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Introduction

1. An annual report of the Independent Reviewing Service for looked after children is required in 
accordance with the Children and Young Person’s Act 2008 and this report provides a summary 
of work completed by the IRO service in Kent for the period between 1st April 2015 and 31st 
March 2016. 

2. Since April 2011, the IRO role has been strengthened and its role and function clarified and set 
down in the IRO Handbook. Essentially the responsibility of the IRO changed from the 
management of the LAC review process to a wider overview of the child’s case, including 
monitoring of the care plan in between reviews. This a key role within the Council in relation to 
the improvement of care planning for Children in Care and for challenging drift and delay in the 
implementation of care plans and permanency planning for our children and young people.

3. In June 2013 Ofsted published a report; “Independent Reviewing Officers: taking up the 
challenge?” Inspectors found that senior leaders valued the quality assurance role of the IRO, 
with most saying that they would welcome more consistent, and stronger, challenge from IROs. 
There is a continued need to ensure that IROs are sufficiently supported and challenged by 
leaders in driving effective improvement in services for children in care.

4. In November 2014 findings from a research study by The Centre for Research on the Child and 
Family (CRCF) at the University of East Anglia were published. The project focused on care 
planning and the role of the IRO and found the IRO role had ‘bedded down’, has a higher profile 
and greater acceptance within Local Authorities. The research found that IROs have become 
more active and interventionist and social workers and team mangers usually valued the input of 
the IROs even when they found it challenging. Social workers welcomed advice and monitoring 
and most IROs enjoyed this collaborative working to improve practice. The IRO service needs to 
develop a stronger collective voice within their organisation which in turn needs to harness the 
learning and share the messages from individual cases.

Executive Summary

5. The last year has been a challenging one for the whole of Children’s Services, with the large 
numbers of young people presenting as Unaccompanied Asylum Seeking Children (UASC) having 
a particular impact in the summer months of 2015 and continuing to be a dominant issue for the 
remainder of the financial year to date.  For the Independent Reviewing Service there has been a 
need to operate a “business as usual” service for our existing young people whilst responding to 
the particular needs of these vulnerable new arrivals. This has required the Independent 
Reviewing Service to assimilate as many UASC young people into the caseloads of existing staff 
as possible and recruit an additional seven locum IROs simply to deal with the basic needs of the 
1000+ UASC young people who were accommodated in the last year. 



6. The service to citizen children in care has been maintained throughout this period with no 
noticeable deterioration in standards. However the ability of the IRO Service to carry out the 
“added value” activities of increased contact with young people between Reviews, to 
consistently set caseloads at 70 per FTE and to identify specialist work streams for individual 
IROs to develop has been set back, particularly in the North and West as those areas assumed 
the “Duty” function in responding to UASC.

7. There is a gender disparity with only just fewer than 30% of the CIC population made up of 
girls/young women and around 70% made up of boys/young men, and again much of this is 
related to the UASC component where the vast majority are male. The ethnic component of the 
CIC population remains largely White at 1345 with 463 young people classified as Black and a 
further sizeable group of 466 young people classified as “other”. This latter group will require 
further investigation to gain a better understanding of these young people’s backgrounds and 
resulting needs, but again they are likely to fall within the UASC cohort.

8. The IRO Service has sought to work with partners in Health and Education as well as with the 
UASC Social Work Teams, to provide a comprehensive initial review for UASC young people, but 
capacity issues across this spectrum of service delivery have meant that this has not been 
universally successful although there has been an improvement since the beginning of 2016. 
Most young people feel happy but a significant proportion of young people who responded to 
consultations did not self-identify in this way and this will need further examination. Although 
most young people are happy and feel safe in their placements, less children and young people 
report the same about their schools. 

9. Whilst the participation of children and young people in their Reviews is good at 96.8%, there is 
a real need to improve performance in relation to young people actively chairing/part chairing 
their reviews which stands at a very low baseline. The feedback from both foster carers and 
parents is also very poor and will require a significant effort to reenergise this 
consultation/participation process.

10. There is clear evidence of IRO challenge to poor care planning and standards through the use of 
Dispute Resolutions.  This is an area where reflection on the value of challenge as a positive 
indicator of an active corporate scrutiny function could benefit the organisation. 

