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Executive Summary

Introduction

The Hackney Children and Families Service received two tranches of funding from the
Department for Education to design, develop and embed a Contextual Safeguarding
system that could support and protect young people with respect to peer networks,
locations and other environments beyond the family home, and dynamically address new
and emerging contextual issues impacting on young people’s welfare. The first grant (April
2017 to March 2020) was distributed through the second round of the Children’s Social
Care Innovation Programme and provided for an independent evaluation by the authors of
the current report. The 2020 evaluation report concluded there had been substantial
process change in respect of system development and culture change, but the new
system had not yet been finalised and new practices were still to be fully embedded. Only
very limited evidence was available regarding service user experiences or child-level
outcomes.

The second grant was intended to cover the costs of finalising and embedding Contextual
Safeguarding in Hackney over the time period September 2020 to August 2021. The
current report constitutes an independent evaluation of what was achieved during and
since that time. Specifically, it details the extent to which Contextual Safeguarding is
integrated in Hackney and considers whether the new system might have contributed to
any changes in practices, contexts, or the service experiences and outcomes of young
people, families and communities with reference to extra-familial risks and/or harms
(EFRH). To inform decisions about future activities in relation to Contextual Safeguarding
in Hackney, and to add to the learning being shared through the extensive scaling and
spreading of Contextual Safeguarding underway in many local areas nationally, this
evaluation report also considers the extent to which the system in Hackney is functioning
effectively, is expected to sustain within the available resources, and offers value for
money.

The Contextual Safeguarding project

Contextual Safeguarding does not offer a manualised or standardised model which should
be operationalised with fidelity to achieve particular outcomes, but rather what could be
better described as a methodology or framework: a conceptual approach and set of
principles which would require interpretation, and sensitive and nuanced innovation
tailored to a particular context. A child welfare or safeguarding system would only be
deemed ‘Contextual Safeguarding’ if it could demonstrate alignment with the four
‘domains’ of the framework:


https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/932353/Hackney_Contextual_Safeguarding.pdf

i.  That it can target the nature of the contexts in which EFRH occur, rather than just
the individuals affected by it, hence addressing the social conditions which enable
EFRH to flourish;

ii.  That extra-familial contexts have been incorporated into legislative frameworks and
practice guidance directing safeguarding processes;

iii.  That partnerships are in place with sectors and individuals responsible for extra-
familial settings where young people spend their time; and

iv.  That outcome measurements track changes in the nature of the contexts where
young people are vulnerable to abuse or harm, rather than only focusing on
changes in the behaviour of individuals.

A fully functional Contextual Safeguarding system should also operate effectively at two
levels. At Level One, ‘contextual thinking’ about extra-familial relationships, networks and
locations is incorporated into individual work with children and families. This might be
viewed as an extension of safeguarding work commonly conducted within children’s social
care. At Level Two, practices, systems and structures need to be in place for identifying,
assessing and intervening with the contexts themselves in which young people are at risk
of significant harm. It is this Level Two aspect that is most radical as conventional
safeguarding systems tend to assess risks for individual young people and address them
within a family-oriented mindset. Hence, new systems and tools need to be put in place to
guide this work, and decisions made about who in the system holds responsibility for this
work, and how it should be resourced.

Hackney’s theory of change for developing and embedding the Contextual Safeguarding
system identified how the following processes should enable service experiences and
outcomes for young people, families and communities to improve: collaboration with local
stakeholders would enable Contextual Safeguarding theory to be interpreted for the local
context; ICT systems, policies, procedures and tools could then be designed and trialled
that would prompt contextual thinking by individuals, groups and locations; children’s
social care and partner agencies would be trained in theory and practice, leading to a
knowledge and culture shift in relation to how EFRH and contextual risks were understood;
once practice improvements were embedded as ‘business as usual’, EFRH would be
addressed more effectively for young people, families and communities, at both an
individual and context level.

Contextual Safeguarding now offers a well-developed framework, supported by a range of
tools and resources’, which guide local authorities, organisations and interagency
networks to create systems, services and practice approaches that respond to young
people’s experiences of EFRH through creating safety in the contexts and relationships
themselves where these occur. However, when the Hackney pilot began in April 2017, it
was the very first site for concretising the Contextual Safeguarding theoretical proposition,
which has developed iteratively through the learning in Hackney and in subsequent test

1 https://www.contextualsafeguarding.org.uk/
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sites. It was not possible at the start to predict what a new system would look like nor
exactly what policies, procedures, practice methods or system components might need to
be put in place; these needed to be envisioned, created and trialled, reflexively informed
by the embedded action research. It was the recognition of the time and resource needed
for such partnership-building and experimentation that made the case for Innovation
Programme funding, alongside the necessity to ensure that safeguarding ‘business as
usual’ could be maintained in children’s social care whilst processes were operationalised
and tested. The substantial contribution to the field made by the Hackney pilot should be
recognised, as it led to the development of the first Contextual Safeguarding toolkit in
2019, which has now been comprehensively trialled in multiple sites and further refined.

Once the initial funding came to an end in March 2020, the Contextual Safeguarding Team
in Hackney needed to be disbanded; no specialist Level 2 work was reliably available in
the system between April-November 2020. The second grant then funded a period of
redesign, leading to the inception of a new Context Intervention Unit, starting in December
2020, which directed and provided Level 2 work across Hackney. While the additional
funding to resource this unit ceased in August 2021, the unit was able to continue in that
form until March 2022, by repurposing some of the Borough’s Supporting Families funding.
Since April 2022, without the ring-fenced funding stream, the unit has more than halved in
size. Hackney is currently considering how its Contextual Safeguarding commitments
(particularly at Level 2) might be configured and resourced going forward.

