3. Where racial prejudice or discriminating behaviour is proved to cause harm or hurtful 
feelings, the persons involved should be severely disciplined or dismissed. 

4. All guides for young people entering care should include a section for young people 
from ethnic minority groups outlining their rights and freedoms. They should be able 
to seek and have access to further advice if necessary from their local community 
relations council. 

SEX 

Sex and sexuality is a problem in both single and mixed institutions. 
Very little is done to help you cope with your sexuality and your identification with 

those of the same or different sex by staff. What is required is an atmosphere of understand- 
ing by the stall and more education on the general issues of sex. In so many institutions 
there exists a tense atmosphere surrounding sex and your feelings about it. There is no 
encouragement to be open about how you feel about your sexual development. This of 
course has implications for you when you grow up, so resulting in further problems in 
adulthood in relationships. Some single sex institutions can force unwelcome sexual contact 
with stair and young people. Roles of the different sexes too can be strongly divided in 
many homes. For example, male staff and boys are not expected to do the washing up. 
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Many places will refuse to take in teenage girls because they are a problem. Many teenage 
girls, like boys, will be engaging in sexual activities but the consequences for girls if it 
becomes known to staff, is a labelling of being promiscuous and they could be moved 
to another place, when boys will not suffer any degrading looks, resentment, or be sent 
away. Girls who get pregnant are more often than not told to leave the home and are 
placed in inferior accommodation for mother and baby. 

Sanitary Towels 

This is a highly personal area for girls but staff pay little notice to a girl’s need for privacy. 
Bulk buying gives them no choice of different types or brands. Girls are checked up on 
whether they are having a period or not to see if they are pregnant. This means they have 
to show their sanitary towels. 

Male staff are sent with girls to shops when buying these items. If they are given money 
to buy them they are also checked upon. 

Sexual Abuse 
Information on what people can do about sexual advances and abuse by stafT and other 
young people should be made available. 

These young people should also be made to feel that they will be safe if they want to 
inform the authority about sexual abuse. 

NA YPIC Policy on Sex and Sexuality 

1. All staff should be trained in how to deal with sexual problems. All young people 
should be able to express their feelings about sex without fear of recrimination from 
staff. Young people should not be regarded as deviants or given special treatment 
for their behaviour. 

2. Contraception should be made available to those of age regardless of the viewpoints 
of staff. 

3. Decent and non-segregated facilities should be available to girls in care with babies. 
4. Girls should not be excluded from the democratic process in a home just because 

they are female. 

HANDICAPPED YOUNG PEOPLE IN CARE 

We feel that the social services do not do enough to help disabled young to become indepen- 
dent or to help them to have their own homes and to run them. Many young people end 
up in long stay hospitals, old people’s homes, and other unsuitable institutions. Often the 
good work done for the handicapped when they are under 18 can be completely destroyed 
when they reach adulthood. The lack of interest and resources means that rather than 
independence they can only look forward to a life of further dependence. 

Provision needs to be made available for the handicapped of all ages. However, they 
should never be excluded from the normal daily life of a home nor be treated any differently 
because of their handicap. 

NA YPIC Policy on the Handicapped 
Handicapped young people in care should have the right to: 

1. As normal a life as possible, including integration into ordinary homes—both foster 
homes and community homes. 

2. Opportunities in housing, leisure, education and employment to fulfil their individual 
potential and lessen the effect of their disabilities. 

3. Opportunities for choice and participation in decision making (that includes the 
mentally handicapped). 

None of these rights should be limited by financial considerations. 
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X. COMPLAINTS 

Very few authorities have a known complaints procedure. Some that do publicise the fact 
and the procedure in guides or booklets but these are very few indeed. We welcome the 
individual effort of these authorities and feel that it should be adopted by all the other 
local authorities. It is important that an address be available in a booklet so that young 
people know that they can complain to their social services department rather than their 
home or field worker. This would be preferred by many because complaints given to social 
workers can get lost and recriminatory action could also follow by residential staff, without 
the knowledge of the social services department. 

A complaints system should be generally available for every young person in care to 
have a fair hearing in any serious disciplinary situation. This should involve an outside 
independent person and the young person should have some support in putting their views 
across. However, a complaints procedure would be more effective if it could be open to 
any young person who feels that they have a grievance or who want to report some action 
or activity which they feel to be wrong, concerning their life or local authority care. There 
is an urgent need for an official complaints procedure known to every young person in 
care and it should involve a panel of people not employed or involved with the social 
services. 

NAYPIC would support any proposals for a new and independent complaints procedure 
to be set up. However, this cannot be done in isolation, all through this report we have 
stressed the need for young people to be more involved in the running of their home and 
we feel that a complaints proc^ure should fit into an overall commitment to allowing 
young people to voice their feelings and opinions and for them to see that suggestions 
and complaints will be acted on. 

A formal complaints system would not then be the only form of action for redress. And 
many smaller cases or incidents would not have to go through a lengthy and perhaps compli- 
cated procedure. If a complaints system is the only outlet it would also become a very 
busy one. The best way of dealing with both complaints and suggestions is for this to 
be taken up within house meetings with the knowledge that a higher authority exists, should 
this be inadequate. 

SECTION THREE 

LEAVING CARE 

Leaving care, particularly for those who came into care at a young age and who have 
lived in care ever since, can create very mixed feelings. Many do look forward to “getting 
out” of care and being in control of their own lives, but often shortly before they leave 
they start to become frightened and worried at the prospect. Most young people will be 
totally unprepared to manage on their own, especially after having everything done for 
them whilst in care. The last figures from the DHSS tell us there were 100,200 children 
and young people in care in England and Wales in March 1980. In one year 46,000 young 
people left care—the statistics tell us that over half left care because they became self- 
supporting or care was taken over by a parent, guardian, relative or friend. Some of these 
may not have needed help but it still leaves 19,300 young people who were discharged 
in other ways: any help they received from authorities was entirely discretionary; and for 
those who happen to have been in voluntary care the only duty of a local authority is 
to “advise and befriend them”. 

Alternatively, many young people are expected to leave their homes at 18 or in exceptional 
circumstances they can stay until the age of 21. We feel it is totally unrealistic for the 
social services to care for someone one day and then to expect them to fend for themselves 
the next. Many local authorities are failing in their duty as good parents to young people 
in their care. We can estimate that thousands of voung people leave care totally unprepared 
after spending years in local authority children’s homes and hostels, because they have 
reached the age of 18. Authorities are not under any duty towards them once they roach 
that age and they may be left to find accommodation for themselves in depressing bedsits 
or unsuitable hostels. 
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How young people make out when they leave care is influenced by very many factors. 
Some of these are major social problems such as youth unemployment and the frustrations 
and poor income that this means for young people. However, young people leaving care 
may be more disadvantaged than others in relation to job opportunities. Local authorities 
cannot be expected to provide jobs for young people leaving care but they can help. There 
are three broad areas where young people could be helped to overcome the considerable 
problems they face when local authorities finally turn their backs on them. These are: 

1. Preparation for leaving care. 
2. Accommodation. 
3. Support and financial assistance after leaving care. 

Preparation 
Even though there has been a strong trend away from large institutions, many community 
homes nowadays can involve 12-20 children and the cooking and cleaning is on a larger 
scale than the average family. Food, cleaning materials, toilet rolls and the like are bought 
in bulk and domestic or care staff plan and cook meals. Some authorities have also intro- 
duced planned menus and pre-cooked frozen foods. It is often impracticable for young 
people coming up to 16 or 18 to begin to use local shops to buy individual portions of 
food and then to cook these in the home. With no idea of the cost of living and domestic 
and personal budgeting, young people often get into severe difficulty within the first years 
of leaving care; add to that the isolation and intolerance suffered and you can see that 
the provision of housing alone is inadequate. Rent, rates, gas and electricity bills or meters, 
the cost of food and clothing can all be a nightmare to someone who has only had limited 
pocket money to spend in the past and who was relatively free of the worry of the essentials 
of life, all of which were provided by the local authority. 

We know of young people who have spent their whole wage or giio on the first day; 
of others not knowing how to use a gas meter or not realising that electricity bills come 
in quarterly and have to be saved for. All these things need to be discussed before the 
young person leaves care, not thrust upon them a week or so beforehand, if at all. This 
advice should also be supplemented by the guidance or experience of others who have 
left care; you shouldn’t feel that you are stepping out into unknown territory. 

To have seen other young people leave and disappear without trace means you have 
no visible contact with the possible traumas of the outside world. It would be beneficial 
to those who are still in care as well as those who have left, if residential homes could 
keep their doors open and encourage ex-care people to return. The pressure to become 
independent keeps young people from returning as this can be seen as a sign of not being 
able to cope. 

A last word concerning fostering. Transferring young people to a foster home during 
their final period in care should not be viewed as a means of providing support for young 
people. They can also lose their foster home at 18 and may indeed end up more disadvantaged 
than if they had stayed in a community home. 

Accommodation 

The usual facility open to young people leaving care is some form of “half-way” accommo- 
dation, like boys’ or girls’ hostels. In some areas there has been a move towards providing 
lodging schemes (with selected landlords/landladies) and cluster flats or group housing 
schemes where one selected person may benefit from free accommodation in return for 
making himself available to give support if needed to other tenants who will all be within 
one or two years of leaving care. 

Some exciting new ground has been opened up in providing flatlets within some com- 
munity homes which, depending on their size, can be used by one or more of the older 
residents as their own base where they live virtually independently. The importance of these 
few available resources is that they allow young people the support of being part of a 
community, should they require it. However, other resources for young people leaving care 
are virtually non-existent. Young people need some choice in deciding where they would 
like to have their first independent home on leaving care. It is a sad fact of life that many 
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young people are put into bed and breakfast accommodation, others rely on friends and 
some are forced into squats, or living rough. Social services departments need to have 
a better relationship with the housing department. 

We feel that it is a scandal that a charity for homeless people like Shelter should have 
had to become so involved in the issue of young people leaving care because local authorities 
are unwilling or unable to recognise where their own responsibilities lie. 

“He is now 23 and has never had a place he could call home. He was taken into 
care at the age of two and lived in various children’s homes until he was 16. After 
leaving care he was initially fixed up with digs in a house of a Catholic family in 
South Leeds but he wanted more independence since he didn’t have his own bedroom. 
For several years he travelled round the countryside getting seasonal employment. He 
squatted in a hotel and after being evicted by the police, lived for two weeks leading 
up to Christmas in a tent on a building site. He is now sleeping on the floor of a 
friend’s flat, since the council had turned down his application for housing.’' 

(Care of Buster from Roof, March/April 1980) 

Support and Financial Assistance after leaving care 

Whatever resources are made available, and we feel that young people leaving care should 
have as wide a choice as possible, it is not enough merely to get someone placed in some 
accommodation and expect them to get on with it. Life can be very different and difficult 
when you are on your own, when previous links have been cut there is a need for continued 
help and support. When young people first leave care they do need fairly major financial 
help, for example in furnishing a bedsit, buying linen, pots and pans, crockery and cutlery 
and clothes to wear for work and college or job interviews. Every local authority needs 
a clear duty to provide financial assistance. The present law under Section 27 of the Childrens 
Act 1980 is not sufficient in reminding local authorities of their real obligations. It seems 
like a concession for young people rather than a right. The law allows policies and practices 
to vary wildly, consequently many young people leaving care can get a very raw deal indeed. 

The notion “sink or swim’’ that young people have to accept and which social workers 
use to measure their own involvement is appalling. Many young people are forced back 
into a social work system or into some other agency after their rejection by the social 
work system. Their confidence and capabilities reaching a low, they cope the best way 
that they can. This can lead them into a life of destitution, drug abuse, prostitution etc. 
As a group NAYPIC is greatly concerned about the awful things that can happen to young 
people once they are out of care. We feel that with continued support and use of resources 
many of these problems would hardly exist. 

At the moment the prevailing notion in some authorities seems to be that young people 
leaving care will either sink or swim: if they sink then they may be forc^ to rely on 
other social services and thus use up valuable resources. Lack of support can mean that 
young people get led into a life of destitution, drug abuse, prostitution, etc. 

As a group NAYPIC is greatly concerned about this. We feel that with continued support 
many of the problems faced by young people leaving care would be lessened, that they 
would not be forced into relying on resources from other social services and that they 
might quickly become really independent and self-reliant. 

What is needed is greater preparation whilst in care, resources made available when you 
are leaving and the continued help and support of someone who you know will be around 
and whom you can trust. The whole area of preparation needs to be given more emphasis 
in social work training and in-service training. They could invite members of a local NAYPIC 
group along to speak to social workers or social work students about the general problems 
which they face in care and their views on how they can be tackled more effectively. This 
could also be extended into the area of accommodation: in Bradford ex-care members 
of NAYPIC are involved in a housing venture which allows young people leaving care 
both the provision of a flat and the necessary support to go with it. 

Ideas which arise include a “crash pad’’ or weekend facility for those who find themselves 
in particular difficulties after leaving care. Advice on welfare rights, and on careers training 
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and further education opportunities can also be crucial. Young people in care often have 
their education potential underestimated and it may be only after having leti care that 
opportunities to fulfil a hidden potential can be explored and pursued. 

NA YPIC Policy 

1. Every Local Authority should have a policy which lays guidelines about how a young 
person should be prepared for leaving care and make sure establishments are organised 
to allow this. 

2. All young people should have experience of doing their own washing, budgeting, cook- 
ing, etc. 

3. There should be more half-way establishments which allow greater freedom but with 
some support; hostels, bedsits, etc. 

4. Every Local Authority should provide some support and advice service for young 
people out of care as they learn to cope alone—this would include temporary 
accommodation, weekend stays, information and advice on education, welfare rights, 
accommodation, etc. 

5. Every Local Authority should have a budget which would allow each young person 
leaving care to have a realistic grant towards setting up on their own, eg, furniture 
and household goods. 

6. Social Workers should receive more adequate training in the issues which face young 
people leaving care. 

CONCLUSION 

There are in fact many issues and problems attached to being in care. We have tried to 
keep to the main ones within this Report. It is hoped that the Committee will have a 
chance to listen to the variety and vitality with which young people have shown their concern 
over their own welfare and the problems attached, at the 1983 London Conference and 
at the local NAYPIC meeting in Bradford, to which you will be invited. The main argument 
which runs all through the report is that young people should have a greater responsibility 
in the decisions relating to their lives. We feel that this extends into and beyond the particular 
type of care they have and are under. We would like young people to have more of a 
say in the day-to-day decision-making in homes, for their rights to be made clearer to 
them, and for a satisfactory structure to be provided so that the process can start operating 
effectively and efficiently. We feel that the government can help in its child care legislation 
by making the involvement of young people possible by law and by making existing law 
both clearer in its intention and wider in its application. 

NAYPIC would like to add that in its view the move towards community based care 
is good social work policy and should be continued and extended. This means a wide avail- 
ability of care within the community—we do not see fostering as an inevitable progression 
of this, it should be seen as part of the overall picture. It should not be seen as an obvious 
alternative nor as succeeding residential care as being somehow more “natural”. This view 
is damaging both in implication and practice. The cutting back of residential care is of 
the greatest concern to us. Community homes are a valuable asset which should not be 
clos^. The face of social work is pock-marked with the faults and failures of past fashions 
and trends. We need to keep options open for the future. 

We would like more support from local authorities and residential workers so that 
NAYPIC groups might be encouraged to develop. This would give young people the chance 
to have an independent liaison group with social services. This is most important as many 
social services are now looking at some of the ideas for change that we’ve mentioned in 
our report. 

Any child care policy changes which are made must involve those who will be affected 
by them. Young people in care will only accept social services policies for care if departments 
accept young people as those with the real knowledge of what being in care is about. Six 
years ago young people in care put together for the first time a charter of rights and a 
list of demands for changes. Six years later these have not yet been fulfilled. 
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CHARTER OF RIGHTS FOR YOUNG PEOPLE IN CARE 

1. The right to be accepted as an individual member of society. Also the right to be 
treated with the same respect given to any other valid member of the human race. 

2. The right to know who we are. To know our parents and brothers and sisters. To 
have factual information about our family origins and background. 

3. The right to be able to make our own decisions and to have real influence over these 
decisions we are sometimes considered too thick to participate in. 

4. The right to privacy. We understand that in care it is not always possible to choose 
who we are going to live and share our lives with. But we are still human beings 
and are still entitled to the essential amount of privacy needed bc;\'fe cracking up. 

5. The right to be given an insight into the use of money by handling it, using it and 
paying the consequences if we misuse it, eg being given the money in our hand to 
buy personal items. 

6. The right to choose those who will represent us whether it be legally or otherwise, 
eg social workers. Also the right to choose those whom we wish to confide in. 

7. The right to be as much a part of society as the next person and not to be labelled 
in any way. 

THE THINGS WE WANT CHANGED 

1. Give us a chance to find a voice and to speak and mix with ordinary people so that 
public attitudes about care can be changed for the better. Set up NAYPIC groups 
throughout the country. 

2. Give all young people in care a chance to attend their own six-monthly review. Give 
us a say in who attends, besides the social worker, his boss and the people we live 
with. Younger children need someone to speak for them. Learn how to talk with 
us and learn how to listen. Give all children in care a voice in their life. 

3. Do away with the order book and spec' 1 voucher system for buying our clothing. 
It will save money if we are allowed to shop in ordinary stores—not just the most 
expensive ones. Do away with special tokens for our school dinners. 

4. Help residential workers and field social workers find ways of working more closely 
together than they do at present. They should stop pulling in opposite directions against 
the children. 

5. Bring pocket money and clothing allowance into line nationally so that most children 
of the same age get roughly the same allowance. Children should know how much 
the allowance is and what it is expected to cover. 

6. Help us to have a realistic approach to sex education and personal relationships. Enable 
us to learn how to look after ourselves -not suddenly at 18 expect us to know all 
the things we’ve never had a chance to learn. 

7. Help us sort out our education while we’re young. A lot of us have missed out on 
our schooling through being in care and moving from place to place. 

8. Make sure every young person in care really understands his situation and why he 
cannot live with his family. Give us factual information—a booklet or leaflet—to 
explain care and the laws that affect us. When we leave care, make sure we know 
what help we can reasonably ask for and expect to get. 

9. Ask local authorities to decide whether or not corporal punishment is allowed in their 
children’s homes. Children in care should know what the ruling is and who they can 
turn to for help if they think they are being ill-treated. This is delicate but it can 
be done. 

10. Find ways of letting us help children younger than ourselves. Give us something to 
work for while we are in care. 
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Memorandum submitted by Denise Simpson 

MY EXPERIENCES IN SECURE UNITS 
Some people believe that the Local Authority always act in a “childs best interests”. Well 
unfortunately, this didn’t happen to me. 

At the age of thirteen I was given a full Care Order by the local Juvenile Court for 
minor offences I had committed when I was twelve. (Up until this time I had been in 
voluntary care of the National Childrens Home from the age of three months). 

A Case Conference was held to decide where I should go. Later I learned they had 
seriously discussed putting me in Moss Side, or some other adult mental hospital. However, 
at ten minutes notice I was taken from the Home, to an all girls Assessment Centre (formerly 
a Remand Home—^which still ran along the same lines). I was here for seven weeks, during 
which time I absconded seven times as it was the “in” thing to do. On returning from 
my last two absconsions (I was never out more than a few hours) I acted out, i.e. threw 
objects across a room. Because of this the police were asked to handcuff me, while a doctor 
was brought in and forcibly gave me an injection of Valium. When asked if I had calmed 
down I replied “no”, so the doctor got out another needle and gave me a dose of Largactil. 

On my last return from absconding I was taken to semi-secure. (A room with a bed 
in it and windows that don’t open). I was kept in here for over a week and special agency 
nurses were assigned to look after me. 

The only thing that kept me occupied during this time, was watching the nurses crochet 
and learning to do it myself. 

At the end of ihe week I had had enough, so I tried to break out. However this proved 
unsuccessful and the police were brought in immediately. There then followed a scuffle, 
because I refused to be stripped by the staff and the police. More police were brought 
in and I was handcuffed before being thrown on the bed and given over 200 milligrams 
of Largactil. 

The next day I was moved to a secure unit in Southampton, altogether there were six 
nurses looking after me each day, I had no contact with any other children despite the 
local doctor telling the superintendent that he was “concerned at the way I was being 
isolated from children of my own age, and strongly recommended that this should not 
continue”. 

Each day throughout my three month stay I was given 125 mg of Largactil (orally). 
If I refused to take these tablets, then the doctor would be called in to give me an injection. 

I twice tried to abscond from here, the second attempt was unsuccessful, and I was thrown 
into my room where I proceeded to smash it up, out of sheer frustration. I was taken 
into the lounge, where several nurses, staff and police were standing, they threw me on 
a sofa while I was given another injection. 

After this three months I was moved to an open assessment centre. This didn’t work 
out for various reasons so I was moved back to the secure unit where I stayed for a further 
eight months. I was treated the same way as I had been before (drugs, etc.) I was allowed 
out six times in the last two months of my stay, and the only reason I left this place 
was because I ran off. 

After a week of being “on the run” I was picked up in London and taken to a girls 
secure unit in London. I was then moved to another secure unit in Middlesex. Here I 
was seen by a psychologist; and the following quotes are from the psychological report 
he wrote on me. 

“Absconding and subsequent violent behaviour which Denise exhibited in Redhatch 
and Fairfield Lodge are essentially normal, since they are patterns of behaviour which 
people normally develop in situations where they are confined against their will, unless 
controls are very tight or a programme is created to avoid conflict situations”. 
“She does not appear to be particularly delinquent or to have done very much by 
the standards of present day delinquency and nor does she appear to be particularly 
violent, unless placed in conflict situations where the naturally expected reaction is 
one of violence, or less frequently, apathy”. 
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“It would be just as reasonable to conclude that since Denise has spent all her life 
virtually in care, that Denise’s present predicament is the result of failure of the caring 
and educational services as to label her as having a personality disorder, which is simply 
shorthand for being unable to define what the problem is’’. 