11. Social work services to young people in care are generally good, but they are still not achieving 
the higher performance profile within quality assurance processes that would suggest that the 
Council is delivering optimum results for all the young people in its care. The IRO Service has its 
own part to play in this landscape as it also has to be aspirational for the service children and 
young people receive.



The Role and Responsibility of IROs

12. All local authorities have a statutory duty to regularly review the care plan of children in their 
care within the legislative timescales as set out in the Care Planning and Case Review 
Regulations (2010). The appointment of an IRO for every looked after child is a legal requirement 
under section 118 of the Adoption and Children Act (2002) and the subsequent Review of 
Children’s Cases Regulations (2004). The role of the IRO was strengthened in the Children and 
Young Person’s Act (2008) and Care Planning, Placement Regulations and Case Review (2010).

13. Kent as the Corporate Parent and its partners in delivering services, make a positive difference 
for children and young people in its care by investing in them, holding those responsible for 
looking after young people on many different levels accountable for the care and support 
provided, and ensuring that service planning takes account of their identified needs. As with any 
concerned parent, Kent wants the children and young people in our care to achieve the best 
outcomes they can, to be happy and safe with the people they live with and who care for them, 
and to have a positive sense of themselves as young citizens in communities that value them. 

14. Part of the Council’s commitment to overseeing good outcomes for children and young people in 
itscare is the continued investment in a strong Independent Reviewing Service.  By doing so the 
Council continues to make sure that there is proper scrutiny of care plans so they reflect each 
child and young person’s needs, that the actions required to achieve the plan are identified and 
implemented effectively in a timely way, and that the young person’s support network provides 
a cohesive response to their needs.

15. The IRO function and how it undertakes tasks is set out in the Department for Education’s IRO 
Handbook, which forms part of the regulations and statutory guidance; Volume 2 of the 
“Children Act 1989 – Care Planning, Placement and Case Review”.

16. The statutory duties of the IRO as set out in Section 25B [1] of the Children Act 1989 are: 
 Monitor the performance by the local authority of their functions in relation to the child’s 

case
 Participate (usually as chair) in any reviews of the child’s case
 Ensure that any ascertained wishes and feelings of the child concerning the case are given 

due consideration by the appropriate authority.  IROs are expected to arrange to have 
contact with children in care before the day of their review meetings

17. In addition IROs have the power to:
 Adjourn reviews under Regulation 36(2) if they are satisfied that the local authority has not 

complied adequately with all the requirements relating to the review (such as consulting the 
child/young person, parents etc.)

 Freeze decisions until a child in care’s review has been held that involve any unplanned 
change to the child’s accommodation that would impact on their education (especially at 



key stage 4), changes of placement where the child has been settled and established for 
some time, and changing their legal status before the age of 18 years.

 Raise concerns through the local authority’s formal dispute resolution process, which should 
have a timescale of no more than 20 days.

 Refer cases to the Children and Families Court Advisory Service (CAFCASS) under Regulation 
45, which may include the use of a concurrent referral at the same time that they instigate a 
formal dispute resolution.

18. The IRO role is an independent one by its very nature and the IRO service has a key role to play 
in ensuring that care planning is robust, does not result in drift; and through the Review process 
identifies pathways for rehabilitation to family care or other support that enables a young 
person to cease to become looked after wherever possible. The IRO is expected to provide 
robust challenge where children’s outcomes are being hampered across the spectrum of service 
delivery by the Council and its partner agencies.

Kent County Council’s IRO service

19. The IRO service is part of Specialist Children’s Services and sits within the Safeguarding and 
Quality Assurance Unit. The day to day running of the Service is undertaken by two Team 
Managers under the management of the Service Manager -Safeguarding Quality Assurance, who 
in turn answers to the Assistant Director for Safeguarding and Quality Assurance.

20. There are 2 IRO teams which are coterminous with two operational areas apiece:

 The East and South Kent Area team are managed by Tina Onuchukwu and have an IRO 
establishment of 15.

 The North and West Kent Area team are managed by Pritpal Sodhi and have 13 IROs plus 6 
additional locum UASC focused IROs.

 A further IRO post is shared between SE/NW team

21. Within Kent, the IRO function is separate from the Independent Child Protection Chairs Service, 
although there is the possibility of a CP Chair undertaking the IRO role in certain circumstances. 