The evaluation methodology

The mixed-methods study broadly followed a Contribution Analysis methodology to
consider whether there have been any improved service experiences or outcomes at a
child- or context-level in Hackney with reference to EFRH. It also sought to establish what
contribution the specific configuration of Contextual Safeguarding in Hackney might have
made to these by assessing: whether there was a fully functional Contextual Safeguarding
system; what might have happened if Contextual Safeguarding had never been introduced
(the counterfactual); and whether there might have been other (confounding) factors which
could have led to any observed effects.

The following methods were used:

¢ Administrative service pattern and outcome data from Hackney were compared to
establish ‘difference-in-difference’ changes in service patterns and child-level
outcomes over the period before and after the introduction of Contextual
Safeguarding. Comparison was also made with publicly available data from other
London Boroughs over a similar period.

e Questionnaires (standardised measures) were completed by students within a
secondary school in Hackney to assess the effects of a Level Two preventative
programme of work. A historical comparison was made with data collected in 2018.

10
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e Community mapping data from neighbourhood, peer and school safety surveys
were analyzed to ascertain how safe young people felt in a range of scenarios in
locations in Hackney and what issues parents, adults and businesses felt that
young people were facing in their local area

¢ Interviews with young people and parents sought to learn how helpful the approach
taken in Hackney had been to enabling young people to feel that their concerns and
perspectives had been heard, understood and respected, and whether they felt
helped in the context of EFRH.

e Practitioners were surveyed and interviewed to ascertain their familiarity with the
Contextual Safeguarding system, their confidence in using Contextual Safeguarding
referral process and any relevant tools to work with EFRH in their cases, any
training needs, and their impression of the effectiveness of the new Contextual
Safeguarding approach.

¢ Interviews with service leads across agencies gained insight into the strategic
progress of Contextual Safeguarding, strengths and limitations of interagency
collaboration, and any gaps or areas where further work was needed.

¢ Reviews of case file documents (individual and context) evaluated whether
principles consonant with Contextual Safeguarding were embedded consistently in
how practitioners assessed and intervened, compared with data from the prior
evaluation.

e Policies and practice guidance were reviewed to ascertain the degree to which they
were consonant with Contextual Safeguarding principles, and what this indicated
about the stage of embedding.

e Hackney’s level of progress towards embedding through a system review process
and compared with progress made by five children’s social care departments
implementing Contextual Safeguarding, as reported by Firmin and Lloyd (2022).

e Cost Effectiveness Analysis involved comparison of costs and outcomes pre- and
post- Contextual Safeguarding.

Limitations of the evaluation

Data limitations include: difficulties in gaining access to young people and parents to gain
their feedback on their experience of the service; and a lack of willingness on the part of
other local authorities to engage in direct comparative analysis; the variability over place
and time in the ways that local authorities collect and collate data for statutory returns (the
source of administrative data) raises some questions about reliability and interpretation.
However, the most far-reaching problems in the progress of Contextual Safeguarding, and
the related data collection and analysis in this evaluation, concerned two profound,
unexpected factors. First, the Covid-19 pandemic significantly affected everyone’s social,
working and community lives through 2020 and 2021. The functioning of all public services
changed radically and services in Hackney were only returning to more normative patterns
of operation in 2022, e.g. many of the Level 2 interventions in schools, youth clubs and
other contexts in Hackney were disrupted or delayed till mid- to late-2022. Young people’s
wellbeing, relationships and behaviours, and their access to services, were substantially
impacted over that period (locally and nationally) in ways that are not yet fully
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comprehended. Second, a cyber-attack on Hackney Council’s data systems in October
2020 led to the loss of all data from the Children and Families Service. Information on
vulnerable children had to be constructed manually from records in related services to
ensure that no child was lost from sight or placed at risk. Review and forward planning
were hindered. Data systems were entirely manual for some time. The financial costs of
the repair were huge. It also resulted in Hackney being unable to submit full administrative
data returns to the Department of Education, and as such, some data items required for
the quantitative analysis were missing or had not undergone the same level of cleaning
and checking as would have been carried out if there had not been a cyber-attack.

We would suggest that the effects of these events on a service seeking to implement and
embed a complex and costly innovation cannot be over-estimated. It must be held in mind
through this report that data patterns may be, at least in part, a reflection of these factors,
rather than the merits or demerits of the Contextual Safeguarding system.

Key findings

Is Contextual Safeguarding embedded in Hackney?

When the second period of funding ended in August 2021, Hackney reviewed the progress
of its implementation plan, and a researcher from the University of Bedfordshire’s
Contextual Safeguarding team conducted a system change review. Both concluded that
while good progress was being made towards identified objectives, embedding was still
very much work in progress.

A further system review process was conducted within this independent evaluation over
the summer of 2022, drawing on data from across the evaluation. There were many
positive indicators of further progress towards project aims in line with the theory of
change. Systems for managing EFRH had been transformed compared with 2018.
Processes and toolkits were in place that enabled professionals to manage risk and
progress plans for young people and contexts. Knowledgeability and practice confidence
for EFRH had increased. Cultures and language were shifting. Shared understandings
regarding EFRH were developing across agencies.

However, it was clear that the approach was not yet implemented in its entirety nor
embedded into mainstream organisational context and delivery processes as ‘business-as-
usual’; those leading and working within the services themselves rated it as approximately
5 out of 10 in terms of completion. The service as it had been configured was not feasible
and viable in the medium term within identified resources. At the time of reporting the
Context Intervention Unit which provided a specialist response to contexts of concern
(Level Two work) had been substantially reduced and a redesign of the approach to
Contextual Safeguarding was underway. By these measures, there is still some way to go
towards embedding.

12



Has Contextual Safeguarding positively impacted practice?

Case file documentation and interview and survey data collected from practitioners, young
people and parents indicated that the introduction of Contextual Safeguarding was
associated with improvements in professional responses to EFRH. Practitioners’ capacity
to recognise, assess and work with extra-familial contexts had increased, buoyed by clear
procedures and helpful tools. Practitioner confidence, and documentary evidence of
knowledgeability and skill, were most apparent with respect to assessment of EFRH,
particularly with individual young people at risk and from a family focus (Level One work).
However, there was generally much less confidence by children’s social care staff in how
to address risks, build relationships with young people and intervene effectively.