I never knew where I was going to be moved to next or when I would be allowed to 
settle down. I had already been moved fourteen times since being in care. I was fed up 
with all the labels being stuck on me like having a “personality disorder” or being “dis- 
turbed”. I was eventually told that I would be moving to a “Youth Treatment Centre” 
in Birmingham (a long term secure unit for “seriously disturbed” young people). On the 
date I was supposed to move I was told that I would now be going to a “Youth Treatment 
Centre” in Essex on another date. 

Since the day I first had my Care Order, I was given no education whatsoever, despite 
having asked for it at every available opportunity, as well as pointing out that it was illegal 
not to receive education. 

I was also disappointed at the lack of contact 1 had with my family and close friends 
as they were only allowed to visit once. All my mail was opened and read, at each secure 
establishment I had been in. 

I remained in the Youth Treatment Centre for three years. The first six months of my 
stay was spent in a totally secure house, where I was allowed out (with stafT) about six 
times. Each night we were locked in our “rooms” which contained an unmovable wooden 
bed, a small cabinet, pretty curtains hiding a “plastic” bullet proof, flame proof, shatterproof 
“window” with metal bars behind it. 

I was then moved to a less secure house (supposedly) where I could go out more frequently. 
The education here was minimal mainly catering for the “slow” ones. 

Fortunately I didn’t have to take drugs here (although by this time I wanted them as 
I had become addicted). I only had injections here when the stafT could not control me, 
or if they thought I was going to be violent. 

My last injection I had resulted in me being rushed to hospital (after I had fainted) 
and having a stomach pump. 

Absconding was looked on as a serious “crime” and each time I returned (sometimes 
of my own accord) I was locked up in a cell, or my room. 

I haven’t really elaborated on much of what happ>ened to me in these secure units because 
it would take a whole book to do so. I have just given general information to give a brief 
idea. 

What happ>end to me in these institutions has happened to a lot of other young people 
who go through the “care” system often through no fault of their own, but because there 
is no-one to turn to, to complain to, then this sort of treatment is allowed to continue, 
under the pretence of “acting in the child’s best interests”. 

Denise Simpson 
December, 1982 
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Examination of Witnesses 

Mr LEON PARKER, Chairperson and Development Officer, Mr SHANE ELLIS, Assistant 
Secretary and Development Officer, Miss MICHELLE DOWNS and Miss DENISE SIMPSON, 

National Association of Young People In Care, called in and examined. 

Chairman 

1233. Thank you very much for agreeing 
to come and meet us. We are very grateful to 
you. You know we are looking at some of the 
problems that young people in care have 
faced and have to meet and I wonder if 
perhaps you would like to do as you 
suggested, which was to start off the meeting 
by telling us briefly some of your own 
experiences in care. Is that what you want to 
do, Shane, like you did last night? 

(Mr Ellis.) Yes. 
(Mr Parker.) 1 will start. I have been in 

care 13 years and I have stayed in various 
institutions of different kinds, community 
homes to maladjusted boys’ institutions of 
different kinds, so I have a good experience 
of different kinds of care and that is about it 
really. 

1234. How old were you when you went 
into care? 

(Mr Parker.) Five. 

1235. How old are you now? 
(Mr Parker.) Twenty-four. 

1236. In which part of the country were 
you? 

(Mr Parker.) Kent, Sussex, Clapham, 
Wimbledon—various places depending 
where I was at present living, depending 
where the social services decided to stick me. 

Mr Ennals 
1237. You were moved from area to area 

by the social services? 
(Mr Parker.) Yes, also partly because my 

parents were moving around a lot, living in 
different places. 

1238. Your parents? 
(Mr Parker.) Yes. 

1239. You v'ere in touch with your 
parents? 

(Mr Parker.) At an early stage. I also 
stayed in this place during the holidays, I 
could not go home so they sent me to another 
institute for the holidays so I had to go 
anywhere. Various institutions had to take in 
those .vho could not be placed. 

1240. Up to what age were you in a sense 
following your family? 

(Mr Parker.) Only in the early days. It 
stopped by about 10. 

Mr Lewis 
1241. Have you any contact with your 

family now? 
(Mr Parker.) Relatives but not parents. 

1242. Do you know where your parents 
are? 

(Mr Parker.) Yes, I do. 

1243. You have no desire to have contact 
with them? 

(Mr Parker.) No. 

Mr Ennals 

1244. Have they any desire to have contact 
with you? 

(Mr Parker.) It is a personal issue which 
is difficult. 

Chairman 
1245. Who is next? 
(Mr Ellis.) I have been care for 16 years, 

residential care, foster care again, lived in a 
variety of homes from boys’ hostels to an 
assessment centre and small group homes. 

1246. Which part of the country was it? 
(Mr Ellis.) Bradford. 

Mr Ennals 
1247. Were you in touch with your family? 
(Mr Ellis.) I have never seen my dad since 

I was brought in care. I have seen my mother 
on two occasions only. 

1248. When you came into care how old 
were you? 

(Mr Ellis.) Two. 

1249. So right the way through your 
life  

(Mr Ellis.) I have been in foster care, at 
residential homes. 

1250. You do not really have contact with 
your mother now? 

(Mr Ellis.) No. 

Chairman 
1251. How old are you now? 
(Mr Ellis.) Twenty. 
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Mr Lewis 
1252. Do you hold any bitterness in your 

heart? 
(Mr Ellis.) No—towards my parents? No. 

Mr Rees-Davies 
1253. Have you been with foster parents? 
(Mr Ellis.) I have. 

1254. Have you had many foster parents? 
(Mr Ellis.) Three sets and of the three sets 

I can only remember the last set which I was 
fostered with when I was 12. The other sets 
was when I was a lot younger—six and even 
younger than that. 

Mr Ennals 
1255. Did you find it an advantage to be 

fostered with a family for a long time as 
opposed to a short time? 

(Mr Ellis.) I think had I been fostered 
probably when I was two or three when I was 
first brought into care there is a good chance 
it could have worked but I was not fostered 
until I started my teens, I think that was the 
problem. 

Mr Rees-Davies 
1256. When was the last occasion when 

you were fostered? 
(Mr Ellis.) I was 12. 

1257. For how long were you with those 
foster parents? 

(Mr Ellis.) About two and a half years. 

1258. Was it successful in your view? 
(Mr Ellis.) It was and it was not. I ended 

up going back to live in a children’s home so 
obviously it was not successful. 

Chairman 
1259. You remained in a children’s home 

until when? 
(Mr Ellis.) That was in 1975, and I did not 

leave care until I finished on my eighteenth 
birthday. 

Mr Lewis 
1260. What would you say was lacking 

when you were being cared for in a family? 
When you were fostered, how could it have 
been better for you? 

(Mr Ellis.) I am not sure I can answer that. 

Chairman 
1261. You said you went back into the 

children’s home? 

(Mr Ellis.) I was 12 when I got fostered. 
By that time I found it difficult and still do 
to form relationships with people. About 
being in care, if you tend to live in large homes 
consisting of sixteen young people and more, 
one of the things you lack is how to form close 
relationships, and obviously this affects your 
own relationships as well. 

Mr Ennals 
1262. Did you find your most interesting 

times were when you were with families or 
with others in a children’s home? 

(Mr Ellis.) Interesting in what way? 

1263. Enjoyable—put it that way. 
(Mr Ellis.) I felt in some ways when in the 

foster home there was more pressure on me 
to become part of a family. In a children’s 
home there is not that much pressure on you. 
People don’t notice you as much. 

1264. Which is good? Did you like the 
pressure to be part of a family? 

(Mr Ellis.) I preferred to be in a children’s 
home than a foster home. 

1265. Were there other children in the 
foster family? 

(Mr Ellis.) Yes, a girl and a boy—and they 
were their own children. 

Chairman 

1266. Were they younger or older than 
you? 

(Mr £///.v. jThey were younger than I was. 

1267. How did you get on with them? 
(Mr Ellis.) Very well. 

1268. It was not a large enough 
community for you? You preferred more 
people? 

(Mr Ellis.) By that time I was used to living 
in that setting. It is difficult to adapt from a 
large setting to only two or three people in 
the family. You are more noticeable, as it 
were. 

1269. Where are you living now ? 
(Mr Ellis.) I am living with my girl friend 

in a flat in Bradford. 

1270. This is provided by the local 
authorities? 

(Mr Ellis.) It is a council flat. 
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Mr Bennett 
1271. How much choice did you get with 

foster parents when you were 12? Did you get 
any choice or a loaded choice because the 
social worker suggested it would be a nice 
idea to be fostered? 

(Mr Ellis.) I was in a boy’s home for 16 
kids and the officer in charge, it was their 
daughter I was fostered out with. She was also 
the seamstress and cook. That is how I came 
to know them. Over a period of about two 
months I went nearly every weekend to stop 
with them as an introduction to fostering, and 
at the end I was asked if I wished to be 
fostered. 

1272. You were involved in the decision a 
little bit? 

(Mr Ellis.) I was asked if I wanted to be 
fostered, 

1273. How far did you think it was 
loaded—you had to opt for being fostered 
rather than staying in the home? 

(Mr Ellis.) At that time there was no 
pressure on me to be fostered. I made the 
decisions. 

Chairman 
1274. What about you, Michelle? 
(Miss Downs.) I went into care when I was 

about 12 years old. I was in for a couple of 
nights and then placed into a foster home 
straightaway. No one said anything to me 
about going to a foster home. I was just 
placed there. I was there about two and a half 
years with my brother and that didn’t work 
out at all. So I was placed where I am now 
in the home in Stockport. 

Mr Ennals 
1275. A foster home? 
(Miss Downs.) No—residential home. I 

was signed out there by my 
grandparents—my grandfather ... I lived 
with them for about two years, and then my 
grandfather died, so I was placed back into 
Sandhills in Stockport. 

1276. Which is the best part of your 
life—during the period in which you have 
been in care? 

(Miss Downs.) Living at home. 

Mr Lewis 
1277. Are you happy where you are at the 

moment? 
(MLss Downs.) Not really. 

1278. Why? 
(Miss Downs.) Because I prefer to be at 

home. 

1279. Are either of your parents alive? 
(Miss Downs.) Yes, both. 

1280. Do you have any contacts with 
them? 

(Miss Downs.) Mostly with my mother. 
They are divorced so there is a lot of conflict 
between the two. I go to my mum’s. 

Mr Ennals 
1281. When you say you would like to live 

at home ... ? 
(Miss Downs.) With my Mother. 

1282. Does she want to have you? 
(Miss Downs.) Yes. 

Chairman 
1283. Where is she? 
(Miss Downs.) Birmingham. 

1284. What is preventing you joining your 
mother now? 

(Miss Downs.) I want to finish off my 
schooling now. 

MrRees-Davies 
1285. How old are you at the moment? 
(Miss Downs.) Fifteen. 

1286. So you mean after 16 the likely 
decision is that you will be able to join your 
mother? 

(Miss Downs.) Yes, that is what has been 
arranged. 

Chairman 

1287. That has been agreed has it? 
(MLs Downs.) Yes. 

Mr Rees-Davies 
1288. You should be fairly satisfied—you 

finish with your school period and then you 
can go straight to her. 

(Miss Downs.) You can’t go straight 
through like that. 

Mr Ennals: But it is going to get better is it 
not? You can see ahead. I can imagine the 
worst thing for you is not actually being able 
to see ahead and knowing what you will be 
doing and where you will be in twelve months 
time. 
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Mr Rees-Davies 
1289. Has your mother asked for you 

recently to be able to join her now? Has the 
matter been thrashed out with the Social 
Services? 

(Miss Downs.) No. She understands. She 
does not want to spoil any of my schooling, so 
she has agreed on that. The Social Services 
work together ... 

Chairman 
1290. Are you an only child? 
(Miss Downs.) No. I have two brothers, 

younger. 

1291. And are they at home with your 
mother? 

(Miss Downs.) One is in Sandhills with me 
and one lives with my mum. 

1292. Wha t happens with the brother who 
lives with you? 

(Miss Downs.) He does not want to go 
home. I am not sure whether he is to be 
fostered or not. 

1293. What about the brother at home, 
will you be able to live reasonably happily 
with him, do you think ? 

(Miss Downs.) Yes. 

1294. You are taking some examinations 
at school? 

(Miss Downs.) Yes. 

MrEnnals 
1295. Are you on “O” levels? 
(Miss Downs.) “O” level—CSE. 

1296. How many are you hoping to get ? 
(Miss Downs.) I want to pass them all, 

hopefully. 

1297. And then you are hoping to get “A” 
levels too? 

(Mi.ss Downs.) I want to go to college and 
do them. 

1298. It will be another 24 years at least 
then? 

(Miss Downs.) Yes. 

Mr Lewis 
1299. What would you like to do when you 

finish your education? 
(Miss Downs.) Psychiatric nursing. 

Chairman 
1300. So you will have to go to school in 

Birmingham won’t you? 
(Miss Downs.) Yes—college. I am going to 

a sixth form college. 

1301. Has that been organised? 
(Miss Downs.) No, because I am applying 

to all different colleges at the moment for 
prospectuses. 

1302. You mean to training schools? 
(Miss Downs.) To colleges—to get the 

examinations. 

Chairman 
1303. To do “A” levels presumably? 
(Miss Downs.) You have to be 18 before 

you can start. 

1304. What about you, Denise? 
(Miss Simpson.) I have been in care for 18 

years. I went into care when I was three 
months. To start with it was voluntap' 
care—the National Children’s Home in 
Gosport. I was fostered for I4 years when I 
was about four. That didn’t work out so I 
went back to the same children’s home until 1 
was thirteen. I got in some trouble, so had a 
full care order, which didn’t make any 
difference as I was in care before, which took 
my parents’ rights away. So I was moved to an 
assessment centre. I was moved to a secure 
unit and I was moved to an assessment unit, 
then back to a secure unit, then to two other 
secure units, then to a treatment centre for ' 
years, then to children’s homes, then to a 
hostel and i was fostered with a family about 
four months. Then I went to another hostel, 
then bed and breakfast, and then I found a 
flat. I have been there for I4 years now. I 
started off in Hampshire—different places. 

MrEnnals 
1305. Did you find them awful—the 

restrictions that were imposed on you in the 
secure unit? 

( Miss Simpson.) Yes. 

1306. Do you think it did you any good? 
(Miss Simpson.) Not at all. 

Mr Ennals: You were there because 
someone thought it was going to do you good, 
but you didn’t think it did—on none of the 
four or five occasions did you think it did you 
any good? 

Mr Rees-Davies 
1307. Could you enlighten me on some 

rather important matters—things that 
encouraged you and the punishments you 
received? First of all pocket money— 
presumably you got pocket money? 

(Miss Simpson.) Yes. 

House of Commons Parliamentary Papers Online. 
Copyright (c) 2007 ProQuest Information and Learning Company. All rights reserved. 



370 MINUTES OF EVIDENCE TAKEN BEFORE THE 

9 February 1983] Mr L PARKER, Mr S ELLIS, [Continued 
Miss M DOWNS and Miss D SIMPSON 

[Mr Rees-Davies Com] 

1308. Did they ever stop the pocket money 
if you were naughty or use it as an incentive 
on the one side and almost as a punishment 
on the other? 

(Miss Simpson.) In the homes I was in I 
was quite lucky. So far as I can remember it 
was not used as a punishment, but because I 
was in security institutions I could not buy 
what I wanted. I could only get things if the 
staff would go out to the shops for me. 

1309. It depended on whether you were in 
a security institution or generally in care? No 
problems when you were in care normally ? 

(Miss Simpson.) No problems. 

1310. So far as that is concerned what 
about the things like bedtimes and arrange- 
ments like that ? How do they work ? 

(Miss Simpson.) For me bed time was used 
as a punishment. We lost time, which would 
be one, two or three hours, for any offence 
—such as not doing schoolwork or something 
like that. What you were saying about pocket 
money earlier—the only time it was used as a 
punishment was if we did not eat our meal we 
got fined 40p. 

1311. If used to that extent it is used really 
in relation to spending. They are saying ‘‘If 
you are not prepared to eat the meal, we are 
not going to give you spending money by way 
of pocket money”. What about the actual 
punishments? First of all, when you are in 
care as opposed to when you were in a secure 
unit—the foster parents and others, did they 
say, ‘‘You cannot go out on such and such a 
day”? 

(Miss Simp.son.) I was too young to 
remember. I was only four at the time. 

1312. What age are you, actually? 
(Miss Simpson.) I am eighteen. 

1313. So you have been in care all your life, 
with the exception of the first three months 
—from then onwards. Now fairly recently, 
when you were in the institutions, how did 
they deal with the matter of punishments or 
encouragements? 

(Mm Simpson.) When I was in security 
institutions? The first punishment was being 
locked up. 

Mr Ennals 
1314. Inaroom? 
(Mm Simp.wn.) In a room—a lounge or a 

bedroom. 

Mr Rees-Davies 

1315. Alone? 
(MLss Simpson.) I was on my own. 1 did not 

have any contact with any other young people 
to start with. 

1316. For how long—one, two, three 
days? 

(Miss Simpson.) To start with it was a year. 
The year I was there another young person 
was there with me. At the time the doctor saw 
me and recommended to the superintendent I 
should not be on my own; but that didn’t 
make any difference. 

Mr Ennals 
1317. You still continued to be on your 

own. What did you think this did to you? 
(Miss Simpson.) It made me even more 

institutionalised. Having no one to talk to 
and relate to I just became more closed in 
myself because I could not really relate to the 
staff looking after me. 

Chairman 
1318. When did the forcible drugging 

start? 
(Miss Simpson.) That started about five 

weeks after 1 had been put in the assessment 
centre. 

1319. Was that the first time you were in 
the secure unit? 

(Mm Simpson.) The first was not a secure 
unit. It was an assessment centre which used 
to be a remand home, and it was run on the 
same lines. 

1320. After that you were put in a secure 
unit and that was when you were forcibly 
drugged, was it? 

(Miss Simp.son.) Yes. 

Mr Ennals 
1321. When you had trouble which caused 

you to be put in a secure unit, what was the 
trouble? 

(Miss Simpson.) First of all I got into 
trouble at 12 for breaking into a school. So I 
got put in an assessment centre for that. I ran 
off and because of that I got put in a secure 
unit. That was an offence. 

1322. Was that the case on the other 
occasions—because you ran off? 

(MLss Simpson.) As soon as I was put in the 
secure unit there was no turning back. I could 
not be put in any place because of that. I went 
from one secure unit to another. 
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1323. You think you would have run off? 
(Miss Simpson.) Yes, because my freedom 

was taken away from me. 

1324. If you had a chance you would have 
runoff? 

(Miss Simpson.) If I had been put in an 
independent home as I asked I would have 
settled down. All the time I was in a secure 
unit I wanted to run off. 

Chairman 
1325. What education did you get in the 

series of homes you were in ? 
(Miss Simpson.) I did not get any. In the 

National Children’s Home I went out to 
school like everyone else. When I got into 
secure units I had no education at all. 

1326. But you were supposed to have. 
(MLss Simpson.) I pointed that out to 

them. I wrote to the local MP about it. 
Nothing was done about it. 

Mr Ennals 
1327. You look back at some bad times. 

Are there any good times you look back at? 
(Miss Simpson.) The only thing I can say 

about that is for the twelve years when I was 
in the children’s home, I was treated like an 
ordinary young person. So I suppose those 
are good times. 

1328. Like a human being? 
(Miss Simpson.) Yes, like other young 

people. 

Chairman 
1329. Where are you living now, Denise? 
(Miss Simpson.) In a flat-share with two 

other people in Southsea. 

1330. Who provided this for you? 
(Miss Simp.son.) I found it myself. 

1331. Is it a local authority flat? 
(Miss Simpson.) No. 

Mr Rees-Davies 

1332. Do you do any work? 
(Miss Simpson.) No. 

Chairman 
1333. So you live now how—on social 

security? 
(Miss Simpson.) Yes, social security. 

Mr Ennals 
1334. Have you a social worker in touch 

with you? 
(Miss Simpson.) Not now. 

1335. So you are on your own? 
(Miss Simpson.) Yes. 

1336. Are you trying to find work ? 
(Miss Simpson.) No, I have had several 

places at college but there have been problems 
due to the fact that because I have not any 
parents who can make a contribution towards 
the grant I get then it was not enough for me 
to live on—£30 a week, £15 rent and £15 
travel and no money for some food, so 
obviously I have had to overspend the first 
term’s money. I wrote to the DES here in 
London and they said there was nothing they 
could do, it was up to the local authority, so 
I had to give the course up. I did ask the social 
services if they could help, as they could do, 
but they would not. 

Mr Rees-Davies 
1337. Have you ever thought of trying to 

work in a hotel, or that type of work ? 
(Miss Simpson.) There are quite a few 

hotels in that area and I wrote to several but 
there is just not the work. 

Mr Lewis 
1338. How many members have you got in 

your Association and how is it funded? 
(Mr Parker.) At present I should imagine 

the actual members which are on paper are 
about 130 but the group membership is about 
15 and what we have is a .very high turnover 
of membership, mainly because they are 
young people, they drift in, they come along, 
do the thing they want to do, drift out again. 
It is basically up to them how they want to 
come and go so it is constantly changing but 
the full-time workers come from NAYPIC. 
There is a hard core of workers who do the 
work on behalf—represent young people in 
care—and all the information we compiled in 
our report has all been the last three years’ 
meetings of discussing issues and things. It 
has all gone into this one report. 

1339. Did you write the report yourselves? 
(Mr Parker.) Yes, we wrote the report. 
Mr Ennals: You did jolly well, you really 

did. 

Mr Lewis 

1340. What is your financial position? 
( Mr Parker.) We do have membership fees 

and that accounts for a very small part of it. 
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There are donations always and we have been 
trying to get charitable status for a long time 
but we always seem to be hitting brick walls 
in that direction, mainly because the Charity 
Commissioners seem to be worried about 
what sort of activities we would get up to. 