22. For the 2015/16 the settled establishment was planned to be 29 full time or equivalent IROs 
with an average caseload of 70. During the year the capacity of the IRO service has been 
challenged by the arrival of just over 1000 Unaccompanied Asylum Seeking Children (UASC) 
most of whom claim to be 16-18. This has led to a need to increase staffing to meet the demand 
for Reviews and the oversight of care planning. Initially the Service attempted to manage 
demand by incorporating new arrivals into existing IRO caseloads but the volume was such that 
an additional seven IROs have had to be recruited. Overall the Service has adapted well to the 
challenges posed by such a rapid increase over a short timeframe but due to the difficulty in 
recruiting locums there has been an inevitable increase in caseload. This has impacted on IRO 



ability to undertake inter-Review visiting and some of the added value work that had been part 
of the business plan for this financial year following the regrading of IROs.

23. IROs were regraded to KR12 Team Manager level as a way of recognising their role and authority 
within the Council’s Corporate Parenting function. Recruitment of permanent staff has however 
proved difficult, especially in the North West because of the general shortage of IROs nationally 
and the particular pull from outer London. The South East is more stable with an almost 
completely permanent establishment.   The IRO Service is reviewing its recruitment strategy and 
how it uses new media to access potential candidates.

Ongoing Development of IROs

24. All IROs receive regular supervision from the IRO team manager through individual and group 
supervision, the latter providing a peer mentoring element to the process where IROs can 
discuss and identify good practice or highlight areas of difficulty. There is a monthly meeting 
schedule split into bi-monthly Team meetings alternating with bi-monthly IRO Group 
supervision, and there are quarterly countywide Practice meetings. These are well attended and 
provide a forum for practice development and maintain a county-wide cohesion in the IRO 
group. County staff meetings are held every 6 months and currently an annual “away day” 
enables the service to reflect on progress and to look at key areas of development for further 
practice improvements and service delivery. The most recent away day took place in October 
2015 and focused on:

 Strengthening the IROs’ challenge and support to Social Workers and their managers
 Improving practice and promoting better outcomes for children and young people 

Inter team working 
 IRO input to Permanency planning  

25. Throughout the year IROs have accessed individual and more specialised training through the 
KSCB training programme. All permanent IROs have been trained in Signs of Safety and the Team 
Managers are designated Practice Leads in Signs of Safety; there has also been training on 
Mental Capacity, Foster to Adopt, Pathway Planning, Children’s Participation and Child Sexual 
Exploitation.

26. As part of service self-evaluation the IRO Team Managers undertake one case file audit of each 
IRO and observation of a review every eight weeks. The findings from these case file audits and 
observations are used to provide feedback during supervision. This approach reflects good 
practice highlighted by Ofsted in their June 2013 report evaluating IRO services in England.



Service demographics

Children in care as at 31 March 2016

Figure 1 Children in care by area including integrated UASC
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Figure 2 Total CIC Year on Year 2014-2016

27. The number of children and young people in care at year end was 2427.  1447 are Citizen 
Children and 883 are Unaccompanied Asylum Seeking Children (UASC). The majority of UASC are 
held within the SUASC Central Teams at 574 young people. The reduction in this group is 
accounted for by the number of young people who officially turned 18 in January 2016 and the 
current voluntary dispersal scheme in operation, which has young people move to the care of 
other authorities. This has enabled the IRO Service to begin to look at reducing the number of 
locum IROs employed and begin to plan for a reduction in coming months as other young people 
potentially move away from Kent under the proposed national dispersal scheme.



Children in Care by Gender/Ethnicity /Age

28. The largest age group of LAC in 2015/16 were those at 16 and 17 at 1,071 which is almost 
entirely made up of those young people who presented as UASC in 2015. There is a clear 
increase in accommodations when young people reach Year 6 Secondary Transfer (age 11) but 
this is largely related to those children who transfer into specialist residential/educational 
provision related to disability, and who then become classed as Looked After Children under 
Section 20 (4) Children Act 1989. Figures demonstrate the increased accommodation of children 
post birth and in their first year of infancy, and where there is a clear need by IROs to actively 
consider the ongoing use of Section 20 and the permanence needs of this cohort of very young 
children within this crucial window. 