It was largely practitioners working in more specialist Level Two roles (such as the Context
Intervention Unit) who were confident in their skills for engaging young people and
intervening effectively in contexts. Their case recordings and reports included more
nuanced and sophisticated EFRH-related language and insights. It is of likely significance
that EFRH-related work forms only a minor focus within children’s social care roles and so
confidence and skill in context-oriented Level Two work does not readily aggregate. There
are implications for the configuration of a Contextual Safeguarding system if it routinely
leads to lower confidence and skill in a segment of staff who are involved with EFRH less
frequently.

Has Contextual Safeguarding positively impacted outcomes at a context-
level?

Standardised measures were collected from young people in schools who had received
cohort-level preventative programmes oriented towards changing potential contexts of risk
and harm, including with groups of young people and in local environments (Level Two
aims). No significant effects could be identified from the historical comparison of cohorts
from 2018 and 2022. Although there was some evidence that feelings of life satisfaction
and school acceptance had dropped slightly, there are limitations in terms of the
conclusions that can be drawn regarding causal effects as the 2022 sample had lived
through the recent difficult impacts of the Covid-19 pandemic and this might have played a
role. There was strong and consistent evidence across the dataset that young people’s
perceptions of the Hackney community were predictive of safety, acceptance, and
belonging at school, which in turn were predictive of wellbeing. The fact that coping
strategies remained statistically significant predictors of wellbeing and life satisfaction over
and above the school and community scores suggests that this could be a potential target
for future intervention.

Part of the Level Two approach to Contextual Safeguarding is to mobilise young people,
parents, businesses, schools and other community members to enhance safety in their
locality, including through provision of training about EFRH awareness and bystander
approaches. Data were aggregated from various neighbourhood and community surveys

to provide insight into perceptions about living in Hackney, with particular reference to
13



safety. The responses indicate awareness in neighbourhoods and schools about young
people’s experiences of EFRH and these might signal the positive impacts of earlier Level
Two interventions at a community level. Young people themselves were making active
choices to promote their safety every day about travel routes and the avoidance of certain
localities and peer groups where gang activity, violence and crime was prevalent. A
number of suggestions were made across the surveys about how matters might be
improved. Some had implications for increased resource (such as improving diversionary
and community activities) while others implied the need for attitudinal or cultural changes
within other agencies, such as improving relationships between the police and young
people, and addressing the unintended impacts of school exclusions. Finally, the need for
change at a structural level was flagged by the concerns about the role played by racism
and poverty in increasing young people’s situational vulnerability to EFRH.

Have outcomes for children and young people been impacted by the
Contextual Safeguarding system?

The analysis of administrative data for Hackney indicates a number of positive changes in
journey patterns through children’s social care for children and young people experiencing
EFRH, some of which are statistically significant.

There was a decrease in the average length of time between an assessment in children’s
social care and a referral to the specialist arm of the Contextual Safeguarding system. This
signals an increased awareness by professionals over time of what the unit could offer
young people at a context-level, and not just in respect of family-level intervention. This is
a strong indicator of the embedding of Contextual Safeguarding.

While the rate of children in care in Hackney remains consistently higher than for the
average across the London boroughs, there was a substantial reduction in care episodes
for young people experiencing EFRH over the period. Both the number of days in care per
episode of care, and the percentage of days in care, significantly decreased. The use of
residential care reduced. There was a significant decline in the use of ‘out of borough’
placements and a substantial reduction in the number of placement days spent in ‘out of
borough’ placements. Conversely there was a greater use of foster care placements
including those with kinship carers due to the introduction of the fostering first’ approach in
Hackney. Although these reductions in use of out-of-home care to protect and support
young people are part of a wider strategy in Hackney, they align with some of the aspired
outcomes within Contextual Safeguarding and will have reduced placement costs
substantially for the EFRH cohort over that period.

Episodes of ‘going missing’ from care are considered an important indicator of EFRH risk.
The number of episodes of children going missing in Hackney was lower by the final time
period by a statistically significant amount.

The proportion of criminal offences recorded for young people after identification of EFRH
showed a significant reduction by the final time period. The number of episodes of
14



involvement with the Youth Offending Team significantly reduced. There was also a
reduction in the number of children and young people who were living in a youth offender
institution or prison establishment. These indicators are in line with Hackney’s aspiration to
reduce young people’s involvement in the criminal justice system was achieved.

Value for money offered by the service

The return on investment is calculated by dividing the programme costs by attributed
benefits, producing a benefit cost ratio. Monetisable outcomes were ascertained from the
analysis of the administrative data set, specifically:

e Reduction in the use of out of borough and residential placements, and a reduction in
the length of these — annual unit cost of a residential placement £254,748

e Reduction in the number of children going missing from care — unit cost £2,719
e Reduction in offending behaviour — unit cost £1,036

These are set against the total of the funds received over a four-year period from April
2018 to March 2022: £2,213,623.

The ratios produced through the analysis indicate a positive return on investment. While
these results are presented with caveats, particularly in relation to the quality of the data,
and potential under-reporting following the cyber-attack, they are promising and warrant
further exploration in the future. Regarding limitations, it should be noted that the cost
benefit analysis was constrained by the lack of detail in the administrative data about the
types of services and support that were provided to children and young people as part of
the Contextual Safeguarding service. Furthermore, the evolution of the service, and the
potential impact of the provision of indirect support (i.e., training) which is not necessarily
monetisable, needs to be taken into consideration when considering the value for money
of introducing and embedding a service such as Contextual Safeguarding. Attribution is
problematic without data about the specifics of the service, and an understanding of
whether there are particular elements of the Contextual Safeguarding service that are
more effective, or cost effective than others, or whether it is the service in its entirety that
can be partially attributed to the positive outcomes reported in this section.