Mr Ennals 
1341. Have you been to the National 

Council for Voluntary Organisations? They 
might help you. 

(Mr Parker.) Yes, we have had the 
solicitors helping us, the Children’s centre 
helped us. We wanted NAYPIC to be a 
separate charity and the Commissioners are 
not interested at all. It is a problem which we 
have encountered that has made it very 
difficult for us to get funds. We find we can 
only get funds via another charity. So it has 
been an uphill struggle for the last three years 
and it is only now we are in a position of 
credibility and recognition that people have 
given us funds, that the DHSS is considering 
funds as well. 

Chairman 
1342. Do you think there is a distinction 

between young people who are in care 
because of family breakdown and those who 
are in care because of criminal activities? Is 
there any sort of stigma attached to the one 
group rather than the other, do you think 
there should be any distinction? 

(Mr Parker.) There is obviously a stigma 
on young people in care for various reasons. 
There is a bad stigma if you go to a shop 
and are purchasing clothes and the social 
worker is there so they can see you are 
in care. The other stigma is when you leave 
care perhaps. I experienced the situation 
where I went for a bed-sit and was told I could 
have it; when they found I was still in care 
they decided not to give it to me because they 
thought—a large proportion of the public do 
—most people are in care for criminal 
reasons. Those are the kinds of stigma which 
I find are around and the media is one area 
which does not do us many favours in that 
area, producing lots of stories about 
hooligans and vandals and stuff which 
increases our stigma in the public eye. 

1343. Is that the feeling of the others or do 
you have a different view? Shane, what about 
you? 

(Mr Ellis.) Yes, what he said is right. 
(Miss Simpson.) I was in a home where we 

were mixed with people being put there not 
because they needed care because they had 

family problems, but for crimes such as 
murder and rape. So when we were mixed 
with them on care orders the whole area of 
the town wrote to the papers saying, “We do 
not want murderers living in this area’’ and 
when we tried to get a job we thought they 
thought we were all the same—and that is 
where the stigma came in. 

1344. So you thought there was a stigma? 
(Mr Parker.) Yes, definitely. 
(Miss Downs.) I think a lot of people in 

care—they know at school; teachers give you 
a knowing look; they know everything about 
you; they know your personal life. 

1345. That is when you go out to school? 
(Miss Downs.) Yes. 

1346. Did you find this made things 
difficult at school for you? 

(Miss Downs.) Yes, because certain 
teachers would bring your private life up in 
front of the class. It was rather an 
embarrassment. 

Mr Ennals 
1347. Really ? They would tell other people 

about your background? 
(Miss Downs.) They would not say that. 

They would say—we had these lessons about 
fostering and there was this girl’s parents 
breaking up and there was me and another 
girl, Helen, who was being fostered at the 
same time—and they said, “You two don’t 
mind watching this, being as you are in the 
same situation, do you?’’ In front of the 
whole class. So at the end of the lesson we just 
got her and asked her why she did it. 

1348. That made you feel pretty mad? 
(Miss Downs.) Yes. 

Chairman 
1349. Do you think there is enough 

attention paid in the residential care situation 
to the views of young people like yourselves 
when decisions are being made about what is 
to happen to them in the future? Do you have 
a chance to express your point of view? 

(Mr Parker.) Not often, no. 

1350. Are you ever asked what you would 
like to do or feel you ought to do? 

(Mr Ellis.) Speaking for us three who have 
left care, obviously it varies from one 
authority to another and from one children’s 
home in one authority to another children’s 
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home in the same authority—there are good 
homes and bad homes, and the good ones, 
like Michelle’s home, they have group 
meetings once a month where staff and 
residents sit down and talk about the 
problems. There are others where children are 
not involved—not having a chance to say a 
time when they go to bed or what food they 
are given when they come home from school 
or whether they can take the full amount of 
pocket money they are entitled to or maybe 
have some set aside each week for a holiday 
or saved up or things. It varies. 

1351. Which of the professional groups 
you have come into contact with in your life 
in homes do you think are those most likely 
to go ahead without any consultation at all 
with you? 

(Mr Parker.) Professional groups? 

1351. Yes—is it the people in charge of the 
homes? 

(Mr Parker.) A field social worker and the 
area team—whatever is the set up with the 
local authority. And the review body, they 
will make the decision when the review takes 
place. 

1353. Are the social workers supposed to 
be in contact with you not talking to you 
about the decisions that need to be made? 

(Mr Parker.) No, they are not, in most 
places. They are not talking to you about 
anything that happens to you. 

1354. How do social workers decide how 
they are going to dispose of you—if I may call 
it that? 

(Mr Parker.) They analyse and look at you 
and say “We have decided—this person 
cannot think for himself as he is in care and 
there is something wrong with him”. They 
think because they are professionally trained 
they can go ahead and make the decisions. We 
differ. We think the young person should be 
involved—he is well aware of his own 
background and experience and has 
something to add to it. I also think you would 
gei a better response from the people in care 
if they were involved. You would not have a 
lot of young people feeling anger and acting 
aggressively or even intelligently against the 
system. Either way they can send you into 
secure accommodation or assessment centres 
or CEPs—Continued Education Premises. 

1355. In all the homes you were in, you 
never had the opportunity to have a 
reasonable open discussion about what your 
future should be? 

(Mr Parker.) If you have lived in the 
system for a number of years—and basically 
the home is run to suit the members of staff, 
not the inmates. If you end up in a home at 
the end and they are quite liberal there with 
decisions made about you, you think “Jesus! 
What...?’’ You are used to the old system. 
It is very difficult to transfer from one to the 
other just like that! 

1356. What is your experience in this 
regard. Michelle? 

(Miss Downs.) In co-operation with the 
staff and the children themselves? 

1357. An opportunity to discuss 
matters—which groups of people did not 
discuss things with you when you felt they 
ought to have done? 

(Miss Downs.) None of them discussed 
anything with you, unless you asked them to. 
You have to make the first move. 

1358. You always have to make the 
approach? 

(MLs's Downs.) Yes. 

Mr Bennett 
1359. In Stockport are you not now able 

to be present at a review? 
(Miss Downs.) Yes, that’s right. 

1360. And also to see your files to a certain 
extent? 

(Mi.ss Downs.) I am not sure. 

Mr Ennals 
1361. What do you think about it ? Should 

you ask someone aged six what they think is 
best? Do you have a line say round about ten, 
or twelve or fourteen, when you think you 
should be consulted? 

(Mr Ellis.) Round about 13-ish. 
(Mr Parker.) We said at 13 people should 

be involved in the review. It should be a must. 
Below that it depends on the person and 
the situation really because is some 
authorities they would go down to eight or 
nine. I would like to start with that. They can 
be involved. Young people have a definite 
knowledge of what they want. Fostering—I 
remember a girl who had been fostered three 
times and three times it had broken down by 
the time she was nine. She said “No, I do not 
want to be fostered’’, but no one took any 
notice. That is the kind of thing they should 
take notice of. 
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Mr Bennett 
1362. Don’t you think there isan advantage 

in people being at a review at a very early age, 
not because they can participate but it makes 
it clear to them people are talking about what 
is going to happen and they are gradually 
brought into the situation; whereas if you are 
told suddenly “You are 12 and can now 
attend’’, some of the things you discover may 
come as a shock. But if you have in the back 
of your mind all that it suddenly does not 
come as a traumatic shock to be told a 
particular fact which is relevant to a review, 

(Mr Ellis.) Yes, we would agree with that. 
(Mr Parker.) Also what we are saying is 

not it should be 13 for review. We are saying 
the process should be that, by 13 you should 
be consulted consistently. 

1363. What about the number of social 
workers? One feeling is they ought to be a 
friend you can appeal to. Twenty years ago 
when people in most local authorities stayed 
in one place for a relatively long time, there 
was a chance someone in care might have one 
or two social workers throughout the period. 
Most people now work through a social 
worker on average every six to nine months. 
What is your experience? 

(Mr Parker.) How many social workers? 
About five or six I have had. 

1364. Do you feel you ever got on as a 
friend with any of the social workers? 

(Mr Parker.) Basically no. If you have so 
many social workers and they are making 
decisions you have not been involved in, you 
cannot trust them or feel friendly towards 
them. You basically cannot trust them. 

Mr Ennals 
1365. Do the others feel the same? 
(Mr Ellis.) If you have high turnover of 

staff which is a problem in local authority 
departments, it is difficult to be able to trust 
and build up a relationship with a social 
worker. It depends—one might have the same 
social worker since he came in, another might 
have five, two or three, I don’t know. 

1366. But you have never really had a close 
relationship. 

(Mr Ellis.) You can have a close 
relationship with residential workers, not 
field workers who visit you once in a blue 
moon. It is depressing for residential workers 
because they don’t have the power to make 
decisions in the end. It is the field workers 

who do. In a sense there should be more 
involvement with young people. It is the field 
worker who hardly ever sees you who takes 
control. 

Mr Bennett 
1367. You have a firm belief you should be 

able to see the whole of your files? What 
about information in the files which may 
relate to other members in the family? Do you 
sav you are entitled to see their information 
as well as yours? How far is there a right of 
confidentiality in the files to information 
which may relate to your parents or brothers 
and sisters? 

(Miss Simpson.) That is quite difficult. If 
you are in care you can go home and live with 
the family. If all the family is at home I do 
not see any reason why you should not know 
anything the social worker knows about the 
family. The young person has to go and live 
there and perhaps find out these things 
afterwards. There needs to be a law so that 
young people can have access to their files. 
I saw my files. I was not supposed to. I think 
there should be a law for access to files, 
whether it is looking at the files themselves or 
the social worker can go over the file with the 
young person and if there are any questions 
everything can be explained. 

Mr Smith 
1368. At what age? 
(Miss Simpson.) Obviously, children who 

are only two are not going to understand 
about their file. 

1369. For a child of six or seven it could 
be extremely upsetting or for one even older. 
What age do you propose? 

(Mr Ellis.) We are saying young people 
should have access. When they leave care they 
should be given their file. 

1370. That is a slightly different 
proposition. I was understanding they should 
have access to their files while in care. 

(Mr Parker.) They should have access to 
their files. At a younger age they have a live 
history book in terms of photographs and 
writing on their background. What we lack 
for those in care a long time is the 
background—what it is and where you come 
from. That would satisfy young children; but 
when you are older you can debate all 
day long about the nature of understanding. 
At this point they could start looking into the 
details. Denise has something to say about 
reading information inside the file. 
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(Miss Simpson.) When I read my files I 
found out the Social Services Department 
had discussed putting me in Moss Side, which 
is an adult mental hospital in Manchester. 
They did not write down any reason why they 
thought I should be put there. It was just, 
“We think she should be put there”—which 
was just ridiculous. There is nothing wrong 
with me. Obviously I do not need to be locked 
up. But they had other ideas. It is things like 
that. I was glad I read my file to find out 
exactly how they work. 

Mr Bennett 
1371. What about consultation on actually 

being placed, whether it is in a foster home 
or with a particular children’s home? How far 
do you feel people should be consulted and 
how far can it be a very real consultation? If 
you are going to be placed in a foster home, 
it is hard to make a judgment in a short period 
of time as to what people are going to be like. 

(Miss Downs.) If you are going to be 
placed in a residential home or foster home 
there should be a period, a time, when you 
go to visit, to get to know the people. If it 
suits, fine; if it doesn’t you can make other 
arrangements. 

1372. You do not think visiting is 
artificial? You tend to do things specially if 
a foster child is coming to make it more 
interesting, whereas actually living in a 
household for a long time it may not be as 
good. In a sense it is the way you get on in 
a household in the difficult periods rather 
than in the easy, good periods, isn’t it? 

(Miss Downs.) I do not think people are 
able to put on an act for, say, a week. You 
cannot keep it up that long. If you wanted to 
foster anyway I do not think they would put 
on an act because they would want the child. 

Mr Ennals 
1373. You would not know after a week if 

you were going to settle down in that time or 
whether they were going to settle down with 
you. 

(Miss Downs.) No, a week, then home, say, 
wherever you live at the moment, for a week, 
then there for a week or for weekend visits. 

Mr Bennett 
1374. How far do you think people are 

pressured into actually accepting fostering 
placements if it is suggested you ought to be 
trying to find a foster home? 

(Miss Downs.) I was just placed into one, 
I was not told or anything. 

1375. If you had had a choice would you 
perhaps have preferred to stay in a children’s 
home? 

(MLss Downs.) Yes, I think I would. I do 
not like the idea of two people trying to take 
over the place of your parents anyway. That 
is just my personal opinion. A lot of people 
agree with fostering and it has worked for 
them. 

Mr Bennett: The local authority can be 
said to provide fostering cheaper but there 
has also been an attitude that fostering is 
better and that has obviously put on a lot ol‘ 
pressure. You would firmly say a good 
children’s home would be, for you, preferable 
and you think for a lot of other children. 

Mr Ennals 

1376. Because you have this relationship 
with your mum, you know you are going to 
go and live with your mum, is that the reason 
really? 

(Miss Downs.) No, because the time I was 
fostered I was not even in contact with my 
mum. 

(Mr Ellis.) If children’s homes were run as 
they should be for the young people in them, 
run and involved with them, I think you 
would probably find there would be quite a 
large number of young people who would be 
quite happy to stop in community homes 
rather than going into fostering. 

Mr Lewis 
1377. What do you mean, if the children’s 

homes were run as they should be? 
(Mr Ellis.} Basically what we are saying, 

what we are told by young people, is that as 
Leon has already mentioned, a lot of the 
children’s homes in this country are run for 
the convenience of the staff who work in 
them, not, as it should be in our opinion, for 
the convenience and involvement of the kids 
who live in them. 

1378. What evidence have you of that ? 
(Miss Simpson.) For instance, decisions 

are made by members of staff, young people 
are not involved. Obviously that is for the 
convenience of those people. We are trying to 
get more responsibility as we are growing up, 
we need a chance to make decisions about our 
lives. 

(Mr Parker.) You make a distinction 
between fostering and residential care. You 
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are still in care, the same terms still apply with 
regard to breakdowns, what happens when 
you leave care. It is not the best option just 
because it saves money. That is the only real 
reason a lot of authorities look at it, not 
because it is the better form at all. 

Mr Rees-Davies 

1379. In homes for children in care as 
opposed to fostering do you think there ought 
to be, and is there, any set of rules and 
regulations to which you are supposed to 
conform? 

(Mr Parker.) In the home? Yes, we think 
rules and regulations should exist. 

1380. Do they? 
(Mr Parker.) Yes, they do. They exist in 

every home but young people are not 
involved in the making of those rules and 
regulations, it is the staff. Everybody here can 
tell you something about it: on the one hand 
there is a rule for staff and on the one hand 
a rule for kids—if the kids break it they get 
punished, if the staff break that rule nothing 
happens. What we feel is young people should 
be involved in making those rules and 
involved in the responsibilities of accepting 
the consequences of what should happen. 

Mr Ennals 

1381. You are not saying it should be the 
same rules for kids and staff, are you? 

(Mr Parker.) Yes. 

1382. If there is a certain bedtime, you are 
not saying all the staff  

(Mr Parker.) No, we are talking about 
ridiculous things as regards smoking and 
other things. 

Chairman 
1383. You think kids should smoke 

then—do you think anyone should smoke? 
(Mr Parker.) That is a question I am not 

going to answer. You can have a staff member 
who is a smoker who comes on duty and lets 
you smoke but staff who is a non-smoker 
comes on and will not let you smoke, and then 
you can smoke in one part of the home and 
not in the other part. If you get caught by 
the  

1384. To save the non-smokers from the 
foul smells. 

(Mr Parker.) There should be a smoker’s 
room. 

Mr Rees-Davies 

1385. Should there not be a rule “No 
smoking under 16”? I am not speaking as a 
non-smoker. 

(Mr Parker.) Michelle smokes and she is 
still in care, i hope she could answer. 

1386. I should have thought there was no 
smoking until age 16 and then in an 
appropriate place. 

(Miss Simpson.) It varies from home to 
home. In some homes you have to have 
parents’ permission to smoke, in others you 
can smoke at age 13, 14 or 15—it just 
depends. 

1387. They are all different, are they? 
There is no standard age? 

(Miss Simpson.) No. In some homes you 
cannot smoke at all. 

1388. Surely there ought at least to be a 
standard age for all homes throughout the 
country. 

(Mr Parker.) The point we are trying to 
get over is consistent rules and regulations. 
Certain rules and regulations should be 
abided by both staff and young people. When 
the staff feel like breaking the rules they 
should not have the power to break them. 

Mr Rees-Davies 

1389. You are going further and also say- 
ing that it might be a good idea; there might 
be an occasion on which those in care would 
have an opportunity to talk to the principal 
or some of the staff about the rules with a 
view not only to taking out some rules to 
which you object but also to put in another 
rule which might work. In some homes that 
does in fact happen? 

(Mr Parker.) It does in some homes. 

1390. In others it doesn’t? You are saying 
there should be a statement of policy by the 
DHSS that in fact there should be rules set 
down? 

(Mr Parker.) A statement of policy by the 
DHSS but also involving the young people. 

1391. And they should be encouraged to 
participate? 

(Mr Parker.) Right. 

1392. I would have thought rules on 
drinking and alcohol and smoking should be 
laid down and should be standard through- 
out the country. They are totally standard 
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in a large number of ordinary schools in the 
country. 

(Mr Parker.) We are talking about 
homes, not schools. At home parents can 
decide whether you smoke or drink. We are 
talking about living in a home, not school. 
This is supposed to be their home. 

Mr Bennett 
1393. You have suggested some homes 

have rules which are not fairly applied. How 
far do you feel they place too many restric- 
tions on things like dress, opportunities to 
choose your own holidays, that sort of 
thing? 

(Mr Parker.) The problem about that is 
Department management, because the 
Department has sets of rules and budgeting 
worked out. You can, for example, only have 
a summer holiday. There is no budget for 
winter holidays, which means you cannot 
take a winter instead of a summer holiday. 

1394. That happens in a lot of families. 
(Mr Parker.) I am talking about homes. 

1395. You can only choose within the 
bounds of the rules. 

(Mr Parker.) You can see how ridiculous 
the system can be at times—you will not get 
£20 to add to your winter holiday but a kid 
in a home got £20 to have his dog spayed. 
It seems ridiculous—why you can dish out 
£20 for a pet but not £20 for something else. 

Mr Bennett 
1396. Is that the policy of the local auth- 

ority or the skill of the young person to 
manipulate their social worker into recom- 
mending one and not the other? 

(Mr Parker.) The funds for certain 
things—you have certain funds for certain 
things; when they run out you have had it. 
That is the policy of the Department. You 
have people who have never stepped inside 
a home pulling all the purse strings. They 
are making decisions about what the 
finances are for children. 

1397. Would you like to see a children’s 
home which has so much money to be spent 
and that to be spent in consultation with the 
children? 

(Mr Parker.) It exists in things like petty 
cash; but young people have to learn how 
to handle money because they have to live 
with that. 

1398. You suggest the money should be 
handed over to the children so they have 
more say in spending it? 

(Mr Parker.) Obviously, on the clothing 
section yes—they should be given an allow- 
ance to buy their own clothes. 

1399. And holidays? 
(Mr Ellis.) Not necessarily money in the 

hands but a choice and chance to say where 
they feel they should go on holidays. 

(Mr Parker.) We have not done anything 
on holidays specifically. \ 

1400. This is not an area people complain 
about? 

(Mr Parker.) Not yet. 
(Mr Ellis.) The main areas are what we 

have said. 

Mr Lewis 
1401. We were told yesterday in one of 

the places we were at that so far as clothes 
and choice went someone would go out and 
advise her but not dictate how or what she 
should purchase so far as her clothes style 
was concerned. You seem to imply it is stan- 
dard throughout the country that you have 
to have just what the authorities say. 

(Mr Ellis.) You have in some cases. It is 
not a common practice every authority takes 
the young people out and gives them the 
choice—in some of the large assessment 
centres in the country you do not go to the 
shops but a cupboard where they have so 
many pairs of shoes, so many shirts, so many 
girls’ blouses. We want a system where 
young people can go with cash, on their own 
if capable and responsible, and being able 
to go with a member of staff or someone 
of their choosing. What we want is a system 
where people can go with cash and get the 
idea of handling money, so they know how 
to budget when they leave care. 

Mr Rees-Davies 
1402. What has been your experience of 

the juvenile court system? I imagine all of 
you have been at juvenile courts at difierent 
stages and some at several times. If you have, 
have you found it too formal? Or just tell 
us what you thought was wrong with it, 

(Mr Ellis.) I have no experience of what 
you are talking about, so I cannot tell you. 

1403. Has any one of you been before the 
juvenile courts more* than once? 

(Miss Simpson.) I have, yes. 
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1404. I thought you might have been. 
(Miss Simpson.) 1 didn’t know whether 

you thought that because we were all in care 
then we must all be criminals. You didn’t 
make that clear. 

1405. You went because of running away? 
(Miss Simpson.) No, I went to court for 

getting in trouble. 
(Mr Parker.) In court proceedings there 

is only one section when children are 
represented. When parental rights are being 
taken away you are not represented. In any 
court proceedings you should be present or 
represented or somebody should be there to 
represent them at courts. 

1406. What do you feel about parental 
rights and the importance or otherwise 
of  

(Mr Parker.) They fine your parents up 
to 18. After 18 they don’t give a damn. They 
are not taking their parenthood seriously, if 
they are proper parents. There needs to be 
changes in the legislation regarding that. 

1407. What do you want to say about the 
courts? 

(Miss Simpson.) The question about 
juvenile courts, that is all. It is just I have 
been there several times. 

1408. There was nothing wrong with the 
system as you saw? 

(Miss Simpson.) With the juvenile court 
itself? I thought they were just too formal. 
It didn’t do anything to help me. It was sup- 
posed to be a juvenile court. It was a magis- 
trate’s court with juveniles in it. They are 
set out differently from juvenile courts. 

