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CHILDREN AND FAMILIES OVERVIEW AND SCRUTINY 
COMMITTEE

MINUTES of a meeting of the Children and Families Overview and Scrutiny Committee held on 
Friday 18 November 2016 at the Cabinet Suite - Shire Hall, Gloucester.

PRESENT:
Cllr Tony Blackburn
Dr Richard Castle
Cllr Tim Harman (Chairman)
Cllr Joe Harris
Cllr Richard Leppington

Cllr Tracy Millard
Cllr Brian Robinson
Cllr Jack Williams
Cllr Lesley Williams MBE

Officers in attendance: Mark Bone - Head of Service (Youth Support)
Alison Williams - Director Youth Support
Suzanne Hall - Finance Business Partner
Linda Uren - Director of Children Services 
Kathy O’Mahony – Operations Director Children’s Safeguarding and 
Care

Apologies: Ambassador for Vulnerable Children and Young People and Cllr Pam Tracey 
MBE

33. DECLARATIONS OF INTEREST 
Cllr Brian Robinson declared a personal interest as a governor at Dene Magna School, and 
as a member of the Management Committee of the Gloucestershire Alternative Provision 
School, and as a Foster Carer.

Richard Castle declared a personal interest as a governor at Gastrells Community Primary 
School.

Cllr Lesley Williams declared a personal interest as a Governor at Maidenhill School.

Cllr Tracy Millard declared a personal interest as a governor at Calton Primary School, and 
a governor at Gloucester Academy; and also as a member of the Adoption Panel.

34. MINUTES OF THE PREVIOUS MEETING 
The minutes of the meeting on Thursday 15 September 2016 were agreed as a correct 
record and signed by the Chairman.

35. CHILDREN IN CARE - WHAT ARE THE FACTORS DRIVING THE INCREASE IN 
NUMBERS? 

35.1 The committee received a detailed presentation from the Operations Director Children’s 
Safeguarding and Care and engaged in a detailed discussion with the Director and the 
Director of Children’s Service’s on this matter. (For information the presentation slides were 
uploaded to the council’s website and included in the minute book.)

35.2 The committee was informed that the numbers of children coming into care has been rising 
over the last ten years, at both a national and local level. Of particular interest was that 
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there was a significant increase in July this year. Numbers were now holding steady but it 
was impossible to say whether this position would be maintained. It was important to 
remember that this was a demand led service. Members were informed that in order to try 
to understand the spike in July 2016 the Operations Director had personally reviewed each 
case, but had found that in every case, with one possible exception, that the child did need 
to be placed in care. It was explained that ordinarily the numbers of children coming in to 
care were to a degree balanced by those leaving care, but in July 2016 only 2 children had 
left care. The committee was informed that we were not out of kilter with our statistical 
neighbours, and remained below the England average. 

35.3 It was explained that the continued increase in demand has had a knock on effect with 
there now being a delay in some cases in the courts. However, this also has much to do 
with the complexity of these cases. The committee was informed that the courts were also 
under pressure and nationally there had been some comments that we, as a country, are 
facing ‘a crisis’.

35.4 Members were informed that a particular challenge in Gloucestershire was provision for 
teenagers. The committee was also informed that there was no secure accommodation in 
Gloucestershire so when this was required children and young people would be sent out of 
county. It was noted that the use of secure accommodation had reduced radically; but with 
a greater understanding of the risks associated with Child Sexual Exploitation (CSE) there 
were some young people who have been placed in secure accommodation for their own 
safety. 

35.5 The presentation included the profile of placements in Gloucestershire in comparison with 
other authorities. This clearly showed that we use foster placements much more than other 
local authorities. 

35.6 Whilst the committee welcomed the detailed information demonstrated in the presentation 
and the openness with which the Directors responded to questions, there was a shared 
concern as to whether the system, locally, would be able to withstand this pressure, and 
the potential impact of these system pressures on children and families. Members therefore 
wanted to understand what work the Directors felt would deliver the best outcomes for 
children and families and best support the system itself. It was explained that in the longer 
term the focus would continue to be on early help and prevention, children in need planning 
and early intervention. Family Group Conferences would also be utilised – this was where 
social workers worked with the (wider) family to identify what they could do to support each 
other as opposed to the social worker telling them what to do; to create safety around the 
child/children.  A business case was also being developed to establish an Intensive 
Support Hub. This would be a joint initiative with the NHS, and would be based on the 
North Yorkshire model ‘No Wrong Door’. This would include short term residential 
placements, and access to intensive flexible support. 