Conclusions and implications

This report details the most recent leg of an extensive and complex journey towards
implementing and embedding a Contextual Safeguarding system. By the end of the
reporting period, it has become apparent that Contextual Safeguarding is not yet fully
implemented in its entirety nor embedded into mainstream organisational context and
delivery processes as ‘business-as-usual’. The current configuration of the system means
that expertise in EFRH work has become concentrated in a small number of specialist
practitioners, with the result that knowledgeability and confidence in intervention has
reduced for the majority. This configuration also cannot operate fully without additional
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ring-fenced resource — which is not available in the current financial climate. As a result,
further work on embedding has largely ground to a halt and the service is now entering a
further period of reflection and re-design.

Our considered view is that this state of affairs does not reflect any lack of work or
commitment on the part of Hackney. Social care innovation generally requires substantial
lead-in time for process change to translate into enhanced service experiences and
outcomes for young people, families and communities. Given that the Contextual
Safeguarding project has comprised a highly ambitious programme of radical innovation,
involving substantial iterative process change in systems, cultures and practices, reflexive
loops of review and redesign should be expected. In addition, the impact of the Covid-19
pandemic and the cyber-attack cannot be over-estimated in their likely adverse effects on
practitioner wellbeing, staff churn, service delivery and the system change process.
Pandemic-related impacts (particularly of lockdowns) on young people’s wellbeing and
functioning, and the nature of risks within peer groups, public spaces and contexts, have
also likely played a confounding role within the data, limiting attributions that can be made
to observed effects.

Despite these factors, many positive indicators of progress towards project aims are
apparent. Systems for managing EFRH have been transformed compared with those in
2017. Processes and toolkits are in place that enable professionals to manage risk and
progress plans for young people and contexts. Cultures and language are shifting and
shared understandings regarding EFRH are developing across agencies, although this is
still work in progress. Knowledgeability and practice confidence for working with EFRH
have increased, although not consistently across all areas of practice.

While data limitations mean progressive connections from improved practice to enhanced
service experiences to the meeting of aspired outcomes cannot be evidenced readily,
there are important indicators within the quantitative administrative data of positive effects
at a child-level. Most notably, decreases are shown in: the use of out-of-home care
(particularly out of borough placements) as a mechanism of protection for young people
affected by EFRH; episodes of young people going missing from care (a common indicator
of EFRH); and criminal offences recorded for young people subsequent to identification of
EFRH.

The Children and Families Service is now entering a further period of re-design to consider
how the system might be configured differently to meet the aims and principles of
Contextual Safeguarding in a way that is viable within existing resources. In so doing, it will
need to resolve the following inter-related questions that have salience for any local
authority, network or organisation service seeking to implement Contextual Safeguarding.
Given that Contextual Safeguarding generates additional activities and objectives (e.qg.
peer group mapping and risk assessment), will it necessarily be more expensive to
operate than a conventional approach to addressing EFRH? Do the increased costs of the
additional commitments offer value for money in terms of improving outcomes? Where
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should responsibility for resourcing these lie? Where should roles and tasks at Levels One
and Two be located within and across agencies to support viability of the configuration?

While the data made available from embedded research reflects a good level of
engagement with local communities, particularly as regards safety mapping, the
engagement in service review of young people at highest risk of EFRH remains at a
relatively early stage of development in Hackney. As obtaining meaningful and regular
service feedback is essential to reflexive and responsive service development, we would
suggest that it is essential that innovation project such as this should have a well-
established and adequately funded ongoing engagement mechanism from the start which
would enable young people, parent and community views to be routinely collected in
participatory and meaningful ways, so that they can be fed iteratively into every stage of
service design, delivery, and review.

In conclusion, the findings do indicate that the Contextual Safeguarding framework
provides a workable framework upon which system development to address EFRH can be
built and hence, in our view, merits scaling and spreading. The Hackney pilot appears to
have contributed to improvements in practice and some positive effects on child outcomes,
hence offering value for money. However, there remain unresolved issues from the chosen
configuration regarding how to best structure the system so that costs can be managed
within the available envelope, and roles and responsibilities distributed in ways that do not
silo the development of practice expertise.

We would suggest that the Hackney configuration does not offer a model system template
which other local authorities should copy. It remains the case that scaling and spreading
will involve each new site interpreting the Contextual Safeguarding framework for the
specific contexts, needs, stressors and preferences within their setting. Implications for
other sites include the time and input required at a range of levels (training, new processes
and practices, adaptation of existing forums and so own) and the resource to sustain this
until the medium term. However, the Contextual Safeguarding Toolkit?> produced by Firmin
and colleagues, to which the learning in Hackney has contributed, means that other sites
will not need to start from scratch but can build on the considerable raft of policies,
guidance, tools and training materials available. This offers an excellent basis for further
development, trialling and learning regarding the possible benefits of Contextual
Safeguarding for addressing EFRH.

2 https://www.contextualsafeguarding.org.uk/
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1. Introduction

1.1 The background to the Contextual Safeguarding project

In the first two decades of the 215t Century, public, professional and political concern
nationally escalated in relation to crime committed by, and on, young people beyond their
family homes, including exploitation, peer abuse, and weapon-enabled violence.

Research and public inquiries into child sexual exploitation in the early 2010s (e.g. Jago et
al, 2011; Berelowitz et al, 2012; Jay, 2014) intensified alarm about the impact on young
people’s safety and wellbeing of these extra-familial risks and/or harms (hereafter EFRH),
leading to a re-designation of child sexual exploitation as a safeguarding concern (Ofsted,
2016). Conventional family-focused safeguarding approaches, however, were increasingly
being recognised over this period as not providing a sufficient nor well targeted response
for addressing EFRH (Firmin, 2013). Research with parents reported how they felt blamed
for not sufficiently preventing their child’s involvement in criminality (whether through
victimisation or perpetration) and described a lack of help in managing the impact of EFRH
(Pike et al, 2019). Many young people deemed at risk did not feel respected or supported
by professional intervention and resisted involvement with services when their autonomy,
wishes and concerns were over-ridden in the wake of safeguarding concerns (Brodie et al,
2011). Although child criminal exploitation was also subsequently included in updates to
the statutory guidance, Working Together’ (Home Office, 2018), forms of EFRH other than
sexual exploitation continued to be more likely to be dealt with through a community safety
or criminal justice response, rather than through a welfare or safeguarding lens (Firmin et
al, 2022).