1409. How old were you? 
(Miss Simp.wn.) Thirteen. 
Mr Ennals: And none of the others has 

had experience of juvenile courts? No. 

Mr Winterton 
1410. Did you get justice when you went 

before those courts you have referred to? 
Did you in fact get fair treatment? 

(Miss Simpson.) One of the times my 
social worker had to write the report. I have 
since read that report. They are supposed to 
be unbiased, but there was nothing positive 
in the report at all, so obviously it didn’t 
go in my favour. Everything in there was just 
bad—and no one is bad all the time. I didii’t 
get time to look at the report until after the 
magistrates had read it themselves. 

Mr Lewis 
1411. Would your organisation like to see 

some other authority set up and the magis- 
trate’s court abolished? 

(Mr Ellis.) We have not actually talked 
about the courts. 

Mr Ennals 
1412. We talked earlier about the social 

workers and how difficult it was to get a rela- 
tionship with them. Do you feel if you have 
a bad relationship with a social worker when 
you would like to have a good relationship 
that you should be able to opt to change 
your social worker? 

(Mr Ellis.) Yes. 
(Mr Parker.) Yes. They should have a list 

of social workers available. 

1413. You would like to mark up the 
good and bad ones? 

(Mr Parker.) That brings us on to a ser- 
ious thing. 

Chairman 
1414. All the questions are very serious. 
(Mr Parker.) I am talking about the fol- 

low-up on social workers, whether they are 
good or bad. We have discovered in many 
institutions social workers are being caught 
practising sexual abuse and other humilating 
things on children and they are not kicked 
out of the system but they tend to go into 
other children’s homes. 

1415. You think they should be removed? 
(Mr Parker.) Yes. 

Mr Ennals 
1416. Do you mean following a convic- 

tion they are still there—after a conviction? 
(Mr Parker.) No. Stories have come out 

of institutions where Heads of homes are 
doing things and the authority will try to get 
rid of the staff involved but they can find 
themselves back in the system again in 
another area of residential work. I know of 
a school now where the headmaster still runs 
it and I can think of things he did which 
could take up a court case and he is still 
there. There is a lack of communication and 
a communication breakdown in residential 
establishments and what happens in them. 
There is something amiss. If you had an in- 
dependent complaints procedure available to 
young people, then these instances could be 
nipped in the bud. 
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Mr Winterton 
1417. Are you talking about just bad 

practices being followed by a particular Head 
of an establishment or institution, or are you 
talking about criminal practices and what I 
would describe as illegal sexual practices? 

(Mr Parker.) Both. 

1418. All three or the latter two—criminal 
practices and forms of sexual abuse? 

(Mr Parker.) All of them. The sexual one 
is a criminal one. 

1419. I was trying to narrow it down. 
(Mr Parker.) Abuse of young people, 

mental, physical or otherwise. 

Mr Ennals 

1420. You think there is a cover-up going 
on in local authorities where evidence is 
available which is hushed up and people are 
alleged to have carried out alleged offences 
which have been covered up and they may 
continue committing these same offences, as 
it were? 

(Mr Parker.) Yes. 

Mr Rees-Davies 
1421. In the homes with which you were 

associated did you not have any complaints 
procedure in which you could lay a complaint 
at all? 

(Mr Parker.) No. 

Chairman 

1422. Did you ever try to complain to the 
Director of the home? 

(Mr Ellis.) For example, in one home I 
have been from 13 to 18 everyone went to 
bed seven days a week at 10 o’clock. That is 
reasonable during the week. At the weekend 
it isn’t. We wrote to the Director of Social 
Services who sent an Assistant Director up to 
see us. She sat with us and talked to me and 
the officer in charge and things changed for 
a while. After a few weeks they went back 
again. You can complain to your field social 
worker but chances are it goes back to the 
staff of the home and they will either deduct 
your pocket money or stop you going home 
or do something. 

Mr Winterton 

1423. As regards the more serious 
complaints, where young people have been 
abused, sexually assaulted and that sort of 

thing, what opportunity do you have to 
complain there? Have you had such 
complaints to lodge? Have you done so, and 
is so, what has happened? 

(Mr Parker.) There have been complaints 
come to us about these kinds of incidents. 
One example—a Head of a home up on an 
assault charge; the young person did not go 
through with the procedures  

Chairman 

1424. Was that physical assault against a 
girl or a boy? 

(Mr Parker.) A boy. They were threatened 
by the whole procedure and worried about 
what would happen in court. He lacked 
support. On the one hand the authority was 
representing the young person and on the 
other hand the social worker. 

Mr Lewis 

1425. They hushed it up, did they? 
(Mr Parker.) No, but it needs to be 

changed. For example, complaints can be 
crushed very easily, even from staff. If the 
Head of the home is the person the allegation 
has been made against, he has the power to 
sack that member of staff or move you to 
another institution. You can push him off to 
a secure unit. 

1426. He can do that, and are you going 
to complain if someone can stick you in a 
secure unit? 

(Miss Simp.wn.) Can I say something 
about it? With all the units I have been in and 
went through I was running off so I was 
locked up and because I was locked up I ran 
off. I do not know if you read the evidence 
I wrote but on the second page there is a 
report by a well-known psychologist which 
says because of the situation I was in then the 
way I acted out was reasonable. It says I did 
not appear to be particularly delinquent in the 
way I behaved because “since they are 
patterns of behaviour which people normally 
develop in situations where they are confined 
against their will, unless controls are very 
tight or a programme is created to avoid 
conflict situations.” So what I am trying to 
say is that here a professional person is saying 
that I was a normal person, there was nothing 
basically wrong with what I did, I was locked 
up against my will, drugged up and nothing 
I could do a^ut it at all. If that was to go 
on outside in a normal family there would be 
a stink about it but because I was in the care 
of the social services they could do what they 
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wanted to me and no one said a word—this 
is just left in the back of my file. 

1427. Would you say that was evidence 
they used to stop you from going to Moss 
Side? 

(Miss Simpson.) They did not think of 
sending me to Moss Side until I was 12. The 
psychologist’s report was written a year and 
a half after the social workers thought of 
sending me to Moss Side. 

Mr Ennals 
1428. When you come out of care, when 

you leave care, what is the biggest gap that 
you notice in the present services? Do you 
suddenly feel let down or liberated? 

(Miss Downs.) You are in, then you are 
out—that is that. 

Mr Rees-Davies 
1429. Do you feel you need more support ? 
(Miss Downs.) A great deal of support is 

needed. 

Chairman 
1430. What sort would you like to have? 
(Mr Parker.) There need to be some 

statutory changes. Authorities do not give 
assistance to young people leaving 
care—financial assistance, assistance in 
finding accommodation or further education. 
It is only discretionary, only who you know 
and what you know. If the social worker is 
good they can help you. 

1431. How much money are you given? 
(Mr Ellis.) With some authorities you are 

not given nothing. 

1432. You are put out of the door with no 
money in your pocket—where are you 
supposed to go? 

(Mr Ellis.) They do not realise this money 
is available. It is left up to the authorities as 
to whether you should be given it. For 
example, in Bradford which is a very good 
authority you can get £300 welfare and 
furnish a flat, get pots and pans and so on, 
but there are other authorities, and there are 
even social workers, who are not aware that 
this lump sum of money exists. There are also 
the educational social workers, they need to 
be told. They are mainly the three areas 
concerned. More preparation whilst in care 
is needed, you should be able to do cooking, 
washing, ironing, shopping, more of that 
going on. In some places there is not enough. 

There needs to be more support, not Just 
financial support, i worried about loneliness 
in moving out from a children’s home to a flat 
on my own. What about forms from the 
DHSS? Who are your parents and 
guardians? That is the sort of support you 
need. There should be an office or social 
worker where you can go and where you 
know you can get advice. What about, for 
example, the social worker who the day 
before you officially leave care says “I am 
going to a course in Wolverhampton for two 
years and I am not going to see you“? You 
need to go to someone where you can get 
advice. 

Mr Rees-Davies 

1433. Does the careers officer come to see 
you? 

(Mr Ellis.) That is to do with school and 
education. I am talking about personal life. 
If you want to see your parents whom you 
have not seen since you were two, where do 
you go to find out where your parents live and 
if it is possible to go and see them? So there 
is preparation support and there is also a need 
for more half-way houses and flatlets where 
some will need to be supervised. Some kids 
are a bit slower, some should be 
semi-supervised. There are some like 
Bradford, which was mentioned in the report, 
where you are not supervised at all but are 
supported by an independent group of five 
people who are concerned to help you. There 
needs to be more of that, there is not enough. 

Mr Winterton 
1434. Does not legislation really solve 

that? You are saying you would like to see 
this done more frequently. Do you think 
legislation is an answer? Are you saying 
Parliament must lay down that these facilities 
should be statutorily provided by a local 
authority? 

(Mr Ellis.) I am not saying for the rest of 
his life but certainly for the first two or three 
years after leaving care, which is more 
difficult. 

(Miss Simpson.) I am not saying they 
should do it, but if the young person wants 
advice; it should not be thrust upon them. It 
should be you can have the help if you want 
it. 

1435. You do not think guidelines from 
the DHSS would be the answer? You are 
saying you want this statutorily laid down, 
but on the other hand you do not want it 
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forced down your throat. If laid down in 
statute, they will force it down your throat. 

(Miss Simpson.) You get social workers 
when you have left care who may turn up 
everyday or just the next day—and when you 
need them they are not there, not to be found. 

Mr Bennett 
1436. On a Sunday evening at one home 

sometimes about twenty people would drop 
in who had been in the children’s home and 
gone out of care. 

(Mr Parker.) It is not very common. 

1437. Can you think of one would want to 
go back to? 

(Mr Ellis.) The one I can think of has 
closed down unfortunately. 

(Mr Parker.) The homes change staff so 
it is limited. At present a large proportion 
who leave care are put in hostels, bed-sit land, 
Soho—it’s like “Cathy come 
home’’—prisons, the army, they are all hived 
off to other institutions, all the way along the 
line. It is hard to break out and become 
independent and the Social Services don’t 
help you on that. 

Mr Smith 
1438. An important part is preparation— 

the last year you are in care. 
(Mr Parker.) The authorities do not have 

policies about knowing what you are doing 
when you leave care. They need to have a 
statutory policy and to be trained. Social 
workers do not know what they are doing. 

(Mr Ellis) There’s a social worker in 
Bradford I know who still sees her kids of 
23 or 24. To do that she must work from 
9 in the morning to 11 at night. We can 
appreciate the large case loads of social 
workers, but as Mrs Short will be aware. 

Bradford have announced last week they will 
spend £20,000 on two full-time social 
workers specifically to help and support 
young people once they have left care—not 
the elderly or the handicapped. We hope the 
authority makes it known to all young 
people leaving care that these two social 
workers are available for advice and support. 
Bradford is quite advanced. It is not wide- 
spread common practice. 

Mr Bennett 

1439. It is the fact that it is useful to be 
able to drop in for a Sunday meal you have 
not had to pay for and cook. 

(Mr Ellis.) That goes on anyway. 

1440. As far as someone who comes out 
of care? 

(Mr Parker.) It depends on how you got 
on with the home or the social worker. It 
is not a thing that is generally pushed that 
they should do. 

Chairman 

1441. We have had a very good session 
with you. Thank you very much indeed for 
your help. Is there anything more you would 
like to say? 

(Mr Parker.) One, the Government 
should look at the regulations regarding 
reviews which have not been administered. 
Also we think you should give us the com- 
plaints procedure. Also we hope the Select 
Committee will look kindly OM the support 
and setting up of local grou';>s like ours to 
get information to you of wnat happens to 
young people in care. 

Chairman: Thank you very much indeed; 
we are most grateful to you. 
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Memorandum submitted by the Family Rights Group 

INTRODUCTION 
The overall purpose of Family Rights Group is to examine how the Welfare State, through 
the statutory social services and the courts, serves the needs of those children and their 
families who are considered to be “at risk” or who have already been received into care. 
We therefore welcome this opportunity to submit evidence to the Committee’s inquiry into 
children in care. 

Our submission is based on the lessons we have learnt from representing families and 
advising social workers and lawyers during the past seven years. We also draw on our 
experience as local authority and voluntary sector social workers, as lawyers in private 
practice, as social work and law lecturers, and as welfare rights advisors. 

This paper is in two parts. In the first, we consider the reasons behind the taking of 
children into care. We suggest that most parents who have been separated from their children 
are hard-pressed but caring people who desperately want to provide for their own children 
but lack the resources to do so. Money, housing and day care facilities are three of their 
most pressing needs. We argue for a massive shift of emphasis and cash to practical preven- 
tive work to enable families to survive together in the community. 

In the second section, we consider the way families are treated once children are in public 
care. We press for changes in the rules governing welfare benefits and parental contributions 
to ease the financial burden on poor families. We surest that social workers should be 
more ready to use their permissive powers to help children in care keep in contact with 
their families and we argue that parents should be directly involved in the plans that are 
made for their children. We make recommendations about changes in policy and practice. 
in relation to statutory reviews, case conferences and foster placements and we advocate 
a change in the law so that the decisions of social workers on the upbringing of children 
in care—in particular in relation to access to their families—can be independently reviewed 
by the courts. 

1. THE REASONS BEHIND THE TAKING OF CHILDREN INTO CARE 

Government statistics, research studies and the casework of agencies such as ours show 
a clear link between poverty and child separation. 

While official statistics make no provision for recording children as being received into 
public care on account of family poverty, the annual statistics produced by DHSS show 
that children in care come disproportionately from geographical areas of social deprivation. 
Those inner London boroughs with extensive poverty, overcrowding and inadequate housing 
conditions have over three times the national average number of children in care. The 
same picture emerges in the depressed urban areas outside London.' 

A recent study in Newcastle revealed that over 80 per cent of children in the care of 
that local authority came from families living at supplementary benefit level.^ 

An earlier (1974) study by the Portsmouth Social Services Research and Intelligence Unit 
showed that over two-thirds of the children in care came from the city’s five wards with 
the highest proportion of low wage earners, lone parents and poor housing conditions. 
Almost half of the parents of children in care at the time of the study had been unemployed 
when their children entered care.^ 

A 1978 study of all the children in care in one part of Wandsworth presented an overall 
picture of families with desperately low incomes, no savings and accommodation in the 
least desirable type of council estate.** Additionally, children from families headed by a 
lone parent are three times as likely as other children to be in public care.® 

Many children are, of course, removed from their parents for reasons in no way connected 
with poverty and many poor families survive with their family units intact. We are not 
saying that poverty inevitably leads to child separation nor that it is the only reason for 
children coming into care. What is true, though, is that the children of the poor are more 
likely than other sections of the population to be taken away from their parents. It is 
our experience that most parents who have been separated from their children as a result 
of voluntary or compulsory action by the local authority are hard-pressed but caring people 
who desperately want to provide for their own children but lack the resources to do so. 
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Many of the families that we have advised have been denied or have had less access than 
others to the kind of facilities that would be a help to parents looking after their children— 
gardens, nearby play spaces, nurseries, playgroups, meeting places where parents can have 
a break from their children in each other’s company. When these facilities are not available, 
the stresses and strains of child care are made more acute when families feel trapped by 
having to live in high-rise flats or small cramped rooms on stigmatised and vandalised 
estates. In addition to these physical constraints the poverty they experience burdens them 
with the added pressures of threatened or actual fuel disconnection, of queuing for hours 
for benefit giros that have been delayed or lost in the post, of struggling with bills for 
food, rent and clothing that can never all be paid in full. Money, housing and day care 
facilities were three of the most pressing needs of the 500 families throughout England 
and Wales that Family Rights Group’s solicitor and social worker have represent^ or 
given detailed advice to during the past three years. 

(a) Money 
Many families lack the basic income which they need to provide adequate care for their 
children. 

One mother was forced to try to keep herself and her two toddlers on her weekly 
child benefit of £10*50. Her husband was unemployed and, because of earlier default 
on maintenance payments to his former wife, he was unwilling to claim unemployment 
or supplementary benefit for his new family. The mother did her best to feed and 
clothe her children but eventually her social worker said she would have to remove 
the children from her. When she gave evidence in court the social worker said that 
the mother would have given her children enough to eat had she been able to afford 
to. The social worker also admitted that she did not know of the supplementary benefit 
regulation which would have enabled the mother to claim full benefit for herself and 
her children on the grounds that the husband was refusing to claim for them. 

The lack of money invariably penalises families who are involved in care proceedings. 
The decision to commit a child to care is one of the most important that can be made 
by a court, yet parents have only limited rights to speak in court, to call evidence and 
to enlist the help of a solicitor. The average cost of £200 involved in paying for a solicitor 
in a care case is well beyond the means of almost all the families we have represented 
free of charge. We have, therefore, welcomed the recent announcement from the Government 
that legal aid will soon be extended to parents in care proceedings and we sincerely hope 
that that provision will be implemented before the end of the current financial year. But 
we have suggested that the present proposals to implement Section 64 of the Children Act 
1975 will not be sufficient to fully ensure that justice is seen to be done when a care case 
comes before the court. 

We say this for two reasons. First, legal aid will not be available to all parents but 
only to those in cases where the court perceives a conflict of interest between parents and 
child. But how is the court supposed to make a decision about that without first hearing 
the case and how can parents put their case properly without the help of a solicitor? Our 
second worry is that even if parents do have legal representation they will still not be 
on an equal footing with the local authority because they will not be a party to the proceed- 
ings. In recent months our solicitor and the parents he was representing were turned away 
from magistrates courts on the grounds that since parents are not parties to the case they 
had no place in court. Our solicitor has also been denied the chance to speak for parents 
who wanted to ask the court to discharge the care order on their child. The court refused 
to hear the case because the solicitor acting for the child objected to the parent’s application. 
As the law stands at present, when the two parties to the case—the local authority and 
the child—both oppose such an application then the parents, regardless of whether or not 
they qualify for legal aid, are unable to present their case to the court. 

It is our view that legal aid should be extended to all parents and that parents should 
become a party to the proceedings with the same rights as the local authority and the 
child’s solicitor to address the court and to call witnesses. We hope that the Government 
can be persuaded to use this obvious opportunity to rectify these anomalies. 
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(b) Housing 
A family’s cramped, unhealthy or otherwise inadequate housing is one of the factors that 
can lead to social work involvem;^t. Three of Family Rights Group’s most difficult cases 
last year involved families who, at the birth of their child, had nowhere decent to 
live. Two families, from Essex and Hertfordshire, were in caravans, one with a leaking 
roof and the other exceptionally draughty. The third mother, from Dorset, was turned 
out of her parents’ home and subsequently had to leave a mother and baby home with 
her baby when she objected to the matron’s proposal to place two more mothers and babies 
in her small room. In all three cases the social services were alerted to the inadequate 
housing conditions and the children were received or committed to care and placed with 
foster parents. In all three cases the parents have been told that they may never see their 
children again: one of the children has already been adopted against the wishes of his 
parents. 

Some eight years ago the National Children’s Bureau‘s defined disadvantaged children 
as being those from a family of four or more children or with only one parent, living 
on a low income, and growing up in poor housing conditions. The overall effect of these 
three factors is children “born to fail’’. The underachievement which consistently occurred 
under such conditions could not be attributed to something inside the children but to the 
circumstances of their life. And the Select Committee on Violence in the Family—while 
stressing that non-accidental injury occurs in all social classes—has pointed to the tensions 
created by poor housing conditions. 

“We were impressed by the number of parents we saw who had experienced severe 
housing problems which contributed to their difficulties with their children... inade- 
quate housing produces a great deal of stress in parents and can turn difficult but 
normal circumstances of child upbringing into almost impossible ones. A crying, teething 
baby needs a lot of patience even in adequate housing, but where a family is sharing 
accommodation or in a bedsitter, or in badly sound-proofed accommodation, the worry 
of the crying upsetting other other people can create very great strain. Similarly, trying 
to keep quiet or keep others quiet so that a baby can sleep, produces great strain 
in cramped conditions.’’’’ 

The Housing (Homeless Persons) Act 1977 has done much to reduce the number of 
separated families by placing a duty on local authorities to house children with their parents. 
But the quality of housing remains to be tackled. At present some 8,900 children are in 
care under the official category of “unsatisfactory home conditions’’. The current restrictions 
on housing expenditure will increase the plight of many families who are waiting for improve- 
ments and repairs to be done or who are desperate for a decent home of their own. Social 
workers and politicians should not underestimate the extent to which appalling living condi- 
tions can push the stress level in families just that much too far for otherwise capable 
people. Some families, once rehoused—and thereby eliminating one of the three stresses 
that lead to children’s failure—have the time, the space and the energy to cope with other 
difficulties without help. 

A single parent with four children aged 14 to 8 was referred to the social work agency 
because it was feared that she would have another nervous breakdown. She had received 
psychiatric treatment in the past. The housing conditions were bad and the family 
income came from supplementary benefit. The eldest girl had been cautioned for shop- 
lifting and her mother was afraid to let her out in the evening as their accommodation 
was in the city’s red-light area. One of the boys banged his head against the bedroom 
wall at night. This violent rocking sometimes collapsed his bed and continually woke 
his brother and sister who shared the same room. The other boy wet the bed every 
night. Their mother complained about the house. The only water supply was in the 
kitchen and that had just a small water heater. There was no bathroom and only 
an outside toilet. One of the bedrooms was too damp to use and there was nowhere 
for the children to play or entertain their friends. 
The agreed aim of social work intervention was rehousing. It took five months of 
negotiations with the local authority before the family was ofibred a modern, three-bed- 
roomed, centrally-heated home. The daughter was allowed out at night and the mother’s 
anxiety ceased. The youngest boy didn’t wet the bed again. The other boy was given 
a legless bed in the middle of the floor and told to rock as much as he wanted because 
it did not matter and would not disturb anyone. This habit simply died away. 
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(c) Day care 

As many of us know from our experience as parents, children benefit from contact with 
other children and with adults other than their own parents. Parents, too, benefit from 
the opportunity to earn a wage, to meet other people and to have relief from the very 
exacting task of caring for children full-time. 