Legal Status at the point of becoming looked after by District - YTD



Section 20 Cases

29. The impact of the changed legal view with regard to the appropriate use of Section 20 of the 
Children Act 1989, which despite recent changes is still the most common pathway into care as 
the chart above shows, led to a review of all relevant non-UASC Section 20 cases. This in turn 
requires a renewed focus from IROs to be mindful of the need to look at the ongoing suitability 
of accommodation under Section 20 for non-UASC children in care. 

Staying Put

30. The introduction of the “Staying Put” policy offers support to young people leaving care and an 
opportunity to remain living in their foster placement for a period of time after their 18th 
birthday. The IRO Service has a role in exploring this option with young people and their foster 
carers prior to transition to the 18+ Service so that all the parameters that may affect ongoing 
stability are assessed in a timely way and both parties are clear about the support available and 
the expectations of the placement and the young person. Staying Put as an option is still under-
developed within Kent with only 49 Staying Put arrangements in place in the year to date, 
although this is an improvement on the 2014/15 figure of 14 Staying Put arrangements.

IRO Caseloads

31. The average IRO caseload at the year-end was 65.67, although there will be IROs with more 
young people in their caseload. This figure includes the spread of cases across the whole IRO 
Service including those who hold UASC caseloads but represents a decrease caused by children 
exiting the service at 18 but particularly the large number of UASC who transferred to the 18+ 
Service in January 2016. With the advent of a national dispersal/resettlement programme for 
UASC it is likely that the need for Locum IROs will reduce steadily in the coming weeks and 
months. Inter-review visiting by IROs is most visible In the South and East with 
45.7%/32.6%/26.1 % (East) 27.8%/28.7%26.5% (South) across Quarters 2 3 and 4. The North 
West has been more challenged by taking on the majority of UASC cases at their initial stages 
and then holding them into the longer term prior to the recruitment of UASC focused locums 
with a lower ability to undertake additional aspects of their role. 

32. The total number of reviews chaired in the year to April was 6241, including Initial and additional 
reviews following a placement change.



IRO practice and performance, including findings from feedback surveys

CIC cases reviewed within timescales showing impact of UASC

Participation and Consultation

 Participation of child/young person at Statutory Review= 95% (5379)

 Children and young people chairing their own review meetings: 

 Full 97 (2.8%)                                                                  Part 362 (10.4%)

33. In 207 out of 3,994 review processes children and young people did not communicate their 
views at the review, or have their views communicated for them. More than half of all young 
people over 10 either attended their review, spoke for themselves or an advocate attended with 
them or acted on their behalf. The IRO Service and children’s social work teams are trialling new 



media platforms such as the MOMO (Mind Of My Own) app to achieve greater engagement and 
participation by young people in their Review preparation.  An increasing number of children 
chaired or part-chaired their own review meeting but this is still an area of weakness and one 
that the IRO Service will need  to develop  to empower young people. The response rate from 
foster carers and from parents, is very poor; formal participation/consultation activity in this 
year requires improvement. Again this is an area that the IRO Service will need to examine and 
respond to and evidence clear meaningful communication going forward.  