In seeking to find a new way to address these new forms of EFRH, associated with peer
groups and environments, senior leaders in the Hackney Children and Families Service
began to consider a ground-breaking conceptualisation developed by researchers at the
University of Bedfordshire, based on the MsUnderstood study into peer-on-peer abuse
(Firmin et al, 2016). The study critiqued family-focused assessment and intervention
systems as insufficient to address young people’s safety needs during adolescence, given
the ways in which peer and social contexts and relationships outweigh parental influence
and how young people increasingly exercise their agency and experiment with activities
and behaviours that might place themselves or others at risk. Noting how children’s social
care systems were optimised to manage individual cases rather than to coordinate
management of cases where association with a network or location was driving risks, the
authors theorised that a new system approach needed to be developed which would
recognise, value and work with peer, as well as family, relationships, and which would
move beyond individualised solutions to consider how capacity could be built for
communities and across agencies to help keep young people safe. Firmin and colleagues
went on to develop parameters for their proposed new ‘Contextual Safeguarding’ system
which would evidence its outcomes through progress in four ‘domains’:
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Target: a Contextual Safeguarding system would target the nature of the contexts
in which EFRH occurred rather than just the individuals affected by it, and so
could identify, assess and intervene with the social conditions which enabled
EFRH to flourish;

Leqislative framework: the new system would incorporate extra-familial contexts
into legislative frameworks and practice guidance directing safeguarding
processes, in similar ways to how abuse and neglect within the family were
assessed and addressed;

Partnerships: the system would develop partnerships with sectors and individuals
who were responsible for extra-familial settings where young people spent their
time (such as those responsible for the management of schools, transport
services, shopping centres, libraries, take-away shops); and

Outcome measurements: a system would measure its impact in relation to
changes in the nature of the contexts where young people were vulnerable to
abuse or harm, rather than only focusing on changes in the behaviour of
individuals who continued to spend time in risky or harmful spaces (see Firmin,
2017; Firmin 2020; Firmin and Lloyd, 2020).

Importantly, the Contextual Safeguarding framework did not offer a manualised or
standardised model which should be operationalised with fidelity to achieve particular
outcomes, but rather what could be better described as a methodology or framework: a
conceptual approach and set of principles which would require interpretation, and sensitive
and nuanced innovation tailored to a particular context.

Forming a partnership with the University of Bedfordshire, the Hackney Children and
Families Service applied successfully in 2016 to the second round of the Department for
Education’s Children’s Social Care Innovation Programme for funding to develop a
Contextual Safeguarding system that could safeguard young people within peer networks,
locations and other environments beyond the family home, and dynamically address new
and emerging contextual issues impacting on young people’s welfare. Two grants were
made to Hackney. The first (April 2017 to March 2020 - £1.9m) included a component for
embedded action research by the Contextual Safeguarding research team at the
University of Bedfordshire, who would analyse and disseminate learning to reflexively
inform system development in Hackney and enable future scaling and spreading of the
approach, should it be found to be beneficial. It also provided for an independent
evaluation, which was conducted by the authors of this report (the University of Sussex
and Research in Practice). The second grant (September 2020 to August 2021
(£287.968k) again included the embedded research component, but Hackney received a
separate sum to commission an independent evaluation by our team.
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1.2 Summary overview of this evaluation

This report presents our independent mixed-methods evaluation of the embedding stage
of the new Contextual Safeguarding system in the London Borough of Hackney. It follows
on from, and makes reference to, our prior report, published 315t March 2020, which
evaluated the development and implementation of Contextual Safeguarding in Hackney
over the time period April 2017 to March 2020 (Lefevre et al, 2020). The current report
details the extent to which Contextual Safeguarding might be considered embedded and
considers whether the new system might have contributed to any changes in practices,
contexts, or the service experiences and outcomes of young people, families and
communities with reference to EFRH. Our evaluation approach is informed by a
Contribution Analysis methodology (Mayne, 2008), with elements of pre-post and external
comparator design. In order to determine what (if any) contribution the new Contextual
Safeguarding system might have made to such impacts, we have considered the extent to
which systems and practices have changed, and what role these changes might have
played in respect of any impacts. To inform decisions about future activities in relation to
Contextual Safeguarding in Hackney, and to add to the learning being shared through the
extensive scaling and spreading of Contextual Safeguarding underway in many local
areas nationally, we have considered the extent to which the system in Hackney is
functioning effectively, is expected to sustain within the available resources, and offers
value for money.

While the evaluation was commissioned by the Hackney Children & Families Service, it
was at the request of the Department of Education, which made the funds available to
Hackney, and guided the study’s aims and scope. Our evaluation was originally due to
begin in April 2021, with a timeline to report in March 2022. However, the Covid-19
pandemic had significantly affected both the functioning of all public services and young
people’s social lives and relationships through 2020 and 2021. Many of the interventions
associated with Contextual Safeguarding, the impact of which we had expected to
evaluate, had been disrupted or delayed — some until late 2022. A cyber-attack on
Hackney Council’s data systems in 2020 meant all data relating to children’s social care
were lost; the case management database (MOSAIC) had to be rebuilt from scratch and
was not fully operational again until April 2022.