But the unsatisfied demand for day care pi^es is staggeringly high: it has been estimated 
that some 145,000 places are needed for children from one-parent families alone, but that 
figure is higher than the total of all places currently provided.® And those places that are 
available are not fairly distributed between social classes. An official survey in 1977’ found 
that although the desire for places was uniformly high across all classes, the proportion 
of families who had got a place was much higher in professional and managerial families 
(40 per cent) than in families of semi and unskilled manual workers (24 per cent). The 
same unequal picture emerged when housing rather than occupation was looked at: the 
survey found that children in inadequate housing were less likely than others of the same 
age to use nurseries. 

A different sort of day care is that provided by home-helps, family aides and home makers 
who go into the home each day or live in for a while to help the family through a difficult 
period. It may be that one parent has left home, or is overburdened by the task of caring 
for the children, or is disabled or mentally disturbed. The task of the helper may be to 
see the children off to school and be there when they return, to organise the shopping 
and cooking, to give the house a spring-clean, or to work with the parents to improve 
standards of child care. 

Our casework points to the importance of day care in helping some low income families 
to keep their children. One of the parents that we advised explained the good practice 
adopt^ in her local authority: 

“The social worker is now gradually helping Emma return to us. The foster parents 
have been wonderful in encouraging me to see Emma. Right through the dark days 
of my illness I saw her every day. Now I have recovered my self-esteem, got a job 
and paid off my debts. The foster mother is acting as a childminder in the mornings 
so that I can keep my job.” 

Official studies back up this direct knowledge that we have. Devon Social Services Depart- 
ment reported, in 1979, that in the three divisions with the highest rate of day care provision 
a particularly low proportion of the child population was in care and had been admitted 
to care during the previous two years. The reverse was true for divisions with poor pre-school 
provision. The report stated that the evidence was strong enough to suggest that a continuing 
increase in day care facilities would result in fewer young children needing to be received 
into care, fewer needing to remain in care, and fewer being at risk of non-accidental injury. 
Two years later the local authority re-affirmed its commitment to coordinated services for 
the under-fives, recognising “the support and enrichment that such services can bring to 
family life and to early parental experience, and the support the services offer to parents 
under stress.” 

(d) Social workers' response to lack of resources 
In addition to the problems we have described, families may then discover that they do 
not receive the sort of practical help they had hoped to get from the social services depart- 
ment. In recent years there has been a great increase in social work activity in connection 
with children. This springs, in part at least, from the fear of public censure if a child is 
wrongly left at home. Unfortunately, the intentions of the social services department are 
too often seen to be taking a child away rather than actively helping a family to stick 
together. Many parents feel strongly that they would have been able to cope if they had 
had more practical help with problems, but their expectation of receiving such help from 
the social services department is remarkably low. In the Wandsworth study mentioned ear- 
lier, the detaile ‘ interviews of parents revealed that some parents had felt grateful for a 
letter written on their behalf while others felt unable to mention practical difficulties at 
all to their social worker. Some social workers, even when aware of their clients’ difficulties 
with housing or social security, did not appear to have considered that tackling these difficul- 
ties was an important part of their job. 
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All too often, in our experience, the practical problems that clients face are neglected 
as the department concentrates on giving “social work support”; This may be a reaction 
to the powerlessness that many social workers feel when faced with the scale of poverty 
with which they have to deal. It may also have something to do with the training that 
social workers receive: in our view CQSW courses impart very little about how to help 
clients tackle the practical problems of life, preferring instead to focus on the individual 
pathology of clients by skimming the surface of subjects such as psychology, therapy, coun- 
selling and analysis. 

As a result, many newly-qualified social workers emerge from their professional training 
courses ill-equipp^ to deal with the kind of problems affecting so many clients living in 
depressed inner-city areas. Moreover, what they have been taught on their courses will 
have defined for field workers and managers alike the range of activities that merit the 
status of professional social work. Ironically, the relative neglect of welfare rights and other 
practical issues may tend to inhibit social workers from acquiring such knowledge, since 
it may be seen as outside their proper “professional” role, even though the need for such 
expertise will be continuously reinforced by their daily contact with families. Yet it is difficult 
to see how proper casework plans for these families can be made without some basic ground- 
ing in welfare rights given the importance of trying to identify all the limited courses of 
action open to those who have so few resources. 

In 1978, some 11,300 children were received into care because the family was homeless, 
or the home conditions were unsatisfactory, or there was a lone parent who was unable 
to cope. Our experience suggests that a high proportion of parents with children in care 
would have been able to provide for their children if they had been offered the practical 
support they needed to supplement their own care of their children. 

The overriding need is for an income that will adequately provide for the upbringing 
of children. Organic poverty is a problem for central government to tackle; as long as 
central government fails to tackle it, the children of the poor will inevitably remain vulnerable 
to being removed from their families who want to provide for them but cannot. At a local 
level, local authorities cannot be expected to make good the inadequacies of the welfare 
system. But there is nevertheless much that they can do. Social workers can start to ensure 
that a family receives its full legal entitlement to state support and can be prepared to 
take up the cudgels on behalf of their clients. Liaising with the social security office and 
housing department can be time-consuming tasks but negotiations are speeded up when 
social workers have been trained to detect the problem quickly and then tackle it with 
knowledge and certainty. 

(e) The distribution of local authority resources 
Social workers can also check that the maximum help possible is forthcoming from the 
social services department itself. Day-care, after-school care, home helps, evening babysit- 
ting, short breaks from the children, informal support groups—all these may help to enable 
parents to cope with their responsibilities and all can legally be provided for by the social 
services department. But they demand an imaginative use of the authority’s permissive power 
to spend money to prevent the need for children coming into care. Sadly, for hard-pressed 
families there is often far too little help available between simple advice giving plus occasional 
cash handouts and the despairing admission to care. This is in sharp contrast to the imagina- 
tive schemes that are being developed by some authorities to relieve the problems of daily 
living for the elderly and for parents of mentally handicapped children. For example, we 
know of one scheme where parents of handicapped children are put in contact with several 
other families nearby and can call on them to take over care of their handicapped child— 
without the child coming into care and without a social worker being contacted each time—to 
give the parents a short break from their child. We have also heard about the scheme 
in Kent which enables a social worker to spend up to three quarters of the weekly cost 
of residential care for the elderly if the money spent in the community will mean that 
the elderly person does not need to go into residential accommodation. 

But the more flexible use of cash that we advocate demands, as well as imagination, 
a shift of emphasis in local authority spending patterns. For, while local authorities are 
under a general duty to prevent the reception of children into care, their main priority 
tends to be to spend money first on their specific legal duties. What little is left may then 
be made available for their non-specific duties and discretionary powers. When compared 
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with the amounts spent on children in care, the amount spent on prevention is tiny indeed. 
For the year ending March 1977, the total authority expenditure on preventive and suppor- 
tive services was £4,200,000 out of a total personal social services budget of 
£1,014,624,000—about 0*4 per cent. 

The contrast hits home all the more clearly when we consider the spending patterns 
within individual local authorities. Last year, for instance, Richmond had a budget of only 
£3,000 for payments under Section 1 of the Child Care Act 1980 to prevent the need to 
receive children in care, but spent £i million pounds on placements on children in care 
out of the borough. Lewisham spent £2{ million out of the borough but could finance 
the wages of only six homecare workers to help local families through their difficulties. 
In the same borough, applications for day nursery places for children are divided into 
a number of priority groupings. 

Only children in the top group stand any chance of getting a place. The criteria for 
joining this group is that the child has a lone parent or is on the child abuse register. 
In 1981, there were 500 children on the waiting list in the top group alone; as a result, 
a nursery place was available only to those children who were thought to have been abused 
already. 

We believe that a massive shift of emphasis and cash to practical preventive work would 
make an enormous difference to the chances of families surviving together in the community. 
Besides being right in itself, this approach might also be cheaper. The Devon study mention^ 
earlier pointed to “the strong association between the level of pre-school provision and 
the reduced level of demand on other county council services,” A similar study in the 
London borough of Barnet concluded that “it would be a false economy at times of financial 
stringency to concentrate work on statutory child care obligations, ie, children placed in 
the care of the council, at the expense of maintaining or even strengthening the resources 
which will keep children out of care and give support to parents to achieve that aim.”“ 

2. TREATMENT OF FAMILIES ONCE CHILDREN ARE IN CARE 

Successive go.vernments have made it clear in legislation that children received into care 
should not linger there. Local authorities are under a duty to secure the return of children 
in voluntary care to their parents, relatives or friends wherever possible, and they have 
permissive powers to pay cash to help reduce the time children stay in care. As with preven- 
tive work, the practical help most families need, and that social workers have power to 
provide, can make all the difference between family links being maintained or lost and 
between children growing up in care or in their own community. Our casework highlights 
the way in which law and local authority practice can work against families being re-united 
once children have been separated from their parents. 

If families have money problems before their children go into care, these difficulties can 
and often do increase once children are in care. Some parents do not qualify for any financial 
support even when they are making regular contributions towards their child’s maintenance. 
Others are asked to pay a contribution that far exceeds their ability to pay. Most parents 
are still denied access to legal aid in care proceedings. And many fail to claim the benefits 
that are legally theirs. We believe it is important to give some priority to the money problems 
which affect families with children in care partly because of the direct link between poverty 
and care and partly because the rules which govern entitlement to benefits are even more 
complicated and obscure than usual. We have been struck by the number of enquiries 
we receive from social workers who are unable to make sense of complex benefit rules. 
We believe that reform of the following benefits and procedures would greatly ease the 
problems that crop up for families and social workers alike. 

(a) Child benefit 
State support to parents with children in care has been nibbled away in recent years as 
a result of budget changes in taxation and the child benefit scheme. Under the old rules, 
child tax allowance could be claimed throughout the year by parents whose children were 
away fron home, including these away in care. In addition, family allowance could be 
claimed, provided that the parent was contributing an equivalent amount in cash or kind 
to the upkeep of the child. With the disappearance of child tax allowances and the birth 
of the new child benefit scheme in 1979, there emerged a much tougher test for sofne parents. 
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especially those with children in care. Child benefit is now payable regularly only if a child 
is home from care for two consecutive nights each and every week. It is also payable for 
an odd week provided the child is at home for a full seven days. Payment is no longer 
linked to the cost incurred by the family, yet the expenses of maintaining a child frequently 
continue for the parents. 

One family that we advised had a handicapped child in a local authority home. The 
father was in full-time work but on a low income. The parents naturally wanted to 
keep up their relationship with the child and this meant regular expensive visits to 
the home as well as the cost of treats and presents for the child. They used to receive 
child tax allowance but now receive nothing because they are not able to care for 
their child at home. 

The problem can be just as acute when children who are in care come home to stay 
with their parents at weekends. Social workers regard this contact with the family as impor- 
tant but, all too often, families living on a low income find it an extremely difficult financial 
burden to have the child to stay. A child who is at home every weekend from Saturday 
morning to Sunday evening will not be able to get child benefit, even though in law child 
benefit is payable if a child is home for one day. This is because of the way in which 
the DHSS interpret the benefit regulations. Matters are made worse if the head of the 
household is sick or unemployed because, if child benefit is not payable, nor is the dependant 
child’s addition to sickness or unemployment benefit. 

One father that we advised gets invalidity benefit for himself, his wife and young 
daughter and he gets child benefit for the little girl too. But he gets no increase in 
either benefit when his son is at home for the weekend. To qualify for invalidity benefit 
increase for his son as a dependant child, the father would first have to qualify for 
child benefit for him. But he doesn’t qualify for that because the boy is not at home 
for two nights every week. His son has been in care for two years. He lives 100 miles 
away from his family and during term-time he goes home every third weekend. 
His parents meet him off the train at Waterloo on the Friday night. They then travel 
together on the underground to the east London council estate where they live. Last 
time, on the Saturday, the boy went to the football match with his older, brother while 
his mum bought him some much-needed socks and underpants. After lunch on Sunday 
the family saw the boy ofT again at the station. In the evening they counted the cost. 
£5*90, excluding two day’s food for a healthy fifteen year old. When they visited our 
office they were desperately worried about how they would provide for their son’s 
next home visit. 

With no savings, and no rights to other benefits, how are families like this to pay for 
the family life that they want to continue providing for their children? We believe that 
the simplest and fairest way is to continue paying child benefit each week for a child in 
care, as long as regular ex^nditure is incurred in connection with the child. That ruling 
applies to a family with a child in hospital. Benefit is paid unconditionally for the first 
20 weeks in hospital and continues after that if the parents have expenses to pay. DHSS 
records show that child benefit has not been withdrawn from any parent with a child in 
hospital: it is accepted that parents will want to keep up contact with their child and that 
they need money if they are to do that. The same applies to many of the parents with 
children in care. We believe that they should not be regarded as being less eligible than 
other parents who are also separated from their children. We welcome the recent announce- 
ment of the Government to slightly relax the child benefit rules when a child in care is 
home for a holiday week, and we would urge them to make the further relaxation that 
we propose here. 

(b) Tax relief on parental contributions 

Another anomaly and cause of hardship arises with the parental contribut jns paid by 
wage-earning families to the local authority towards the cost of their child’s keep. A main- 
tenance order for a child following marriage break-up attracts tax relief but when a court 
makes a contribution order for the maintenance of a child in care tax relief cannot be 
paid. The burden on families can be immense when child benefit stops after eight weeks 
but the family is still paying for visits, clothes and presents and may be paying a contribution 
to the local authority of over £20 a week. We have been approached by several families 
in this position. 
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A couple last month told us they have a daughter who was born with Down’s Syndrome 
and who, as a result of her mother’s illness following the birth, was admitted to the 
care of the local authority and subsequently placed in a foster home where she still 
lives. The girl is now 13. Her parents have made regular contributions to the local 
authority towards her maintenance. They started ofT paying £12 a month and now 
pay £121 per month. They say, with justification we believe, that they cannot see why 
their contribution should not be treat^ in the same way as other maintenance payments. 

These two issues are the responsibility of central government. But local authorities often 
fare little better. 

(c) The assessment and enforcement of parental contributions 
We have had experience of the way parental contributions are assessed and enforced through 
our individual casework with families; we have discussed with directors of social services 
departments and social workers how local schemes may be improved; and we have just 
conducted a survey of local authority practices which covered 75 social services departments 
(in 22 metropolitan districts, 24 London boroughs and 29 county councils). 

We believe that it is right, in principle, that parents should contribute towards their 
children’s maintenance, and their contributions could, in practice, also assist in maintaining 
links between children in care and their families. But the charges which local authorities 
levy are often unreasonably high; they may charge up to the weekly rates that they themselves 
normally pay to foster parents, which typically range from about £17 to £35. 

Most authorities operate some kind of means test. Nine out of ten authorities in our 
survey use the ordinary supplementary benefit rates to measure how much a family can 
afford to pay. Typically, they subtract from the family’s net income their SB entitlement— 
and probably, but not necessarily, some allowances for travel to work, HP commitments, 
children’s school fares and the like. They then recover contributions from parents at varying 
rates. These can rise as high as 75p in every pound but three authorities, out of the 75 
surveyed, used scales which finally took a near-confiscatory 100 per cent of “assessable 
income’’. We also know that many authorities claim from families on supplementary benefit, 
the child benefit that they continue to receive for the first eight weeks in care. This doubly 
penalises parents because the child benefit they continue to receive is also deducted by 
DHSS from the SB they receive for the rest of the family. The net result is that the local 
authority’s demand for parental contributions pushes the family below their SB level by 
almost £6 per week. 

We do not think that it should follow, as a matter of principle, that families with children 
in care should be reduced to poverty level. But this is the effect of the means tests that 
are used. And the tests themselves are often complex—mistakes and misunderstandings 
abound. A solicitor in east London found that a simple misunderstanding had result^ 
in charges which pushed his client to £6 below her SB level. A few authorities actually 
count attendance and mobility allowances for the disabled, and even death grant, as income. 
Many more include disablement benefits. 

Local practices in assessing charges and notifying parents are often deficient, too. The 
first intimation that many parents get about the contributions they must make is a bill 
from the local authority for money owed since their child first went into care. It may be 
calculated at the highest rate the local authority can legally charge, and come a month 
or more late. Not surprisingly, many families are in arrears. A study by social workers 
in Coventry found that four out of five families liable to pay contributions were in arrears, 
and in ten per cent of cases they had to go to court. In a social inquiry report presented 
to a juvenile court considering the case of one of our clients, a social worker said that 
the mother should pay ofT her heavy debts before she was re-united with her three children 
in care. But over half the money she owed was to the council’s finance department for 
arrears in contributions; and she was on supplementary benefit. 

As the law stands at present, local authorities have great flexibility about how they operate 
local schemes. Their permissive powers will be increased under the proposals in the Health 
and Social Services and Social Security Adjudications Bill which is currently being debated 
in the House of Lords. One of the purposes of that Bill is to make social services charging 
simpler and more equitable. But the Bill doesn’t address itself to the problems that we 
know about from our experience with individual families. 
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We believe that what is needed is a statutory framework that local authorities must follow. 
We think that families on or entitled to SB, family income supplement, and housing benefit 
should be exempt from charges; that there should be a maximum charge equal to the national 
insurance benefit children’s addition (£7.95 at present); and that there should be a set formula 
for the reasonable assesssment of a family’s disposable income that takes into account the 
cost to families of maintaining contact with their children. Such proposals, if implemented, 
would reduce the costly burden that the levying of contributions imposes on local authorities; 
would strengthen the rehabilitative side of the social services department’s work; would 
make parental contributions a positive part of the relationship between family and authori- 
ties ; and would help lift some children out of long-stay care. 

(d) Cash help for visits to children in care 

Social workers have power, under Section 26 of the Child Care Act 1980, to pay cash 
to enable families to visit their children in care. The payments can include travel costs 
and other reasonable expenses such as meals out and the care of other children in the 
family. They can clearly be a real help to hard-pressed parents faced with trying to keep 
up links with children who may have been placed many miles from home. But all too 
often social workers don’t make use of this power, either because they don’t know about 
it or don’t think to use it or because they want to test parents’ motivation to maintain 
contact with their children. The effects of this are often exacerbated by parents’ unease 
at telling their social worker that they can’t afford to visit their children in case this is 
held to be another example of their failure as parents. 

One parent, now re-united with her children, told us “they put the four girls in a 
children’s home twenty miles away. I only had my social security money and I couldn’t 
afford to go and see them but I phoned them when I could. After about six weeks 
the social worker came round and asked me why I wasn’t visiting. I told her and 
she said because of my low income they would pay my fares. But they had known 
about my income all along and you would think they would have told me about helping 
with fares at the beginning, wouldn’t you?” 

The father of four children in care was unable to pay the costs of visiting them. His 
social worker told Family Rights Group’s social worker that she knew the father was 
on a low income but she was waiting for him to ask for travel costs and when he 
did she would pay them. 
A mother on supplementary benefit who did know about Section 26 money and asked 
for help was told by her social worker that she was being manipulative and that others 
on a low income managed to visit their children. When Family Rights Group’s social 
worker spoke to the mother’s social worker she discovered that, despite being several 
years qualified, she had not heard of Section 26 payments. Once she knew, she started 
to make regular payments. 

(e) Housing 

A recurring reason for children remaining in care unnecessarily is that of inadequate accom- 
modation. 

A father who lived in a bedsit had been separated from his wife for three years but 
had continued to visit his sons, aged 10 and 13, each week. His wife’s mental health 
deteriorated and the children were received into care. He wanted to make a home 
for the boys and was able to make satisfactory arrangements to keep on his job with 
help from relatives. The children’s social worker was anxious for them to live with 
him if he could find accommodation. But the local authority refused to help. 
A couple shared a room in the house of the wife’s parents. The house was in poor 
condition and there was no electricity. Their twelve month old baby was in care. The 
social workers were anxious to return the baby to his parents but were not prepared 
to allow the child to return to their parents’ accommodation. Over a period of months 
they had pressed the local housing department for assistance but failed to get the couple 
re-housed. A local councillor had also tried in vain. 

In both these cases the Group’s solicitor was able to get the family re-housed by using 
the Housing (Homeless Persons) Act 1977 to argue that, although parents and children 
had a roof over their respective heads, the family was homeless. In neither case should 
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it have been necessary for us to intervene, but had we not done so the children would 
doubtless still be in care. The cost in terms of residential accommodation, social work 
visits and family stress would have been enormous and unjustified. 

In one of our current cases a mother’s three children were in care and expected to 
remain with their foster parents. The mother lived with her own family in overcrowded 
accommodation. The foster placement of one of the children broke down and the social 
workers decided to try to rehabilitate her. She has been with her mother for three 
months now and the care order has been discharged. The foster placement of the other 
two children broke down recently and the children are in a children’s home. The social 
worker has said that she cannot consider returning the boys home until the local author- 
ity have given their mother and sister accommodation of their own and the mother 
has shown that she can manage alone. But the social worker is unwilling to write 
to the local authority asking them to expedite the housing offer so that the other children 
might have a real chance of returning to their own family. 

(f) Family involvement 

But attitudes are as important as practical help. Our casework is a constant reminder that 
families with children in care are all too often seen as people with needs, rather than as 
people with strengths and resources that should be recognised, valued and used. They are 
also denied knowledge and participation in vitally important decisions about their children’s 
future. 

What is strikingly similar about the families who come to us for advice is their belief 
that losing their child to public care is the most devastating thing to have happened to 
them. They often comment that they think they are the only ones to have this happen, 
that they feel they have failed their children, and that they believe that their neighbours, 
friends and social workers see them as failures too. When they visit their children and 
see them being well cared for by strangers that is often a further blow to their self-esteem 
and confidence. They feel that they can only sit and watch what is being done for the 
children and that they have nothing positive to offer. They tend to become more isolated 
than previously, partly because they shrink from contact with former friends and neighbours 
and partly because having a child in care can mean that families spend a great deal of 
time and energy in meetings with social workers and solicitors, attending court, visiting 
children and other agencies, sorting out welfare benefit changes and even moving out of 
the area to try and start a new life where people do not know about their circumstances. 