 THE % OF REVIEWS CHAIRED BY THE IRO SERVICE= 94.5% (5896 A NET INCREASE OF 410 ON THE 

2014/15 FIGURE OF 5486)
 LEAVING CARE SURVEYS – 30 REPLIES RECEIVED 

 REVIEW CONSULTATION BOOKLETS 805 REPLIES RECEIVED -14 % OF REVIEWS CHAIRED

 FEEDBACK FROM FOSTER CARERS: 3 REPLIES RECEIVED

 NO FORMAL FEEDBACK WAS RECEIVED FROM PARENTS

DISPUTE RESOLUTION PROCESS

Level 1 Level2 Level 3 Level 4 Level 5 Total %

C&F / CORE / NEEDS ASS  DR 35 19 15   69 9.5%

CARE PLAN/PWP DR 81 39 23 1  144 19.8%

PERMANENCE DR 7 1 0   8 1.1%

STABLE PLACEMENT DR 17 5 5  1 28 3.8%

SAFETY DR 9 1 6   16 2.2%

HEALTH DR 31 5 11 1 1 49 6.7%

EDUCATION DR 26 6 6   38 5.2%

PROMOTION OF INTERESTS DR 3 0 0   3 0.4%

PARTICIPATION IN CARE PLANNING DR 0 0 0   0 0.0%

CONTACT DR 2 4 1   7 1.0%

VISITS DR 10 4 0   14 1.9%

DIRECT WORK DR 1 0 0   1 0.1%

LIFE STORY WORK 3 1    4 0.5%

LATER LIFE LETTER 0 1 0   1 0.1%



CONTINGENCY DR 4 1 1   6 0.8%

PRE-MEETING REPORT  DR NOT THERE 152 59 19   230 31.6%

PRE-MEETING REPORT  DR QUALITY 3 1 0   4 0.5%

PLEDGE  DR 1 0 0   1 0.1%

OTHER ISSUES DR 71 26 9   106 14.5%

 INTERNAL RESOLUTION 456 173 96 2 2 729 100.0%

DISPUTE RESOLUTION PROCESSES 2015/16

34. There were 729 Dispute Resolutions (DR) in 2015/16, with the majority being resolved at a local 
level at Level 1 and 2. A fairly sizeable number went to Level 3 but few were so intractable that 
the dispute progressed higher. The majority of DRs were rooted in a lack of timeliness in putting 
Pre-Meeting Reports on within the required timeframe, and this was a particular issue within the 
UASC service for a variety of reasons. Further areas for resolution were the Care Plan/Pathway 
Plan processes, usually around the timeliness of their preparation but also in some cases about 
the quality of the content. There have been issues in meeting the educational and health needs 
of the UASC population in particular. There has been a lack of educational opportunities 
available to this cohort because of a range of factors including the volume of need but also the 
requirement for students to gain qualifications in English and Maths at 19, which has reduced 
the availability of ESOL courses etc. In raising a Dispute Resolution IROs are mindful of the 
pressures on social workers and take into account their ability to achieve change, but in these 
cases there is a clear disadvantage to the young person’s outcomes that has required a formal 
challenge.  

Social work performance and practice

 CIC for at least 18 months who have had the same Social Worker for 12 months (Inc. UASC)



Impact of staff turnover

35. The turnover of social workers has been decreasing month on month with a corresponding 
improvement in the rag rating of this indicator, but particularly within the UASC teams there has 
been a consistent challenge and changes of social worker have impacted on the timeliness of 
care planning. Repeated changes of social worker impacts on the willingness of the young 
person to engage with successive social workers and a number of Dispute Resolutions have been 
triggered by the IRO Service as a result of the deficits this causes in young people’s care 
experience. We acknowledge the efforts made to recruit and retain staff and recognise the 
difficulties the ongoing UASC situation in particular posed to the establishment of a “business as 
usual” service model. Nevertheless it is the IRO Service’s role to promote an optimum service to 
all of our young people in line with national requirements.

Late Notifications of care entry

36. A late notification is defined as 2 or more working days after the child has come in to care. A 
delay in the IRO service being notified promptly delays an IRO being appointed and makes it 
harder to ensure that the initial review takes place on time. In 2015/16 there were 120 late 
notifications, a minor improvement on the 137 on the previous year.

Performance

IROs Quality Assurance Grading of CIC Care Plans resulted in  

Good or Better -61.8%- 3692 out of 5973

Requiring Improvement to Good- 26.6% -1586 out of 5973

 Inadequate- 11.6%- 695 out of 5973

Monthly QA Reporting Grading of:



LAC Planning

37. The IRO Review QA process and Monthly Quality Assurance audits demonstrate that the quality 
of planning for Children in Care has remained static in the last year in the Good category, but 
there is a need for IROs to drill down into these figures to assess whether there are issues 
around the administration of the LAC process which is preventing a better performance profile 
or whether there is a lack of real engagement with and aspiration for young people within care 
planning.  

LAC Review

“Has the Care Plan been shared with the child/young person and are their views recorded?”

84.2% (4378 out of 5198)

“Is the Care Plan/Pathway Plan being implemented within the child/young person's time frame?”

81.3% (4761 out of 5856)

Child Focused Practice 

Good or better 78.8% of 383 QA Audits

Inadequate 11.6% of 60 QA Audits

38. There has been a measurable improvement in the grading of the processes that go into making 
up a meaningful CIC Review, but Monthly QA monitoring suggests it is still marked by what could 
be considered only above average performance. However the IRO Review QA process suggests a 
more positive picture when looking at core elements to a purposeful review and ongoing care 
planning for children and young people in care, although an 11.6% Inadequate rating for child 
focused practice is an area for close examination and action setting in the relevant cases.