Unsurprisingly, these factors impeded Hackney’s progress with their Contextual
Safeguarding Implementation Plan and delayed the evaluation team’s access to relevant
data. The majority of qualitative data informing this report, and the staff survey data, were
collected between March and August 2022. Standardised measures were completed by
young people in November 2022, once schools were in a position to prioritise the cohort-
level preventative contextual interventions the effects of which these questionnaires were
intended to examine. The elongated study timeline had the benefit of extending the
analysis of administrative system pattern and outcome data in Hackney to include the
2022 statutory data returns; hence the pre-post comparison covers the period 2018-2022
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for Hackney. This longer time period was imperative given the aforementioned cyber-
attack and loss of case records and administrative data.

1.3 Overview of the report

Section 2 of this report reviews the journey of Contextual Safeguarding in Hackney,
detailing five phases of system development:

e Mobilisation and early design (April 2017-March 2018)

e Designing, developing and testing (April 2018-March 2019)

e Developing and Integrating (April 2019-March 2020)

e Re-design and service disruption (April — November 2020)

e Delivery, and further re-design December 2020-November 2022

The degree of detail regarding what has happened, how, when and why, is, we believe,
necessary to gaining an understanding of the mechanisms within the Contextual
Safeguarding project’s theory of change — and ultimately whether the Contextual
Safeguarding system configuration, as developed by Hackney, might be associated with
any impacts on the service experience of young people and their families, the safety and
wellbeing of young people deemed at high risk, and the wider sense of youth, family and
community safety in Hackney with respect to extra-familial risks and harms.

Section 3 of this report presents the methodology and methods. There are then five
findings chapters: the degree of system change and whether Contextual Safeguarding is
fully operational and embedded in Hackney (Section 4); any evidence of impact on
practice with EFRH (Section 5); evidence of impact on EFRH outcomes at a context-level
(Section 6); evidence of impact on outcomes at a child-level (Section 7); and consideration
of the value for money offered by the service (Section 8). The final section considers the
implications and lessons of this evaluation for Hackney’s own plans, for the scaling and
spreading of Contextual Safeguarding elsewhere, and for national policy and practice
guidance.
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2. The journey of the Contextual Safeguarding project in
Hackney

2.1 Mobilisation and early design (April 2017 — March 2018)

Contextual Safeguarding is now a well-developed framework aiming to enable Local
Authorities to create systems, services and practice approaches that respond to young
people’s experiences of EFRH through creating safety in the contexts and relationships
themselves where such risks and harms occur. Firmin and colleagues (now having moved
from Bedfordshire to Durham University) host a comprehensive website?, which includes a
range of tools and resources to enable system change and practice development with the
aim of encouraging further scaling and spreading of the approach. 69 areas in the UK now
formally use the Contextual Safeguarding framework to design their responses to EFRH;
nine of these are part of Firmin’s Scale-Up project* while others engage with the approach
independently®. Learning from this widespread take-up of the approach is shared through
the Contextual Safeguarding website, enabling an understanding of implementation
challenges and opportunities in different places and settings. Firmin and colleagues have
been engaged in ongoing knowledge exchange since 2018 with networks of strategic
leads, practitioners, academics and policymakers, all of which have been able to feed back
on the strengths, possibilities and limitations of the framework, and aid its development.

It is essential to remember that, when the Hackney project began in April 2017, it was the
very first site for bringing into reality the Contextual Safeguarding theoretical proposition,
which has developed iteratively through the learning in Hackney and in subsequent test
sites. It was not possible at the start to predict what a new system would look like nor
exactly what policies, procedures, practice methods or system components might need to
be put in place; these needed to be envisioned, created and trialled, reflexively informed
by the embedded action research. Nevertheless, from the start it was recognised that such
developments would require: a shared approach between children’s services, related
agencies and community stakeholders with a reach into extra-familial contexts (such as
transport providers, retailers, youth workers, residents associations, recreation services,
schools and so on); learning and development to support cultural change; and a
fundamental redesign of existing procedural and ICT systems to enable new ways of
working and sophisticated analysis of intelligence across a range of contexts. Indeed, it
was the recognition of the time and resource needed for such partnership-building and
experimentation that provided part of the case for Innovation Programme funding,

3 https://www.contextualsafeguarding.org.uk/

4 https://www.contextualsafeguarding.org.uk/toolkits/scale-up-toolkit/

5 A local authority and voluntary organisation which are independently implementing Contextual Safeguarding are the
object of fieldwork within the ESRC funded Innovate Project®, led by the first author of this report

22



https://www.contextualsafeguarding.org.uk/
https://www.contextualsafeguarding.org.uk/toolkits/scale-up-toolkit/

alongside the necessity to ensure that safeguarding ‘business as usual’ could be
maintained in children’s social care whilst processes were operationalised and tested.

Theory of change

A theory of change was developed for Hackney’s bid to the Innovation Programme and
further refined in 2018 through the Contextual Safeguarding project team’s collaboration
with local stakeholders. Since it is rather granular in detail, as evaluators we have
produced a simplified version (Figure 1) which reflects our perception of the key
mechanisms that were expected to lead towards intended outcomes. This reflects how
various aspects of ‘process change’ would be necessary before practice would reliably
improve (Young Foundation, 2012), such as shifts in organisational and interagency
policies, procedures, ITC components, cultures, skills and practices. It would be only
following practice change that impacts might be expected to be felt in relation to young
people and families’ experience of more contextually-informed service responses, or that
improvements might be observable in outcomes for contexts (such as safer environments)
or at a child level (such as enhanced safety in respect of EFRH, fewer placements out of
area, and less involvement with criminality, whether through victimisation or perpetration).

A Theory of Change is, then, essential to making sense of the role that an intervention
might have played with respect to changed outcomes. For example, if improvements were
evident to young people’s service experiences and safety, and the anticipated
mechanisms of process change had been fully embedded within the system in advance of
this, a story of contribution could be told (Mayne, 2008). If those mechanisms, however,
were not in place, then any observable changes might be attributable to other causes.