It may be a belief that clients are indeed “failures” that leads social workers to exclude 
families when making decisions that are of such imi^rtance to themselves and their families. 
We believe that families should have a voice in their lives and that local authorities should 
share the care of children with their natural parents. One obvious way to involve families 
in planning and decision making is to include them in the official meetings that are held 
on their children in care. 

(g) Statutory reviews 

For the past 13 years local authorities have been under a legal duty to review, at least 
once every six months, the progress of each child in care. It is no secret that reviews in 
many authorities are merely paper pushing exercises with little time or effort invested. An 
important study on children in 1973 by the National Children’s Bureau‘S commented that: 

“A noteworthy point arising from the study was the striking absence of natural parents, 
foster parents and children from most review meetings. Social workers still seem to 
be making plans about people rather than with them.” A joint DHSS/local authority 
report^ ^ two years ago discovered that many reviews “are not carried out or are carried 
out in perfunctory manner”. And we have been advised that no work is being done 
at DHSS on the regulations about the conduct and timing of reviews as envisaged 
in the 1975 Act, 

Yet we do have evidence about how constructive it can be for all concerned if the review 
system involves the most important people in a way that enables their feelings to be recog- 
nised and their opinions heard. Pamela Skinner, from the Church of England Children’s 
Society, has written of her experience of inviting children to their reviews for the first time.'"^ 
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She found that the gains were numerous; the children brought new knowledge which all 
the reports of the professionals could not contribute; many of the children showed an 
insight and maturity beyond what the professionals expected of them; the depth of feelings 
expressed showed the need for reviews or some similar outlet for the children’s aggression, 
resentment, despair and anxiety; and finally, the review meetings were noticeably better 
focused than previous ones with decisions implemented more promptly than before. 

In our experience reviews can be just as constructive when parents are invited and encour- 
aged to attend. Some are not invited because of social workers’ fears that parents will 
be uncontrolled or violent in their reactions, or will be unduly punished by hearing what 
others think of them. 

In the presence of FRG’s social worker, a mother asked her own social worker and 
the team leader if she could go to her son’s next review. She was told that it would 
probably be boring and not of relevance to what she was interested in. In the same 
meeting the team leader said that she found it difficult to answer questions about her 
handling of the case, partly because she was having to speak in front of the mother. 

Unfortunately, many social workers appear to share this fear of talking about and planning 
for children when those children or their parents are present. Those fears seem to dissolve 
when parents attend, are told what is happening in language they can understand, and 
are able to have their say in a well-conducted meeting. Even if parents still find it difficult 
to cope that is not, we suggest, a reason for excluding them. It points rather to the need 
to find ways of overcoming those obstacles. Some departments have been successful in 
doing that; it’s standard practice in some local authorities for all those invited to be able 
to sit down beforehand to consider and make a note of the points they want to raise. 

One of our recent cases involves the father of a child in care for two years. He had 
always wanted to offer his son a home but the possibility had not been given serious 
thought by the local authority. The child has been in three foster placements and is 
now in a children’s home. At the request of our social worker the father was invited 
for the first time to his child’s review. As a result of what he said there the review 
was adjourned in order to allow him to formulate, with our social worker, what he 
could offer his son if he came home, what time-scale he was thinking of and what 
help he would need from social services to do that. 
In another case a mother, encouraged by her local support group, asked to go to 
her children’s review. It was the first in three years and it was a case where the current 
social worker admitted that she had assumed, from the paperwork on the case, that 
the children would never return home. When the mother started to attend the reviews 
she felt she was being listened to at last. Parent and social worker began to work 
towards specific targets, access was increased and gradually the children did return 
home. The care order was revoked and last year, some two years later, the social 
worker reported that there were fewer problems than she had anticipated when the 
children left care. 

In several cases parents who had been pursuing hopeless court cases in a desperate attempt 
to challenge local authority plans have been able, once included in review meetings, to 
negotiate arrangements with the local authority that gave them the continued involvement 
with their children that they so wanted. 

In our experience families are rarely told of the legal duty on local authorities to review 
cases, let alone told when they will take or have taken place. When parents have known 
about reviews and asked to go to them they have met with a variety of responses. 

One mother was told that she couldn’t go because the review was in the child’s foster 
home and she wasn’t allowed to know where he was. The venue was not changed 
so she could attend. 

Another mother was told that she could go to the review meeting that was to decide 
whether she should have access to her son. She asked if she could take along a friend— 
her mother who does have access to the boy—but she was refused and had to go 
to the meeting alone. The social worker was supported in the meeting by her team 
leader, area officer and local authority solicitor. 
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As a safeguard against poor practice and the lack of involvement of parents and children, 
we hope that the Select Committee will urge DHSS to draw up and circulate the long 
awaited Regulations on Reviews. We would recommend that the regulations should provide: 

1. That the child, where old enough, is included in the review. 
2. That the child’s family is formally invited in writing to each review and efforts are 

made to consult them about the date so that they are able to attend. 
3. That they receive a copy of the review form after the meeting, and 
4. That they are invited to take along a friend or representative if they wish to do so. 

We would also suggest that DHSS should circulate examples of good practice so that 
local authorities can learn from the experience of others. 

(h) Case conferences 

We are also concerned about the conduct of case conferences, including child abuse confer- 
ences. Information on families is shared by up to or over a dozen professionals, some 
of whom have no direct knowledge of the family and only the haziest understanding of 
the real consequences to a family of children being put on the NAI Register or of care 
proceedings being instigated. Social workers and lawyers rightly complain about the lack 
of specialised training they receive in child care law and practice—the teachers, doctors, 
nurses and health visitors who attend and take decisions at conferences will surely have 
had even less. 

Parents are rarely allowed to be present or to be represented. We know of only one 
parent who was allowed to attend and her participation was later described by the conference 
chairman as being most valuable. A few parents have been allowed in but only at the 
end of the meeting and when most of the attenders have left—to be informed of the decisions 
made in their absence. And, in our experience, no parent has had a letter after the conference 
to explain the important things that have been discussed, recommended or decided. 

We believe that the exclusion of families at case conferences presents a serious threat 
to civil liberties. When the decisions made can and do have such long-term effects on families 
we believe that families should be able to hear what is said about them and given the 
opportunity to put forward their views. Another obvious advantage of family participation 
would be that parents and others would be able to see the real concern that professionals 
will sometimes have for them. 

(i) Access to and by children in care 
Over half the queries that come to our office are about access difficulties between children 
in care and their families. Most are from families who want to be able to see their children 
more often but have had their access arrangements changed, reduced or terminated. Of 
the 200 families that our social worker has advised during the past 16 months, 50 per 
cent have been denied all access to their children in care. Other queries come from social 
workers who are finding that their views about their clients are being overruled by depart- 
mental policies pursued by seniors who have no direct contact with the families. We also 
get calls and letters from foster parents, relatives, health visitors and other members of 
the community who are concerned about what is happening to children they know. 

It has generally been held that contact between children in care and their families is 
a good thing. Social workers talk about the importance of access and recognise that regular, 
well-organised visits—from the moment a child enters care—are essential in working to 
return a child home. In spite of this, and of the stated belief that social services departments 
should always work first to rehabilitate children, we have found, when negotiating with 
social workers on behalf of families, that in the vast majority of cases there was little evidence 
that any of these ideas had been put into practice. We have found that social workers 
have no clear guidelines on the need to give priority to rehabilitative work with families. 
There is no sense of urgency to establish a constructive pattern of contact from the time 
of separation; there is a lack of positive action to encourage parents to visit their children, 
and a failure to encourage foster parents to include natural parents in the care of their 
children. 
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Research studies reflect our experience. In current DHSS-sponsored research on long-term 
fostering, for instance, parental contact was found to be “conspicuous by its absence”. 
In one-third of the cases studied (34 out of 105) visits between parents and children never 
got started and in a further 14 cases visiting had ceased by the end of the first year. The 
social worker’s role in rehabilitation was, on the whole, a passive or negative one. During 
the early months of placement rehabilitation seemed likely in 43 of the 105 cases but it 
was actively pursued by the social worker in only 10 cases. In 20 cases return was hoped 
for but no special action was taken, and in the other 13 cases return to the family was 
considered probable “but not encouraged”. 

Another DHSS study, required by the 1975 Act, is about decision making in child care 
work. That study reveals that in only one case out of fifty was access seen as a factor 
to be considered when arranging the first placement for a child who had come into care. 
Moreover, an increasing number of social services departments are taking the narrow view 
that because they find a new living arrangement for children in their care those children 
need to be deprived of all contact with their previous family. 

The problem for families is that there is no way that they can challenge a local authority’s 
decision to limit or sever contact with their children. Decisions about access are entirely 
a matter for local authority discretion. They can grant or withhold contact with parents 
or other relatives; they can reveal or conceal the whereabouts of the child; they can remove 
the child from a foster home and send the child miles away from his roots. All these powers 
can be and are exercised without any consultation with parents, foster parents or others 
and, as the law now stands, without the decision being subject to judicial review except 
in the rare cases where it can be proved that the local authority has acted in bad faith. 

Families who seek our advice are dismayed and often distraught when they discover 
that social work decisions to limit or terminate contact are not subject to scrutiny by anyone 
independent of the local authority. Some decisions are made by a single social worker, 
others by a social services committee. In none of our cases so far have families been able 
to make i^rsonal representation to the people who made such vitally important decisions 
about their family life. And we have been dismayed to discover, in twelve of our cases, 
that after the local authority has made a decision to restrict access it has refused to discuss 
that decision with the families themselves or with their advisor, including FRG’s social 
worker. 

We believe that social work decisions about the upbringing of children in care, and espe- 
cially the question of access, should be independently reviewed by the courts. This is not 
to say that social work is wrong, or even almost always wrong, in the decisions it reaches. 
It is rather a recognition of the fact that it is unjust to equip social workers with such 
wide ranging powers over their clients’ lives without any checks or balances, no matter 
how accurately those powers may be exercised. 

To remedy this abuse of natural justice, and to bring child care law in line with matrimonial 
legislation (where the court can make an order for access to children) we would recommend 
the implementation of the Child Care (Access) Bill that is currently awaiting its second 
reading in Parliament. 

(k) Shared care 

Finally, we would like local authorities to reaffirm their commitment to give families the 
support they need. The final report of the Children’s Committee last year recommended 
that all welfare agencies should do much more to complement families in caring for their 
children. Sadly, all too often reception or committal to care is seen as an admission of 
failure—failure by parents to cope and failure by social workers to prevent the need for 
care. We believe that a more positive view of care would be of benefit to children and 
families alike. 

Social workers often express great concern at the frequency with which some children 
come in and out of care. In view of the prevailing negative view of care it is little wonder 
that they do react with concern at the frequency of care episodes. That view will prevail 
as long as care is seen as the result of parental inadequacy. But policy need not have 
this orientation; care could be part of the wide supportive approach to child care that 
many social workers want to see developed. If tha* were so, periods of time spent with 
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the same foster parents in the neighbourhood or at the same children’s home or at a com- 
munity home with education, could be regarded in the same positive way that other children 
in the community spend time with their absent parent, with other relatives at friends, or 
in a good boarding school. 

Instead, the notion of partnership between families and the state in raising the next gene- 
ration is being whittled away. Our casework convinces us that parents who need and seek 
help are being supplanted rather than supported in their job of caring for their children. 
Some of our most difficult cases have been tug-of-love cases where the parents have been 
led to believe that they will soon have their children returned to them and where the foster 
parents have been told that the child will remain with them permanently. 

One of the difficulties that needs to be tackled arises from the way in which foster parents 
are recruited. If local authorities continue to recruit under a title of “Mums and Dads’’ 
they should not be surprised to find that that is who they recruit—foster parents who want 
to act as mums and dads to the children rather than as partners with the parents in the 
care of their children. The National Foster Care Association has suggested that if foster 
parents were recruited instead under the banner of “parent partnership’’ then a new and 
different set of people would be tapped into, with different motivations for doing the job. 
June Thoburn in her research into children at home on trial'^ found that social workers 
felt it would be possible to recruit a different sort of foster parent and the successful recruit- 
ment of families for the professional fostering schemes for teenagers and the respite schemes 
for mentally handicapped children lends support to these ideas. In both schemes a completely 
new group of families have come forward in response to a new form of recruitment. We 
believe that it would be possible for local authorities to recruit foster parents who will 
be committed to include, rather than exclude, natural parents in the care of their children. 

But again, that sort of policy will demand a change in attitude within social services 
departments. It demands a shift of emphasis away from the increasing trend to place children 
in permanent substitute families and then cut off all access to natural families. It demands 
a recognition that parents, too, can be partners with others in the care of their children. 
In the past few months, we have advised four mothers who all believed that their children 
should be in other families and who wanted to see them well settled but who had been 
cut out of the picture by their social workers. Ii is disturbing that families with children 
in care are not encouraged to help children settle into new homes when we have research 
evidence that is twenty years old showing the value of this for children in hospital. Divorce 
research also shows that children settle better when they have contact with both parents. 
What is also of concern in the four cases referred to is that the children had been admitted 
to voluntary care and the local authority was assuming parental rights as a routine prelimin- 
ary to long-term foster placements. This is particularly worrying in view of the dramatic 
increase in the use of parental rights resolutions—from 26 per cent of receptions into care 
in 1975 to 40 per cent in 1980. 

We are not trying to suggest that foster placements should not be used by local authorities 
but rather that they should be an integral part of an authority’s policy of working with 
natural families. One of the major arguments advanced by local authorities who advocate 
the permanent placing of children in substitute families is that local authorities have a 
poor record of parenting the children in their care. We believe that this honest appraisal 
of past failure should lead local authorities to seek to improve current child care policy 
and practice. We deplore the way in which, instead, it is leading some local authorities 
to shed their responsibilities to children and their families by placing children in permanent 
new homes. 

The word permanent gives the impression of cast-iron guarantees yet we know from 
statistics and case work that family life is an area that is far from predictable—one in 
three marriages break up, one in five children have divorced parents, one in eight families 
are headed by a lone parent. The majority of children in care come from low income parents 
and the inevitable consequences of permanent planning is that the children of the poor 
are taken into care and placed into the hands of better off two parent families which may 
later change themselves when relationships break up. 

. We should be mindful, too, of the failures in placements, and of the fact that natural 
parents may be the only consistent figures in the life of children in care. Roy Parker has 
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estimated that 70 per cent of foster placements fail and David Berridge, in research at 
the Dartington Social Research Unit, found that a third of the children he visited in children’s 
homes had experienced at least one breakdown in a long term placement. 

One mother that we advised had to say goodbye to her two year old son as he was 
going to his adoptive placement. The parting, in an area office, was tearful and dis- 
traught for everyone and the little boy tried to stop his mother going by blocking 
the door with a chair. He was placed and the mother was told his new address. Four 
weeks later this “permanent” placement broke down. The family are now reunited 
and after his mother appealed to the crown court against the care order. 
Another family has not been so fortunate. The mother of three children who had lived 
for four years in a children’s home with regular access to them had her access terminated 
when a decision was made to find them adoptive homes. Six months later they are 
still living in the home. The mother knows that she cannot care for them completely 
but is powerless to challenge their decision to cut her out of their life. 

When deficiencies in child care legislation compound with the flaws in social work policy 
and practice that we have highlighted then, we believe, society as a whole becomes impover- 
ished. But it’s the children of the poor and their families who lose out most. We hope 
that the Committee’s inquiry into children in care will be successful in improving their 
chances of living together in the community. 
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Note on the experience of Janet Bidgood 

Janet Bidgood is aged 31 and has one child, Owain, aged 5 who has been in care since 
May 1980. He is the subject of a full care order. When Owain was born his father was 
in touch with him and his mother. He died in a car accident in 1979 and Janet became 
increasingly depressed and isolated. Apart from the fact that Janet was not psychiatrically 
well at the time and that she lived in very poor council accommodation, the social workers 
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will not tell her why they applied for a full care order on Owain, saying that it’s a long 
time ago and in the past. 

When Owain was first taken into care, on a Place of Safety Order he was placed in 
a children’s home 25 miles from Janet’s home. The social workers neither told Janet she 
could or could not visit Owain, let alone encourage her to do so. She was offered no 
help with fares to visit Owain even though the return journey cost more than £3 and she 
was on supplementary benefit. Janet visited Owain almost every day until he was moved 
to foster parents about six weeks later. 

When Owain moved Janet was not told his address or allowed to see him. Now the 
social workers say that it is difficult to remember whether at this stage the placement was 
seen as short or long term or whether they ever considered trying to get Owain back home. 
They say that access was cut off initially to allow Owain to settle but now say that they 
are afraid to restart access in case it unsettles Owain. 

It has never been said that contact between Janet and Owain has been harmful to him 
and she is allowed to write to him and send presents. Janet found out his address, unofficially, 
but has never attempted to go there without permission. In early 1982 when Janet was 
asking to be able to see Owain, the social workers arranged a meeting between Janet, 
the foster mother, the social worker, the team leader, a member of the fostering team and 
the county solicitor, to discuss the matter. Janet was refused her request to bring her mother 
(who does see Owain) to the meeting for support. At that meeting the foster mother was 
in favour of Owain seeing Janet and suggested that the foster family and Owain go to 
Janet’s for tea. The social workers decided against this and instead ofTered Janet the chance 
of seeing her son by watching him from the social worker’s window, walking through the 
car park. The present social worker (the second Owain has had in 3 years) is new to the 
case and says she can’t find out whether Owain wants to see his mother until she knows 
him better—she sees him for about half an hour once a month—and says this will take 
a long time. She will not allow the foster mother to ask Owain if he would like to see 
his mother because the social services department has decided that there should be no 
access but will not call a meeting of the social work staff to look at this because she doesn’t 
know whether Owain wants to see his mother. 

The social workers say that the decision about access is “under constant review’’ but 
do not say how, or by whom, and that when access is considered to be in “Owain’s best 
interest’’ they will arrange it. Initially they said that the reason they would not arrange 
for Owain to see his mother was in case Janet decided she wanted him home. Janet is 
well now and has made it clear to everyone that she believes Owain is happy where he 
is and that she wants him to remain there. The social workers now believe this and say 
there can be no access because if Owain saw his mother he might want to come home 
to live with her. 

Examination of Witnesses 

Ms JOTUNNARD, Director, Family Rights Group, Ms CELIA ATHERTON, Social Worker, and 
Ms JANET BIDGOOD, parent with a child in care, called in examined. 

Chairman 
1442. Would you like to introduce 

yourselves? 
(Ms Tunnard.) I am Director of the Family 

Rights Group; Celia Atherton is a social 
worker involved with the problems of parents 
with children in care and has come to present 
to you the problems she has found families 
face keeping in contact with their children; 
and we have asked Janet Bidgood to come 
along this afternoon mainly because we are 
impressed on reading about the work of the 
Select Committee on Violence in the Family 

and the importance they attached to being 
able to speak to people experiencing the 
difficulties they were investigating. Janet is 
keen to speak to you about her problems and 
we hope you will take the opportunity to ask 
her any questions you would like to put to 
her. 

1443. Do you think there is possibly a 
danger in overstressing the rights of parents 
as against their responsibilities and the 
justifiable expectations of children? Can you 
see the possibility of obtaining a balance 
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between these two apparently conflicting 
positions? 

(Ms Tunnard.) It is important to explain 
our starting point. We as a society place a 
good deal of importance on the notion of the 
family. Most of us live in families. What we 
need to do is question the way our society 
responds to those families who can be or are 
referred to the Social Services Department for 
help when they cannot fully put into practice 
their responsibilities as parents. By far the 
majority of parents we see are hard pressed 
and caring parents desperately wanting to 
provide for their children and being unable 
to do so. We are worried by the trend which 
has developed over the last decade which is 
to make an unreal distinction between the 
needs of parents and children. At the moment 
children seem to be seen as something 
separate from the families to which they 
belong. When families go to the Social 
Services Department very often the view is 
taken if they cannot fulfil their responsibilities 
fully themselves they are held not to be able 
to fulfil any of those responsibilities. This is 
in part to do with the idealised view that hold 
that as families do all the work of looking 
after children on their own. This means that 
families who go to the Social Services 
Department are judged as failing as parents 
because they have to go to the State for 
support. It’s right to say we place stress on 
the need to give parents some rights because 
they lack those rights and cannot take up their 
responsibilities when they come in contact 
with the Social Services Department. The 
fundamental right they should have is the 
right to be involved as fully as possible in the 
planning for their children in care and the 
care of their children in care. All too often 
that goes out of the window when the Social 
Services Department is brought in. 

1444. Your evidence confirms that and 
gives the impression that rehabilitation with 
natural parents is not by and large a priority 
for social workers. Why do you think this 
happens? 