Change of Review dates 

39. There were 425 requests to change the date of LAC reviews for a range of appropriate reasons. 
The process requires the agreement of the area Assistant Director and the AD for Safeguarding 
and Quality Assurance to ensure that reviews do not change without good reason. 

40. Identified Areas for Improvement in the social work service to Looked After Children 
 There is a need to evidence that parental consent has been obtained particularly for Section 

20 cases.
 Life story work for children in permanent placements needs to continue to improve and be 

more consistent and timely.
 Pre Meeting Reports are not regularly being provided 3 working days before the review and 

some do not provide a comprehensive update and analysis.
 Distribution of review minutes are not always circulated in a timely way to participants.
 Varied availability and use of interpreters, timeliness of age assessments, timely access to 

legal advice, limited access to education particularly for older UASC young people, and 
health assessments.

 Placement Plans need to be updated when children change placement or change of 
circumstances.

 Stability Core Group meetings and Adolescent Risk Management meetings are being used, 
however there is limited note of Disruption meetings

 Care Plan implementation

 Areas identified as being ‘Good’

 There is an overall reduction in delay and drift including the review of children subject to 
Section: 20

 Good communication and liaison between district teams and IROs including timely alerting 
of the IRO to significant changes in most districts

 Clearer efforts are being made to family find for children with a plan for adoption including 
Foster to Adopt and early identification for babies, often matching at approval or with 
existing sibling adopters. 

 Timeliness in reviewing whether adoption continues to be a feasible plan or needs to be 
changed to long term fostering 

 Evidence of the Signs of Safety approach being utilised  in casework including direct work 
tools with children e.g. Three Houses 

What children and young people told us

41. Through the Child in Care Survey and Participation Report we are able to gain insight into what 
young people feel about their care experience. Taking findings from Quarters 2/3/4 this is what 
children and young people said:



 Support us to chair our reviews.
 Let us know why you are visiting us.
 Support us to complete the consultation booklets-your views and comments.
 Explain to us the purpose of our review and the process of chairing the review meeting.
 Understand the role of the IRO.
 Help us to understand the plans for our future.
 Talk to us about where our reviews should be held and what time.

This is what we are doing in response

 IROs will make contact with you to discuss chairing your next review meeting. 
Your Social Worker/Foster Carer will also help prepare you for your review.

 IROs will ensure that you understand the reason for their visit to you.
 IROs will continue to remind your Social Worker to help you to complete your Consultation Booklet 

with their support or that of your carers.
 IROs will speak with you to explain the purpose of your review and how the meeting is done. Your 

social worker will also explain how you can get the most from your review 
 IROs/Social Workers will use the contact card and IRO leaflet to explain their role to you. 

(These have been translated into different languages and are available on the VSK website:-Kent 
Cares Town)

 IROs will make sure your care plan/pathway plan is up to date and discussed with you before the 
Review and check that you have been involved in what has been written in the Plan. They will also 
ensure that plans for your future are clear, not delayed and will raise any concerns you have with 
your Social Worker.

 IROs will continue to make sure that Social Workers tell you where your reviews will be held and at 
what time, but also check that you are happy with these arrangements and discuss alternatives if 
you are not.

42. Fewer children and young people feel concerned about where they live with most saying that 
they are happy in placement and the vast majority of young people said they felt safe in their 
placement. There was however a 20% drop when it came to how safe young people felt in their 
school environments to the mid 60%. Although the majority of young people who filled in 
consultation forms were happy in their schools there was a 7% increase in young people saying 
that they are not happy in their schools across the three quarters.

43. Around 50% of young people in care felt happy most of the time, but a significant proportion of 
young people responding in Consultations said they were Sad/Worried/Angry/Confused at 32% 
(Q2) 28% (Q3) 25% (Q4) most of the time.

44. Three quarters of young people who responded felt that they see their social worker at the right 
level but around 10% of young people do not feel that they see enough of their social workers. 

45. A minority of young people said that they understood what the plans for their future were at 
44%/26%/22% across Quarters 2 3 and 4. These figures should be seen in the context of the 
numbers of responses gained to the survey and the number of UASC young people involved, 
who may not know what the longer term future holds for them, which is a different scenario to 



that of citizen children. However there is a need to analyse these figures further so that we are 
proactive in ensuring young people are fully aware of the planning for their future. 