Figure 1 The simplified Theory of Change
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Analysing the stage in the innovation trajectory

In further analysing the trajectory of Contextual Safeguarding in Hackney, we go on now to
draw on the conceptualisation of the six stages of innovation published by the first author
and colleagues, which provides a directional map of the common trajectories followed by
innovation projects within children’s social care (Lefevre et al, 2022). We have adapted a
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diagram from that paper to create Figure 2 in this report, as it more explicitly reflects the
iterative, often recursive, nature of innovation. As we will go on to discuss with reference to
the Hackney data, it should be expected that earlier stages of design and development
may need to be revisited when problems with implementation indicate that current system
configurations are not yet fully fit for purpose.

The first stage of innovation in Figure 2, Mobilising, commonly covers the prompting of the
necessity for innovation, developing understandings of possible mechanisms for change,
and gaining buy-in from key stakeholders. We would suggest that mobilisation in Hackney
had already begun by project start up in April 2017, given that persuading the children’s
social care leadership, local councillors and local agencies (police, education, health,
youth justice, community safety) had been an essential part of building the case for
funding through the Innovation Programme. However, project set-up took much longer
than anticipated in the project proposal. April — December 2017 was concerned with
appointing and establishing a Contextual Safeguarding Project Team with the expertise to
drive forward the development of the approach, exploring workplans for each part of the
interagency service, and with building further connections across the partnership. The
project team then began the early work of the second stage, Designing, which
incorporates discovering (learning about what is needed), generating new ideas and
models, and/or importing possible models from elsewhere.

Figure 2 Iterative model of the stages of innovation (based on Lefevre et al, 2022)
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2.2 Designing, developing and testing (April 2018 — March
2019)

April 2018 — March 2019 was then a period of substantial activity in developing new
protocols and trialling them, informed by ongoing learning about what was working and
what needed to be adapted and further developed. Further work related to the Designing
stage looped back and forth from Developing, the third stage on our iterative map of
innovation, which covers implementing, testing and improving. Work over this period
included: the development of internal and external policies and procedures; extensive
exploration and a radical transformation of what the MOSAIC ICT system could manage in
respect of referrals and records on locations and groups of young people; and piloting of
new tools in a hotspot area of Hackney and with a peer group of young people involved
with such activities. We have designated this as Time period 1 in our quantitative analysis
of Hackney’s administrative system pattern and outcome data as it represents the first
period when understanding of Contextual Safeguarding principles start to infuse the
service and (with reference to the Theory of Change) systems start to transform. The
ending of this phase was marked by the publication by Bedfordshire University of a
Contextual Safeguarding Implementation Toolkit, based on learning from the Hackney pilot
(NB this has now been superseded by an updated toolkit®, drawing on learning from other
test sites).

2.3 Developing and Integrating (April 2019 — March 2020)

The initial grant from the Department of Education was intended to cover two years (April
2017 — March 2019); however, Hackney was able to stretch the funding across three years
(up to March 2020), helped by delays in recruiting the team in the initial stages and
adjusting priorities. As a result, the work during April 2019 — March 2020 was classified
initially as ‘embedding’ in the Contextual Safeguarding Project. In our Iterative model of
the stages of innovation (Figure 2), Hackney’s embedding aims would be categorised
within the fourth stage, Integrating, which represents fully delivering a new approach,
embedding it across a service, and seeing that it can sustain over time within existing
resources. In reflection of these aims, we have designated this phase of system
development as Time period 2 in in our quantitative analysis of Hackney’s administrative
system pattern and outcome data.

During this period, systems were consolidating that prompted and supported contextual
thinking for individuals, groups and locations. For example, a peer group or location could
be referred and assessed in its own right. An interagency ‘Extra-Familial Risk Panel’ was
established to facilitate interagency information sharing, evaluate risks, agree coordinated
interventions with the case-holding person/unit and relevant agencies, and review cases

6 https://www.contextualsafeguarding.org.uk/toolkits/scale-up-toolkit/
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where a complex multi-agency response was required across a number of contexts.
Training was in operation across social care and partner agencies. In line with Hackney’s
Theory of Change (Figure 1), it was expected that these mechanisms would enable
practice to start to change.

However, the process of change during Phase 2 was not so straightforward nor linear. A
recursive cycle between implementing, testing and improving continued. By our evaluation
reporting deadline of April 2020, it had become clear that the configuration of Contextual
Safeguarding in Hackney was not yet finalised; not all system components were fully
operational across the service or at the interface with the interagency partnership.

This continued iteration was needed not only because tailoring an approach within a local
context is uncertain and time-consuming, but because the Contextual Safeguarding
framework itself was engaged in reflexive development and refinement. The
Implementation Toolkit had set out Firmin and colleagues’ emergent understanding that a
Contextual Safeguarding system needed to operate effectively at two levels:

e Level One extends conventional safeguarding knowledge and practice to
incorporate ‘contextual thinking’ about extra-familial relationships, networks and
locations into individual work with children and families.

e At Level Two, practices, systems and structures need to be in place for
identifying, assessing and intervening with the contexts themselves in which
young people are at risk of significant harm (see Firmin and Lloyd, 2020; Firmin,
2020).

The intention was for these two levels to operate in tandem. For example, a social worker
might work with a parent at Level One to increase their capacity to be protective around a
specific child, and with that child to develop their awareness of risk. A simultaneous Level
Two intervention might additionally involve brokering or coordinating the work of a wider
partnership of professionals to reduce the risk that the child was experiencing in a park,
shopping centre or at school — rather than just focusing on changing the behaviour of the
parent and child, as would happen in conventional systems.

As we have noted above, Contextual Safeguarding offered a framework to be interpreted
for the local context, and indicators for whether such a system was in place. What it did not
provide was a ‘one size fits all’ template for how the system should be configured to
ensure objectives at both levels were met. This was, and remains, deliberate, as it reflects
an understanding that local systems reflect a range of geographies, cultures, risks, needs
and preferences. While Level One activities are an expansion of conventional approaches
to safeguarding, Level Two requires a more radical shift in systems, cultures and
practices, given safeguarding professionals needed to “not only acknowledge the
relationship of contexts to individuals but actively take steps to change those contexts”
(Firmin and Lloyd, 2020, p.7). From this requirement emerged the important question: who
within the new system would undertake each component of these activities (and it is worth
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flagging here that this question has remained as important and challenging for Hackney in
2022/23 as it did in 2019).