(Ms Atherton.) I suppose the first and very 
simple answer is it seems to be very difficult 
to do that sort of work. We would 
acknowledge that trying to get children back 
into their own families when they have had 
to leave them for some reason is extremely 
difficult work. The other thing is that it is 
noticeable how many social workers have 
said to me that there is actually no training 
for social workers in getting children back 
home. I am sure you have actually spent quite 

a bit of time looking at the sort of training 
social workers are given. Much training is 
given in what you do once a child is in care 
and how you find the right sort of foster 
parents or adoptive parents. There is no 
specific training I have come across on how 
to get children back to their own natural 
families. Many social workers have 
complained about that to us. The other thing 
is, because care is so often seen as a failure, 
I think social workers feel they have failed 
when they finally have to take a child into 
care. That makes it extremely difficult to go 
back to those families where you, as a social 
worker feel you have failed, because the 
children have ended up in care and you have 
got to work positively to build bridges and 
build up the contacts again. Another thing 
is that I think very often what social workers 
are dealing with is the difference between 
reality and the ideal. Certainly in natural 
families they may not be able to make them 
into perfect families but sometimes if there is 
a thought of finding a child a new family it 
is easier to live with ideals rather than the 
realities of what will actually happen. The last 
thing that worries us a great deal is the lack 
of encouragement within departments to 
actually work to get children home. We 
understand very well—and I do as an ex-local 
authority social worker—what it feels like to 
be held to be blamed for when a child dies, 
which is the worst thing that can actually 
happen, but what seems to happen if social 
workers get children home and something 
goes wrong is that then they are blamed 
personally for that. That is a very difficult 
thing to undertake, it seems to be a lot easier 
to work to find new families, then if you 
introduce foster parents and that does not 
work, that has not been a personal fault of 
the social worker. The last borough I worked 
in had what was called a caseload waiting 
scheme. Basically you get points for the 
number of cases you have, the sorts you have, 
and the more points you have the higher your 
workload is. It always seemed to be the case 
if you had a child in care and were working 
to find that child a new family you would get 
four times as many points as if you were either 
trying to prevent the child coming into care 
or trying to get that child home. I think that 
says a great deal about the amount of time 
social workers were given to get children 
home. 

1445. Is this a universal practice to give . 
this assessment of points? 

(Ms Atherton.) I think it is an increasing 
practice. I would not in principle say it is 
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wrong to try to work out how much work 
people are doing. What worries me is the 
weight given to it, in my experience, both in 
the number of boroughs I have worked in and 
talking to other social workers. It was very 
common. 

1446. Janet, did you wish to add anything? 
(Ms Bidgood.) I do not know anything 

about what Celia has just mentioned. 

Mr Smith 
1447. Do you think actually that this 

should be the sort of ultimate long-term 
objective of the social worker, for every child 
who is in care to be restored to their natural 
parents? Should that be seen as the ultimate 
objective? 

(Ms Atherton.) I think it should be the first 
objective and, if it is going to be feasible, I 
see no reason why it should not also be in the 
long term. 

Mr Ennals 

1448. The most desirable but it might not 
be feasible? 

(Ms Atherton.) Yes. We certainly do not 
say all children should be with natural 
families but we worry that social workers pay 
lip service to saying children should go back 
to natural families but actually put more 
effort into finding them other living 
situations. 

(Ms Tunnard.) When a child is in 
voluntary care the first duty of the local 
authority is to try to work for the return of 
the child to the care of family, friends or 
relatives when that fits in with what is right 
for the child. 

(Ms Bidgood.) I did have access when my 
child was first put in care. He was sent to a 
children’s home and there I visited him but 
v'hen they moved him into a foster home they 
jusi told me I was no longer allowed to see 
him. i think really shock of that caused me 
to have a breakdown and I went into hospital. 
But they never gave me reason. They just told 
me. I said, “Can I go on seeing him and are 
you going to tell me where he is?” 

1449. How old was he when was taken into 
care? 

(Ms Bidgood.) Three and a half. 

1450. And you were not told why? 
(Ms Bidgood.) No, I was not. I was not told 

why I could not see him any more. I had been 
seeing him seven weeks previously. 

Mr Lewis 

1451. Access by parents is evidently one of 
your major concerns because on page 15 you 
say that decisions on access are sometimes 
made by individual social workers. Who 
would you say should make this decision? 

(Ms Atherton.) I was appointed just over 
18 months ago to work specifically with 
families worried about the access they did or 
did not have to their children in care. That 
arose because more than half the inquiries we 
were getting were from families primarily 
saying “We don’t want our child back today, 
tomorrow or next month, but we are worried 
about access.’’ We know there is an important 
link between access and children going home. 
If you do not have good access children do 
not go home. This is one of the things social 
workers can do something about. What 
astonished me, although I knew the law said 
access for 95 per cent of the children in care 
was something local authorities could decide 
was that they never seemed to institute a 
system of independent hearing about 
decisions to cut off access. It is done 
completely internally and there is no way of 
appealing against it. At numerous meetings 
with social workers and parents I have said, 
“How can the parent appeal? What is the 
procedure for questioning the decision 
made?’’ and the best I have ever got is, “Well, 
you are talking to us”. We are talking to the 
people who made the decision. That is not the 
way other important decisions in our 
community are made. We feel decisions about 
something as important as access between 
people in families should be made in places 
other important decisions are made, such as 
the courts. 

Mr Winterton 
1452. How should they be made? 
(Ms Atherton.) We believe they should be 

made through the court system at the present 
time. 

Mr Bennett 
1453. If you look at the courts on access, 

separation and divorce—it is the worst 
recommendation. The biggest area of friction 
between separation and divorce is the rule 
about access. The court makes a decision and 
it does not work out in practical terms. The 
only way that access can be satisfactory is 
where the two people can agree it and the 
court merely formalises what has been done. 
The difficulties are that there is a conflict of 
interest between the natural parents wanting 
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access and probably the foster parents either 
not wanting all that much access or not 
wanting it at the times and in the ways the 
natural parent wants it. I think that is far too 
complex to ask the courts to adjudicate on. 

(Ms Atherton.) We have taken a lot of our 
lead from what has happened in wardship 
cases, although few people are wards of court. 
In those circumstances the courts can make 
decisions about access. Very often the 
problems of access start with the local 
authority, we have found. Yet the guidance 
and encouragement and support that comes 
from local authorities makes a great deal of 
dilTerence as well as having foster parents 
who are actually able to do their Jobs. We 
would also hope that making a legal provision 
about access practice would improve. At the 
moment we find there really is no plan made 
about access at the beginning of a child’s stay 
in care. Rarely do they involve the foster 
parents and natural parents, giving them an 
opportunity to sit down together and work 
out what is going to happen then there are all 
sorts of disagreements and hostilities which 
in our view should never have started. We 
realise there is need for an independent place 
to sort out disagreement where things are 
better dealt with than they are now. 

Mr Lewis 
1454. Would you care to summarise 

briefly your organisation’s problems on 
access and the nature of your proposed 
solution? 

(Ms Atherton.) Yes. The problems we have 
found are things like no one making a 
decision about access, access being refused or 
cut off if things go wrong rather than seeing 
maybe that harder work is needed to try to 
improve things, and enormous obstacles 
being put in people’s way to getting access. 
We are told there is no restriction on access, 
but when it comes down to it the parent has 
to do the Olympic 3,000 metres hurdle race 
and then they get to see their child. An 
example 1 can give is of a family in Lincoln 
with a child taken into care. I was told there 
was no restriction on access for the mother 
who lives in London, but if she wants it she 
must organise it through the social worker. 
That means ’phoning from a ’phone box— 
many people are not well ofT enough to have 
’phones—and social workers are difficult to 
get hold of. You leave messages and try again 
to get them and they ai. ut; then you get 
hold of them and they talk to the foster 
parents and you have to get back to them, and 
then they send down the money for the 

journey or not. In this case they refused to 
help the mother who was on supplementary 
benefit by giving her money to see her child. 

Chairman 
1455. Is there no requirement for money to 

be made available under the circumstances? 
(Ms Atherton.) There is a legal permission 

under the 1980 Act. 

1456. It is permitted but not compulsory. 
That was your experience was it? 

(Ms Bidgood.) I did not have any help. 

1457. He was placed 25 miles away from 
you? 

(Ms Bidgood.) Yes. It can be quite a long 
journey. It means a change of buses, etcetera. 

Mr Ennals 
1458. Don’t you think there ought to be an 

access order? Instead of there being a court 
order, provision in which the local authority 
can say to the social worker, “This is a case 
on which a decision has been made either for 
free access or alternatively weekends or once 
a month”, exactly the same as the courts? 
You could have an access statement made by 
the local authorities or the DHSS. I am sure 
there is provision for that in some local 
authorities. 

(Ms Tunnard.) There is no order in the 
same way as there is an access order in 
matrimonial law. 

1459. I am saying there is no reason why 
it should not be carried out among social 
workers in the same way it is in the courts—a 
statement saying “Access to so and so can 
take place every so often.” 

(Ms Tunnard.) That happens I am sure in 
many local authorities up and down the 
country. The difficulty is when families have 
been told “No access, we have thought hard 
about your child and we have come to the 
very difficult decision that it is not in your 
child’s interest to have contact with you, 
either for a short period to enable your child 
to settle down or because we think he will not 
return home to live with you. And if that is 
the case we have to question whether it is 
good for you to go on seeing your child.” 

1460. And then you make your decision. 
I have two cases at moment: one where they 
have just released the child after a difficult 
decision where the child was abused by her 
father and at 15 or 16 they have released her 
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back. That has been a long battle. There was 
no access until they had come to their 
conclusion. In the other case—it is Stacey, the 
well known Director of Social Services, giving 
a decision that there shall be access laid down. 
Do you not agree with the fact that in fact 
it would be a good thing to have a practice 
throughout the DHSS saying “There shall be 
a definite practice; there shall be a statement 
as to what the access is going to be”. Don’t 
you think it would be a good idea? 

( Ms Atherton.) Yes of course we agree with 
you, but it would only be good practice if at 
the beginning of a placement decisions were 
actually made between all the people involved 
about what access there was going to be and 
it was reviewed regularly. 

1461. Reviewed every six months? 
(Ms Atherton.) We would welcome that, 

but it has not happened and many social 
workers that I deal with through the 
negotiations we get involved in well 
things change and improve and I would not 
like to say everything is totally dreadful, but 
it still leaves me feeling it is not enough just 
to have some bits of negotiation and some 
families lucky enough to get someone who is 
more articulate to come in and put things 
right. 

Mr Winterton 
1462. What is the legal standing of a 

decision by a social worker not to recommend 
access? What if a mother or father insists they 
want to see their child? Are they prevented 
from doing so by law or can they in fact, if 
they find out the address, go there irrespective 
of the help that may or may not be available 
through fare payments? 

(Ms Tunnard.) No, because it is entirely a 
matter for the local authority to decide how 
to exercise its discretion. Can I come back to 
the point Andrew Bennett made on the 
difficulty of using the court, given what he has 
suggested about the difficulties over 
matrimonial cases? I think what we see would 
happen is not that the courts would be 
flooded with applications from parents who 
were unhappy about access arrangements 
—that may certainly happen to begin 
with—but what I think we see the courts 
doing is making an order for reasonable 
access which would then place the duty, the 
responsibility, on the local authority to try to 
work positively with the family to make some 
plan that did ensure reasonable access. What 

we think that, for instance, the Child Care 
(Access) Bill will do will be to focus local 
authority thinking in the very important 
problem of access. 

Mr Bennett 
1463. What about the child’s right of veto, 

actually to say “Look, I do not want to have 
to put up with someone making all sorts of 
promises to me, then going away and not 
coming back for another three months, then 
coming back again and making all sorts of 
promises which never actually turn out”? 

(Ms Tunnard.) If reasonable access did not 
work out, if there were problems on any side, 
then the Bill would provide for the access 
order to be varied, for the matter to go back 
to the court for magistrates to make their 
decision about what should happen. I take the 
point you make about difficulties of fostering. 
We do a lot of work with foster parents as 
well as with natural parents, increasingly 
getting foster parents and natural parents 
together because we know they have similar 
difficulties vis-a-vis caring for the 
children—and the local social services 
department. What is very apparent is that 
from the point of view of foster parents the 
worst part of the job of caring for children 
is access of natural parents. Foster parents are 
quite open; they say “It’s dreadful, it’s an 
awful business, they come at the wrong time, 
they say are coming at two and don’t come 
till four o’clock, they come just as we are 
sitting down to a meal, they come just when 
we had arranged to go out. How can we live 
our lives if we have parents to cope with?”. 
What we say very clearly is that it is the 
difficult job of the social workers to sort that 
out before a child is ever placed with foster 
parents. It is important. Some of the worst 
cases we have had have been clear tug-of-love 
cases between foster and natural parents, and 
clearly looking at the cases the foster parents 
had been misled every bit as much as the 
natural parents about the expectations. Some 
of the worst cases is where there have been 
young babies placed with foster parents. You 
cannot blame the foster parents at all. They 
are given the impression that this is going to 
be their baby to bring up and the natural 
parents, on the other hand, have been told, 
“Keep in touch with it and we will try and 
work to get the baby home”. 

Mr Ennals: Everyone suffers, including the 
child. 
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Mr Winterton 
1464. That is the point I was trying to 

make: do some of these decisions that are 
taken have a standing in court? 

(Ms Tunnard.) No. 

1465. That is precisely what I am trying to 
say: it does not have any legal standing. If in 
fact a child is placed voluntarily in care and, 
as sometimes is the case, is taken into care, 
then sometimes the magistrates or whoever it 
might be make no ruling with regard to 
access, believing that the natural parents will 
have access. 

(Ms Tunnard.) They often make no ruling 
about that because they know they are 
powerless. No matter what they may say 
about access they know the local authority 
has complete discretion. 

Mr Rees-Davies 

1466. The fact of the matter is it cannot be 
done. Do you in fact want a judicial review 
of these things? 

(Ms Tunnard.) Yes. 

1467. As Mr Winterton says, you get this 
problem. There is not any direction and the 
only thing that can happen is in a period of 
time it should go back for a review of the 
circumstances. Do you think it should go 
back to the magistrates or just yourselves? 

(Ms Atherton.) 1 would like to take both. 
Your ideas about what would be good 
practice are those everyone would support, 
but it is not enough. At the end of the day 
if there is disagreement an independent body 
should be asked to make an independent 
decision about it. 

1468. Exactly who? 
(Ms Atherton.) We believe our own court 

system is the right place to make those 
decisions. We can all make mistakes and get 
things wrong. 

Mr Ennals 
1469. You believe often the views of the 

child should be heard? 
(Ms Atherton.) Yes. 

Mr Smith 
1470. In your paper you say you think 

considerable additional resources should be 
devoted to prevention. Could you say what 
sort of preventive work your case work leads 
you to believe would be most effective? 

(Ms Atherton.) We would like to see far 
more general provision, as it were, for all sorts 
of families, not only those who end up going 
to Social Services. We would like to see far 
more workplace provision—child minding 
fees actually paid. People who manage to get 
jobs can afford child minding fees but they 
can cost £20 a week, and if you are on 
supplementary benefit you cannot get that 
anyway. In terms of what it costs to keep a 
child in care, that is relatively cheap to 
provide for a great deal of people. I can give 
you an example of a family where we believe 
if there had been better preventive work 
children would not have come into care—but 
it was not done. It is mentioned in our written 
submission. She was denied a ny money by her 
husband and the social worker was not aware 
she could help the mother to make an 
application to the DHSS to make an order on 
the basis that the father was unable to 
provide. The social worker took the children 
into care because the children did not get 
enough to eat. It was said in court the mother 
would have managed if she had been given 
money to buy food. When they came into care 
the first statutory review was held between the 
social workers and foster parents. No one else 
had been invited. The foster parents had been 
told they could keep the children on a 
long-term basis but the mother was told if she 
worked hard she could get them back. We 
were involved—and the social worker was 
changed. It meant a lot of work to get the 
woman accommodation because she had 
been evicted as her husband had not paid the 
rent. She had left him. They let the family 
move into a staff flat attached to the 
children’s home and finally that family were 
rehoused and are now together. The work was 
practically about prevention of the child 
having to stay in care. We think providing 
more resources in the community would keep 
things together. 

1471. But that was not an example where 
additional resources would have helped. The 
social worker did not give good advice in the 
first place. 

(Ms Atherton.) The Department had 
finance which they could have made 
available, but they made little of it available. 

Mr Winterton 
1472. Had the father the resources? 
(Ms Atherton.) Sometimes, when he was in 

work. When out of work he would not claim 
supplementary benefit for reasons of his own. 
So he did not give money to his wife —and he 
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drank most of what he did have. She, who 
wanted to provide for the children and who 
was found able to do so, was actually not able 
to do that. The local authority took the 
children into care rather than give her the 
financial help. 

Mr Smith 

1473. These services are desirable in 
themselves, but you have to demonstrate that 
if provided they will prevent children from 
going into care, otherwise the comparison in 
terms of cost is an invalid one. 

(Ms Atherton.) There are a number of local 
authorities who have looked into this 
themselves. Dorset is one who felt it was 
cheaper to try to keep children out of care. 

Mr Rees-Davies 
1474. There are scores of cases where a 

wife has been deserted and the children left 
and no effort is made to ensure that a 
summons is issued in the police court to get 
a maintenance order against the husband and 
then to see it is properly enforced. Why do 
social workers not act more frequently to 
ensure they get the money paid by the 
husband? 

(Ms Tunnard.) In this particular case it 
would have been a waste of time trying to get 
money out of the husband. He would not 
claim supplementary benefit because he was 
already in arrears, he had defaulted on 
maintenance payments to his first wife. He 
wanted to keep clear of the system. We would 
not condone that action but if you accept the 
position the social worker’s job is to say, 
given that situation, '‘What can we do to plug 
the gaps and help this woman?” Section 1 
payments to prevent children coming into 
care could have been made by that 
Department. In court the social worker said 
the department had made a substantial input 
into the family and when asked to go through 
the files she produced evidence of two 
payments of £5 each in the six months before 
the children went into care. When asked if 
that really was a substantial input, she said, 
“I am sure there were others but I cannot find 
them”. And she did not know about the 
provision under the Supplementary Benefit 
Act enabling the mother to claim in her own 
right for herself and her children on the 
grounds that the husband was failing to 
provide for her and the children. 

Mr Smith 
1475. This raises the question of the kind 

of practical advice that is given to people in 

this situation. It is dangerous to generalise but 
that does not sound like good advice. 

(Ms Tunnard.) It is a difficult area. A 
major problem is that social workers may 
accept there are practical difficulties about 
welfare benefits that need to be tackled, and 
the reason families come to them is because 
they have those problems about welfare 
benefits. Social workers think it is not their 
job as social workers to do that work. 

Mr Rees-Davies 
1476. But it is—that is the trouble. 
(Ms Tunnard.) We would agree. The first 

problem is the problem brought to the office. 

Chairman 
1477. Janet was not given practical advice 

in her case, was she? 
(Ms Bidgood.) No, I was not. I do not 

think I really had any advice at all. 

1478. Did you know where to go to get 
advice? Did you know whom to ask? 

(Ms Bidgood.) No, I did not. 

Mr Winterton 
1479. So would you say social workers 

need a little less theory and a little more 
practice in the realities oflife? In their courses 
perhaps less of them should be theory and 
more about the good advice they can give to 
people who have difficulties- where to direct 
them to obtain the various benefits that are 
available by statute? 

(Ms Tunnard.) Yes. in a nutshell we would. 
It may be that parents have other problems. 
If you are a social worker and trying to gain 
the confidence of a family you are going to 
work with, there can be no better way than 
by doing something positive like trying to get 
child benefits or supplementary benefits 
sorted out. It might be a very good start. 

Mr Smith 
1480. What about the liaison between 

social workers and other Departments. You 
said the social worker would take the view it 
was not his job to give advice. Would the 
DHSS send an adviser to give the advice and 
would the liaison with other Departments be 
good? 

(Ms Tunnard.) It must vary a lot. Looking 
at the problems of housing, many of the 
families we advise do not have a decent place 
to live with their children, and we tend to find 
that social workers have a fatalistic view 
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about how successful they can be in 
negotiations with the housing department; 
they say to us, “It will be no good because 
they will tell us their lists are full and there 
is nothing to be done about it”. That is very 
important. It should not be the case that two 
departments in a local authority are playing 
each other off. There should be some overall 
corporate responsibility for the families in the 
area. I can sympathise with the problems 
social workers face when they know they are 
going to get nowhere hammering on the door 
of a housing department, but they must not 
give up and must put their energies into 
taking up the cudgels on behalf of their 
clients. Housing is an awful problem. We had 
a case in court last week where a mother has 
not seen her child for six months, access has 
been cut off altogether, and at the time the 
baby was born the mother had nowhere to 
live, the marriage had broken up, she could 
not stay at her mother’s home because it was 
overcrowded she was literally homeless. 
The view the social worker took, and 
explained on oath, was that housing was a 
problem but it was not a serious enough 
problem for her to say to the housing 
department “Yes, we will give you a letter 
saying this woman is in need of priority 
housing”, even though the Housing (Home- 
less Persons) Act was in force. 

Mr Winterton 
1481. Most housing authorities or social 

services have emergency accommodation 
where they can stay. Did they take the child 
into care merely because of housing or was 
there some other matter which you have not 
yet mentioned relating to this case? 

(Ms Atherton.) What happened in that 
case was the mother had to keep going back 
to the social services because she could not 
get accommodation and finally the social 
worker’s response was to take the child off 
her. They never at any stage told her there was 
a homeless persons unit in the town in which 
she lived or made an appointment  

Mr Winterton: That is extraordinary. 

Chairman 
1482. Did they go to court? 
(Ms Atherton.) Yes, they did. 

Mr Winterton 
1483. It did not come up in court? 
(Ms Atherton.) In court, of course, she was 

not a party to the proceedings, she was not 

entitled to legal aid, so there was no one to 
put forward her point of view. 

Mr Bennett: Are you not being a little 
unfair to social workers and housing 
departments in the sense that the real problem 
is there is not enough accommodation and, 
therefore, they are actually involved in the 
process of sharing out scarce resources so, if 
the shoe does not pinch on one person, it is 
going to pinch on somebody else. 

Mr Winterton: They said there was 
emergency housing. 

Mr Bennett 
1484. Is that not the basis underlying this, 

that there is not accommodation. If there 
were the accommodation then this problem 
would be eased but as long as there is a 
shortage of accommodation, even if the 
housing department gives your particular 
client priority, it is almost certainly at the 
expense of somebody else so social workers 
can get into the situation where they mislead 
the individual by saying, yes, we are pressing 
the housing department, and they are 
pressing the housing department but the 
housing department always makes it a rule 
that if the social worker presses you lose two 
points anyway? 