46. In contrast to the low number of young people who understood their plan around 75% of young 
people were aware of the Complaints process. Only a just over a third were aware of “Our Young 
People’s Council” however and this dropped further when young people were asked about their 
awareness of the Kent Pledge. 

47.  Although the majority of children and young people state that they do not want to Chair their 
LAC reviews, around 15% say they would like to and a further +/-30% said that they might or did 
not give a definite view. Children and young people will continue to be encouraged and 
supported by IROs and social workers to take an active part in their reviews, including the 
number of children who chair all or part of their Review. 

48. Children and young people consultation booklets are now available in 5 different languages to 
cater for Unaccompanied Asylum Seeking Children we work with. 

This is the first time I felt like a human. I 
feel like people care about me. Because I 
never had this feeling when I was in my 

country

Everything got my 
life on track

They understood me. IRO asks the right 
questions. They explained things well

Ruined the 
relationship with 

my family

Sent me on wrong path 
(meeting other kids in care)

They always made sure I was 
okay. Always helped me when I 

needed it



Conclusion

49. The IRO Service has had a very busy year, particularly in light of the UASC situation from June 
2015 onwards. Excluding UASC, the number of children who have entered or left the care system 
has remained relatively stable and the Council has continued to invest in the Service through the 
regrade of IROs and through improved admin support. Caseloads have been maintained at 
around 70 per FTE but the ability of IROs to see a young person between reviews has been 
hampered by UASC issues predominantly. The Service remains aspirational in this respect, seeing 
it as a crucial aspect of the IRO role, and one that can provide real added value to the 
relationship with children and young people. 

50. The IRO service has strengthened the challenge function of the role over the last year through 
the Dispute Resolution Process to address delay and drift for children in care. Constructive 
challenge is an expectation identified in the IRO Handbook and an element of the service which 
Ofsted will expect to see evidence of during their Inspections.  We recognise that Dispute 
Resolution will continue to be a challenge in how it is received and acted upon by operational 
colleagues and the IRO Service will retain objectivity in order to be part of the solution. 

51. The Service must focus on setting the consistent standards expected across the County and 
holding areas accountable for them if it is to continue to be taken seriously. The IRO service in 
2016/17 will need to raise its profile as the link between the child, their parents and carers and 
the local authority, and promote the continuity that improves placement stability and the 
provision of the most relevant support

52. Knowing the wishes and feelings of our children and young people and helping them to 
participate fully in their review has to remain a priority. Going forward the IRO with the social 
worker needs to encourage many more young people to actively Chair their reviews. The Service 
needs to gather the views of foster carers, other providers of care to our young people and the 
views of parents in particular on how well the Council is fulfilling its responsibilities, but also to 
act as the co-ordinator of the support network that will assist young people to achieve their 
goals and aspirations into the future. 

53. There are likely to be many challenges in the coming year which will require the IRO Service to 
continue to focus on the quality of provision to children and young people, improvements, both 
within the offer to children in care but also on how it fulfils its roles and to continue to ensure 
the child remains at the centre of all of our processes.

54. As a service we are mindful of our safeguarding responsibilities for children in care who are 
vulnerable to sexual exploitation, substance misuse, missing episodes and disengaging from 
education and training. We will continue to monitor Care Plans closely and to include actions 
which build safety and stability for children and young people. There is growing need to be 
vigilant to the emotional needs of young people, particularly in respect of vulnerable 
adolescents but also our UASC young people who we know little about or how they may have 
been affected by possible trauma in their past.



55. The IRO Service notes the ongoing hard work and commitment of social workers and other 
professionals, particularly the Virtual School Kent in supporting young people who are looked 
after. Despite some inevitable tensions the quality of the relationship with Children’s Social Care 
in particular remains a strength.

Targets for 2016/2017

 Improved methods of consulting with children and young people in between reviews and 
particularly ensuring they understand the purpose of care planning and their involvement in 
the process. 

 To ensure that a greater number of young people are supported to chair their own reviews 
 To review and relaunch the Participation and Consultation process with parents and carers 

and to improve the response rate from young people including the use of new media 
platforms

 To integrate the Signs of Safety approach into the LAC Review process