35.7 It was clear that this was a significant area of risk for the council, and both Directors were 
clear that the system was stretched. There was also pressure on the budget, in particular 
the external agency placement budget; members were aware that this budget area has 
been overspent for some years. 

35.8 The committee’s debate on this matter was wide ranging and included the impact of 
deprivation/poverty on the family, eg. what factors could be specifically identified as 
‘poverty’. Members noted that there was ongoing research looking at the links between 
deprivation and numbers of children in care/interventions from children’s services.
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35.9 In response to questions the Directors were also clear that although there were significant 
financial pressures the priority was always the child. The committee was also informed that 
the Children in Care Council supported placing children in care, where necessary, for the 
health and wellbeing of the child. The Children in Care Council felt that it was important to 
remember that home was not always a safe place for some children.

35.10 The committee agreed that this was a complex area and supported the continued drive for 
early intervention and support. Members were also supportive of the development of the 
business case for intensive support hubs, and would monitor progress of this initiative. 

36. UNACCOMPANIED ASYLUM SEEKING CHILDREN 
36.1 The committee received a presentation from the Director of Youth Support and a Head of 

Service (Youth Support) on this matter. (For information the presentation slides were 
uploaded to the council’s website and included in the minute book.)

36.2 The committee was informed that there were currently 24 UASC in the care of the council. 
16 were at school in full time education and 8 were attending a local charity GARAS 
(Gloucestershire Action for Asylum Seekers and Refugees). 23 were living in foster care 
and one was in Supported Living arrangements. There were also 28 former UASC care 
leavers in Gloucestershire. 11 were at college, 8 at university, 5 were NEET, 3 were at 
school and one was in full time employment. 

36.3 It was explained that the national transfer scheme (NTS) had been introduced in July 2016. 
The purpose of the NTS was to facilitate a fair process for the distribution of UASC across 
the country. Based on this scheme (level based on 0.07% of children’s population) 
Gloucestershire could receive up to 87 UASC. 

36.4 Members were further informed that under the vulnerable children resettlement scheme 
(often referred to as the Syrian families resettlement programme) 15 families had been re-
settled in Gloucestershire, across all districts, apart from the Forest of Dean. 2 more 
families were expected by Christmas. It was important to note that the Forest of Dean 
District Council was happy to receive these families but wanted to ensure that the 
placement location was appropriate. 

36.5 It was explained that the council received funding from the Home Office to support each 
child. It was anticipated that there would be a shortfall in this funding which the council 
would have to fill. The funding situation for those UASC who were over 18 was a significant 
pressure. Members were informed that this aspect was the subject of a national discussion, 
and the Association of Directors of Children’s Services (ADCS) has recently published a 
report regarding UASC, including costs. The Home Office has now begun to fund care 
leavers but again it was anticipated that there would be a shortfall that would have to be 
picked up by the council.

36.6 Members were aware that there were some local authorities that have refused to 
participate in the resettlement scheme. It was acknowledged that there were a few. Whilst 
funding was an issue for these councils, the greater concern related to the challenges 
around placing these families when these authorities were already experiencing challenges 
in placing their ‘own’ children. 

36.7 The committee was informed that there was a working group looking at the implications of 
the numbers of UASC and the resources in place. This group included an Ambassador who 
was an UASC. A particular challenge had been the relatively short notice from the Home 
Office recently with regard to placements as this had meant that  councils had not been 
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able to undertake the necessary planning. Going forward the knowledge that 
Gloucestershire could receive up to 87 UASC meant that appropriate planning could be 
undertaken. 

36.8 The committee was concerned that supporting these children and families placed an 
additional pressure on an already stretched system. However the majority of committee 
members agreed that supporting these people, who were in dire need, was something that 
we should be doing. It was agreed that the committee would receive an update on this 
matter in the next council. 

37. REVENUE MONITORING 
37.1 The Finance Business Partner presented this report and drew attention to the forecast 

overspends and the reasons behind these figures.

37.2 The earlier discussion on the increase in the numbers of children coming onto care had 
demonstrated the increased pressure on funding. Members were also aware that the 
external care budget continued to be in an overspend position. There was a shared 
concern with regard to the financial pressures and the council’s ability to continue to be 
able to meet demand in these circumstances. It was noted that the additional investment in 
social worker posts would, in the long term, support improved practice, particularly relating 
to early intervention, and should see a reduction in the number of children coming into 
care, but it was emphasised that this was a long term saving.  

CHAIRMAN

Meeting concluded at 12.20 pm