(Ms Atherton.) Yes, that is true. Could I 
just say one thing about the practical help 
which is this: very often very young children 
are taken into care because the local authority 
feels they have very young parents who 
actually have no idea about how to look after 
them and the local authority is probably right 
that they do not. Yet what is really worrying 
us is that, if you look at those parents, you 
see very little evidence of real practical help 
being given about how to look after small 
babies. If you are a young mum of 19 or 20 
and you are scared silly about what to do, 
how to hold a baby, what to feed the baby, 
if the local authority does nothing except send 
a social worker to talk to you about how you 
feel about it every week, you are very likely 
not to improve. That does happen a great deal 
and is a very great pity. 

Chairman 
1485. What are the health visitors up to? 

That is what they are paid for. Social workers 
may be equally ignorant about how to look 
after a young baby—health visitors are 
trained in that and are supposed to visit every 
young mother out of hospital with a baby to 
see that all is going well. Are not all these 
services working? 
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(Ms Atherton.) Health visitors are very 
thin on the ground in urban areas I have 
worked in. Local authorities actually would 
have the money to put more home helps in 
to help people and some boroughs do do it 
much more than others it is very varied. 

(Ms Tunnard.) On that, we can perhaps 
learn from some of the imaginative schemes 
being developed to provide for the elderly, to 
enable the elderly to stay in their 
communities. 

Chairman: Do not let us get off on to the 
elderly. 

Mr Ennals 
1486. Could I put a slightly different 

question which arises on pages 8, 9 and 10 of 
your report about parental contribution. I am 
looking at page 9: you accept that it is right 
in principle for parents to pay contributions 
towards their children in care. Why should 
they when they do not have to pay for the 
National Health Service or for the children 
to go to school? Why should they do this? 
Why should they pay? 

(Ms Tunnard.) I think what we really mean 
is that it is right in principle that parents 
should be liable to contribute. 

1487. Liable if they can afford it, liable 
under a means test? 

(Ms Tunnard.) Yes, we say that because 
the notion of parental liability runs right the 
way through the way in which our society 
works. In practice, too, if you have a family 
with a child in care, if those parents are paying 
£2 a week, week in week out, that should 
really say to the local authority, “The child 
is in care; the parents are providing what they 
can out of their reduced income. It is your 
duty to make sure you keep that family in 
contact with what is happening.” 

1488. It is a method of guaranteeing 
access? 

(Ms Tunnard.) It can be a method of 
guaranteeing, of ensuring that there is some 
sharing of the care, and that parents are not 
bereft of their responsibilities. 

1489. You would accept, since it is a 
question of principle and you are not insisting 
on it for everyone, that many of those with 
children in care could not afford from their 
own income to pay towards their children in 
care? 

(Ms Tunnard.) That is right. We know that 
from the individual cases we deal with. We 
mentioned in our submission we collected 

information from some 75 Social Services 
Departments and asked them how they 
operated their schemes and we were horrified 
to find that families on supplementary benefit 
were being asked to make contributions for 
their children in care. The principle is right 
but the practice is quite disgraceful. If a 
family is at poverty income level it must be 
quite wrong. 

1490. This is why on page 10 you say you 
would like to see a statutory framework that 
local authorities would follow? Do you have 
a feeling it might become unduly rigid? 

(Ms Tunnard.) Probably not. We say 
families should be exempt if they are in receipt 
of supplementary benefit, or Family Income 
Supplement or housing benefit. As I 
understand it, I believe there was an 
amendment tabled to the Health and Social 
Services Bill which exempted families from 
parental contributions if they were on 
supplementary benefit or Family Income 
Supplement. That will clear the difficulty for 
most families with children in care and for 
most local authorities, because we know that 
the vast majority of families with children in 
care are that poor. 

Mr Bennett 
1491. Isn’t that wrong? Wouldn’t it be 

better to allow them to claim from 
supplementary benefit the money they would 
be passing on? If it is important they are still 
feeling they are making some contribution, it 
is iust as important if they are on 
supplementary benefit. You do not have 
enough money, that is the problem. You 
should be entitled to claim from 
supplementary benefit the small contribution 
you should pass on. so that you would 
actually have the same status. 

(Ms Tunnard.) That is fair comment. I 
imagine the practical difficulties could get 
even greater. 

Mr Ennals 
1492. A question about reviews and case 

conferences—your pages 12 to 14—you want 
to see reviews and case conferences made 
more open. Would that not make them rather 
unwieldy and less frank in what people could 
say because so many were there? 

(Ms Atherton.) The first thing we would 
say is that when children first come into care, 
voluntary care, it would seem to us logical 
that the parents and children, if old enough, 
would have to be involved. It seems crazy that 
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local authorities have meetings about what to 
do with children, the responsibility for whom 
actually lies elsewhere. We believe it would be 
the right practice everywhere. Many case 
conferences are totally unwieldy at the 
moment because they can have twenty or 
thirty people there and maybe only four know 
the family they are talking about—and we all 
know they do not work. Our experience is if 
you involve parents and children they tend to 
work better because they challenge in the way 
other people would not dare. As one social 
worker has said, they found their practice 
improved enormously in their office when 
they started to involve families in reviews 
because they could not say people were 
paranoid any longer because they were picked 
up on things like that. It would lead to more 
openness and discussion, and people will be 
inclined to tell the truth if the people they are 
talking about are there. They find it difficult 
anyway to go to families and say, “We are 
worried about you. We are sitting there 
saying we do not know what to do and we 
will have to do something drastic if things do 
not improve.” 

1493. Do you think it would afTect the 
reports which are submitted? Would it make 
them fairer or more just? 

(Ms Atherton.) More fair, more just and 
actually more productive. Janet has 
experience of a meeting which was like a 
review but has never been allowed to go to 
the ordinary reviews of her child in care. 

(Ms Bidgood.) It was a meeting to decide 
whether I could have access, where the foster 
parents would be present. I was very glad of 
the opportunity and asked if I could bring a 
friend or my mother—my mother does see my 
son sometimes—with me; and I was told I 
could not. So I went along by myself and there 
were eight people and myself and two of them 
were the foster parents. And I really felt 
completely overpowered. 

Mr Winterton 

1494. Yours is a particularly interesting 
case because at the end of the day you appear 
to have agreed that your son should remain 
with foster parents. 

(Ms Bidgood.) Well, I am very unhappy 
about that. 

Chairman 
1495. Is that your wish? 
(Ms Bidgood.) It is not my dearest wish, 

no. 

Mr Winterton 

1496. According to the paper we have on 
your case you appear to have conceded that 
your son should remain with the foster 
parents. Are you now then prepared at least 
to indicate that it is possible that if now, 
having taken that decision, you still wanted 
regular access, that could be disturbing to 
your son in his present situation, that it could 
undermine the growing confidence that he 
may have in his present foster parents? 

(Ms Bidgood.) That is exactly the sort of 
thing social workers have been telling me for 
about two years now. 

1497. 1 suspect it is. 
(Ms Bidgood.) It is almost exactly what 

they say. Yes, I have thought about it very 
seriously. 

1498. So why have you said you do not 
want him back? It does not go much further 
than that, the story we have got. 

(Ms Bidgood.) Yes, it is a bit of a difficult 
statement to understand. I had counsel, a 
barrister, and taken all sorts of expert advice, 
and have been told it would be almost 
impossible for me to legally get my son back. 
It is because I am trying to come to terms with 
the fact he will be in care I say I am accepting 
where he is. 

1499. It is coming to terms with 
something? 

(Ms Bidgood.) It is very hard, because the 
more my health improves and I get back to 
normal, the more I find naturally I want to 
share with Owain. 

1500. So if you felt it were possible and 
your circumstances permitted, you would like 
to have your son back? 

(Ms Bidgood.) Yes, I would be a little 
scared, but I would like to, yes. 

1501. You would be scared but you would 
still like to? 

(Ms Bidgood.) Yes. 

Mr Ennals 
1502. Did you hear the previous evidence 

given by the National Association of Young 
People in Care? 

(Ms Tunnard.) No, we did not. 

1503. It was one of things they were talking 
about. They were also talking about being 
able to express their own views about their 
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future, and I think you would say they should 
if they were of reasonable age. But they also 
spoke about seeing files—that they should be 
able to see the files prepared about them. Do 
you think parents should also be able to see 
the files prepared by social workers and 
psychologists and others about their 
children? 

(Ms Tunnard.) The first point there is that 
parents should be told there is a file being kept 
on them. Many parents do not know that 
after the social worker comes to their home 
for what may appear to be an informal chat, 
they go back to the office to write up what 
has been discussed. 

1504. You are not arguing it should not be 
done are you? If they did not have a file no 
one would know what had been the result of 
the confrontation. 

(Ms Tunnard.) The difficulty is if you have 
a file 1 do not think social workers get 
much training in what a file is and how it 
should be kept. They may be very difficult 
according to who is in charge of the file. For 
some people it may just be a factual account 
of what has happened; for others the 
outpourings of the worries of the day at the 
end of the day or the end of the week. I think 
that what is very important is that, if there 
is a file kept, the client has the opportunity 
to be able to check on the accuracy or 
otherwise of the facts in the file. I think it is 
very important that fact and opinion be 
clearly stated as such. 

1505. The client in this case is both parent 
and child. 

(Ms Tunnard.) Yes, could be. 
Chairman: In that case there would be no 

difficulty about natural parents knowing 
where their child had been fostered if they had 
access to the file. 

Mr Ennals: They would inevitably know if 
they had access to the file. It means you would 
go along to the social services department and 
say “Please may I see the file about me and 
Johnny”. 

Chairman 

1506. Do you think that would be 
undesirable in some circumstances or is it 
common democracy to allow it to happen? 

(Ms Atherton.) In our experience 
enormous numbers of families are denied the 
address of where their child stays but a large 
number of those families do know one way 
and another. 

1507. Do you think they should know? 
(Ms Atherton.) Well, our experience is that 

if they do know they do not disturb 
arrangements that are made, that they 
understand. Therefore, it is right they should 
know where their children are living. 

Mr Ennals 

1508. Do you think there are any 
circumstances in which a parent should not 
know where the foster parent is? 

(Ms Atherton.) I suppose if there was 
actually evidence that a parent had severely 
disrupted arrangements it should be possible 
to make some order saying that sort of 
information  

Mr Winterton 
1509. Or severe case of child abuse? 
(Ms Atherton.) I do not know that that 

would necessarily mean a parent would not 
respect where a child was living. In fact, 
people have their lives to lead  

Mr Ennals: If they knew where the child 
was it could well be that they would be 
tempted to go there and in another 
unfortunate moment a further case of child 
abuse could occur. 

Chairman: There have been cases of 
parents taking the child out of care, seizing 
the child very much against the child’s 
interests. It is not an easy question to answer. 
We wondered what your views were? 

Mr Winterton 
1510. In general, yes, but in certain cases 

do you have reservations? 
(Ms Atherton.) Yes. Obviously we would 

not say every single family should know 
where children are but I would like to see far 
more. They can be trusted. 

1511. You made some very interesting 
remarks about social workers. Can I put a 
direct question to you: do you feel the quality 
of social work practice as it affects decisions 
made about families is affected by the 
organisation of the department concerned, 
for example, the decentralisation of 
decision-making or specialisation of social 
workers? 

(Ms Atherton.) Yes. 

1512. I should perhaps ask you as you have 
been a social worker. 

(Ms Atherton.) I think it can make a great 
deal of difference. It is all terribly foggy. One 
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of the things I found most interesting last year 
was from Dartington where they are doing a 
very long study about maintaining links 
between children in care and families. One of 
the things that was becoming clear was the 
large difference in practice between teams 
that called themselves family centred and 
teams which indentified themselves as child 
centred. As a social worker I thought they 
were just words for what the teams saw 
themselves as: however, if they were family 
centred and worked that way they returned 
more children home than the other sorts of 
teams. That must be something to do with the 
philosophy that is actually being practised 
within a department. 

Mr Bennett 

1513. It did not reflect the caseload. Is 
there not a tendency for a department to say 
“This child should be placed with that sort 
of team”, with that sort of team taking on the 
specialities of the teams. 

(Ms Atherton.) I am sorry, I did not 
explain properly. The different sorts of teams 
actually came from different authorities 
because Dartington’s research covers four 
different local authorities in different parts of 
the country. 

1514. So it is local authorities claiming to 
be doing the same job but having different 
ideas? 

(Ms Atherton.) And having different 
philosophies. The other thing is that there is 
specialisation but only in certain areas. We 
are all in favour of specialisation so long as 
it is equal. You find that there is specialisation 
in fostering and adoption and there is no 
specialist section for getting the children 
home, no specialist section in prevention. 
You build up expertise in certain areas and 
a certain form of elitism leading work in a 
certain direction follows, which is worrying. 
It is not specialisation which is the problem 
but unequal specialisation and unequal distri- 
bution of resources. 

Mr Winterton 
1515. How do you view the current move 

towards more fostering? This seems to be 
national as well as international. Many 
countries have moved very rapidly where 
fostering and to a limited extent adoption are 
concerned. Are foster parents in your view 
and from the cases you have handled more 
likely to be less “rehabilitation” minded? On 
page 16 of your evidence to us you say that 
local authorities should recruit foster parents 

who will be committed to include rather than 
exclude—I am quoting your precise 
words—natural parents in the care of their 
children. Is this in fact realistic and do you 
in fact support and would you encourage the 
move towards fostering, and it is fairly 
dramatic, that is and will be taking place very 
likely? 

(Ms Tunnard.) I agree it is a dramatic 
move. We are worried because we think social 
workers should have at their disposal as wide 
a range of options as possible to plug into the 
resource they think is right for this particular 
child from this particular family. We are 
worried that the trend towards increased 
fostering is knocking out the residential 
homes for younger as well as for older 
children. Another difficulty is if you are 
knocking out the residential side and 
concentrating on fostering, when you do not 
have enough foster parents nearby local 
authorities will be looking for foster parents 
who are further away, and we find parents 
have great difficulties in keeping links with 
their children anyway. If they now have to 
travel greater distances, it must increase the 
difficulties all round. If local authorities are 
not moving out to foster parents inevitably 
they are widening their net within their 
borough, which may well mean they are 
becoming less choosy or selective about foster 
parents they want to use. 

1516. Or more people are becoming aware 
of what fostering is about and are happy to 
do it whereas in the past they have not been. 
Are you by implication not a bit critical of 
the new people coming into fostering by 
saying they may be less good than those who 
have been doing it so far? Do you have any 
evidence of that? 

(Ms Atherton.) No, we are not saying they 
are less good; we are saying perhaps not 
everything is fully explained to them by social 
workers when they recruit them, and they 
recruit sufficient numbers of foster parents as 
they see their needs. For example, in a case 
I had where foster parents were unhappy 
about having access we were told “When we 
appointed them they were perfect in every 
other way except that”. I said, “Would you 
have appointed them if they were perfect in 
every other way but they did not want to see 
you?” and the answer was “No”. It was 
because it was not properly explained or 
discussed. The placement broke down in the 
end because of this lack of explanation and 
training. 

1517. Do you think therefore the social 
workers, particularly those responsible for 
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the selection and training of foster parents, do 
not in fact inculcate into foster parents that 
there must be a rehabilitation element 
because that child should go back to its 
natural parents if possible? Are you saying in 
general foster parents in your experience are 
not particularly rehabilitation-minded? 

(Ms Atherton.) I think they would be but 
they are encouraged in certain directions by 
social workers who are going towards new 
families rather than getting children home. 
That is the message that comes across to 
people who volunteer to be foster parents. 

Mr Bennett 

1518. This question of resources—the 
problem that local authorities have is that it 
is easy to have five spare foster homes because 
it costs them nothing. With residential 
accommodation the Treasurer says “There 
are three vacancies there and there have been 
for the last 12 months, so it is not worth 
anything. You must amalgate or close it 
down.” Those three vacancies are a useful 
resource because it means at a particular time 
the local authority social worker can choose 
to use it if necessary. Is this not a problem? 
We are losing the resources of a lot of the 
homes and the choice disappears and in the 
end the local authority only nas the choice of 
fostering? 

(Ms Tunnard.) That is right, and fostering 
is cheaper then residential care. 

1519. An unused foster home costs 
nothing; an unused children’s home has all 
the overheads and staff costs. 

(Mr Tunnard.) It goes back to the attitude 
within the Department and what they think 
looking after children is all about. If the 
emphasis is on doing the utmost to ensure a 
child can return to his or her family, if that 
is the starting point you accept, you will have 
empty places because you never know when 
you are going to need that place, and if you 
lose that possibility you are losing the chance 
to work creatively with families to ensure 
children go back and play a part in the 
community they came from. 

Mr Winterton 

1520. Do you think the move towards 
adoption is another way of breaking up the 
natural family and forming the new families 
to which you have just referred? Do you 
support fostering now being encouraged to 
lead to adoption? 

(Ms Atherton.) I was going to say “Yes”, 
but can I change it to “No”? Let me change 

the question, which is to say we are very 
worried, it seems to me, more about the idea 
that fostering in the long term is per .se a bad 
thing. We do not know where it came from. 
It is not backed up by any research we can 
find. It seems to have come down from what 
other people have interpreted. The other 
thing—adoption is a way of providing for 
children which has been grafted on to 
children in care, and it is not often very 
appropriate in the setting. Children placed for 
adoption, where application has been made 
to dispense with parental consent on the 
grounds it is being withheld unreasonably 
—we are not against security for children in 
new families but we are against the severance 
which takes place if children are placed for 
adoption. We have come across all too few 
examples of what we call “open adoption” 
where children’s placement is secure. They 
are got out of care but retain contact with 
their natural families. There is custodianship 
within the 1975 Act which has never been 
implemented which enables children to 
remain with foster parents which have not 
been adopted. We would like to see those 
things implemented. 

Chairman 
1521. Could you tell us very briefly what 

you think needs to be done positively in order 
to benefit the children and families? 

(Ms Tunnard.) In a nutshell we would like 
a major shift of cash to prevention and along 
with the cash a major shift of attitude, so the 
local authority is clearly seen to be saying, 
“We are here to offer a service, to supplement 
parents in the job of caring for their children. 
That means we will help you as parents to be 
parents in every way that you can. We will 
encourage you as much as we can and we will 
make sure that your children get as much 
experience of family life in your family as they 
can.” So, we are wanting a shift of cash and 
we want a shift of attitude so families in 
contact with the Social Services Department 
know they will be supported rather than 
supplanted in their job. 

1522. To achieve that you would want an 
openness about information between the 
local authorities’ social worker and the 
parent? 

(Ms Tunnard.) I think openness and 
honesty are the root of what we need. If a 
parent is told, you cannot have your child 
’oecause, and five things are listed, then that 
will not necessarily be a problem for the 
parent. It will give them something clear they 
have to work towards. I think that openness 
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and honesty are sadly lacking, certainly in the 
cases that come to us, and that is only a small 
number—we accept that. 

1523. Janet, would you like to say 
anything to us? 

(Ms Bidgood.) I think most of my 
experiences have been covered in the 
discussion. For instance, I know where my 
son is and when I question the social worker 
about what would happen if I took the law 
into my own hands and did not listen to them, 
she just said she would inform the police. 

1524. The law being going to see him or 
taking him away—which? 

(Ms Bidgood.) I know where he is—if I 
went to see him, not to move him, just to do 
what people tell me not to do and I would 
quite like to do, but I am trying to understand 
it. 

1525. What did she tell you the penalty 
would be? 

(Ms Bidgood.) She would call the police 
and my big fear really is they would cause a 
scene and put me back in a hospital which I 
really do not think I deserve, but it could be 
read as being however they want to look at 
it. 

1526. Does the social worker accept or 
believe this is the final position, that you will 
not be able to make any progress in this 
direction? 

(Ms Bidgood.) I cannot be sure. She talks 
a lot about sort of psychological theories. 

1527. It must be very boring for you. 
(Ms Bidgood.) Well, I have listened to 

them many times, things like the child 
becoming disturbed because the mother 
figure appears as a sort of Father Christmas 
figure, always giving presents and never a clip 
round the ear. 

Mr Winterton 
1528. “Unsettling”—was that another 

word used? 
(Ms Bidgood.) Yes, all the time. I think 

that my child does know about me, he has 
photos, he gets postcards and presents, he 
sees my mother and he will mention my name 
quite freely, and I think really that I should 
be allowed to work something out with the 
foster parents—that we could at least try. 

1529. How does your mother see your son 
and you cannot see your son? 

(Ms Bidgood.) Well that is  

Mr Bennett 
1530. Do you find it difficult to get on with 

the foster parents? 
(Ms Bidgood.) Three times I have met 

them now. 

1531. Do you find it difficult to get on with 
them? 

(Ms Bidgood.) I quite like them. 

Mr Winterton 
1532. Do they get on with you? How does 

your mother—that is, Owain’s grand- 
mother—see the foster parents and you do 
not? She must be a grandmother figure and 
could be almost as unsettling as you because 
she must be immediately associated with you 
and Owain must therefore ask questions of 
granny, “Where’s Mummy?”. 

(Ms Bidgood.) He does not. He is a very 
happy-go-lucky sort of child. 

1533. Is he not going to? 
(Ms Bidgood.) Yes. 

1534. The grandmother is seeing him 
frequently, the social workers are apparently 
permitting it. 

(Ms Bidgood.) They will take it to court, 
I suppose, and get an order to stop her. She 
will not do it then. 

1535. Are they likely to do that? 
(Ms Bidgood.) They are likely to but they 

have not, but they said if it seems to disturb 
him they will stop it and I am just hoping it 
does not disturb him so that at least there is 
family contact. 

(Ms Atherton.) What they said to me in the 
meeting I went to with Janet was that the 
reason granny went was because she did take 
the law into her own hands and they did not 
feel they could stop it. It was a Catch 22 
situation. Here is Janet not going up because 
she has been told not to and she does not see 
him; the grandmother does because she took 
the law into her own hands and went up to 
see him. 

Chairman: Thank you very much indeed. 
We are most grateful to you for all the help 
you have given us. 
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