Initially the assumption had been that the same individuals could undertake activities at
both levels. However, our interviews and surveys with social workers in the latter half of
2019 revealed that this was problematic. The knowledge and skills involved in Level Two
activities went beyond conventional training and guidance for social workers and related
practitioners. Hackney had rolled out a comprehensive package of staff training through
2019, but social workers found themselves unable to develop and maintain Level Two
skills when it constituted a relatively minor aspect of their overall workload.

As we were finalising our 2020 report, a decision was emerging that Level One tasks and
objectives should be met by social workers and related staff in Children’s Social Care,
while Level Two work would be held by a separate Tier 2 unit focused on addressing
EFRH in peer groups and other contexts. It was believed that this proposed separation
between Level One and Two activities would allow a smaller interdisciplinary group of
practitioners to develop the expertise and localised knowledge to provide intense and
targeted support and outreach with young people, in groups and individually, and provide
a rapid and flexible response, including in evenings and at weekends, in the environments
where EFRH was occurring. It was envisaged that they would co-ordinate multi-disciplinary
responses, work preventatively with community stakeholders, and provide specialist
support to social workers in relation to specific families. At the time of submission of our
2020 report, no details were available from Hackney as to exact numbers of staff with
specific trainings and at particular career stages.

2.4 The findings of the March 2020 evaluation

Our prior evaluation was able to identify “Substantial process change ... in respect of
system development and culture change” (Lefevre et al, 2020, p. 45). A system review
(tabulated in Lefevre et al, 2020, pp. 85-6) had identified a number of fully operational
system components. An analysis had been conducted of how the non-Contextual
Safeguarding approaches for addressing EFRH in three other local authorities compared
to Hackney’s in respect of both Level One and Level Two activities and objectives:
Hackney was found to be further advanced in most aspects (Lefevre et al, 2020, pp. 33-
35). Systems and approaches to support Level One work were almost fully embedded in
Hackney and further advanced than comparators’ systems in most respects, but Hackney
had progressed much further in respect of Level Two aims, with two of the three
comparators being at a very early stage of considering these:

Many new tools, procedures and structures have been designed and
piloted. Partnership agencies can now make a single referral about a peer
group rather than needing to refer individual young people separately and
can also refer schools or neighbourhood locations for assessment and
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intervention where it is believed that they facilitate EFRH. Multi-agency
safeguarding hubs can screen such referrals and allocate assessments
within either Early Help or a statutory child protection context, and these
are facilitated by assessment ‘triangle’ tools. These peer groups and
locations are recorded in their own right on the ITC system and can be
connected with young people. A multi-agency panel and ‘Context
Safeguarding Conferences’ consider EFRH and agree action in relation to
peer groups, schools and neighbourhood locations as well as individual
young people. Interventions can be put into place to address the risk of
harm being facilitated by the peer group or context itself which include
changes to policy, culture, and level of adult oversight, alongside any
physical changes required to increase safety. (Lefevre et al, 2020, pp. 27).

Nonetheless, we noted that not all Level Two interventions, nor the procedures that
supported them or assessed their impact, were in widespread and consistent use across
Hackney. Referrals still tended to be about individuals within a peer group or location,
rather than about those contexts and locations themselves. A framework was needed to
ensure environmental adjustments were completed in EFRH hotspot neighbourhoods
following consultations with communities, and their impact tracked. Multiagency meetings
and structures needed to be as inclusive in tone, and as effective and consistent at
addressing contexts of EFRH as they were at addressing intra-familial abuse and neglect.
Further work was needed on shifting cultures and attitudes regarding the relevance of
EFRH work to children’s social care, including amongst senior leaders. While a
programme of training had resulted in most staff being aware of the new tools and
systems, they were not necessarily yet confident and skilled in their use.

Our evaluation report concluded that:

There are some limited indicators that suggest Contextual Safeguarding
has the potential to exert a positive impact on practice, but very limited
evidence is available so far regarding service user experiences or child-
level outcomes... This is not surprising, as the new system is not yet
finalised and embedded (Lefevre et al, 2020, p. 45).

With respect to the attribution problem raised in section 1.3, even if there had been
impacts on young people’s experiences and outcomes, we would have struggled to tell a
‘contribution story’ (Mayne, 2008) given that we could not have been confident that an
incomplete Contextual Safeguarding system had led to those impacts.

In concluding, we drew the reader’s (and funder’s) attention to the following points:

“...the delay in fully meeting the project aims does not (in our strong view),
reflect a lack of work on the part of the [Hackney] project, or limitations of
the Contextual Safeguarding approach, but rather reflects the time-
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consuming and complex nature of the tasks involved, the range of which it
was impossible to have predicted in advance, given that Contextual
Safeguarding was an entirely new methodology. The vision and scope of
the project was highly ambitious and experimental. Contextual
Safeguarding theory required the interpretation and trialling of new
procedures and tools, and culture shift, at every aspect of the
safeguarding system and with community stakeholders (Lefevre et al,
2020, p.45)

Furthermore, we cited the findings from the overview report of Round 1 of the Children’s
Social Care Innovation Programme which had indicated that social care innovation
generally requires substantial lead-in time for process change to translate into enhanced
service experiences and outcomes for young people, families and communities (Sebba et
al, 2017). As a further phase of system re-design was about to start, we suggested that 2-
3 more years might be necessary for the final configuration of a revised Contextual
Safeguarding system to be put in place and embedded across the Borough. We advised
that further data collection would, as a result, also need to be in 2-3 years’ time, so that the
new system would have had an opportunity to impact young people’s service experiences
and outcomes.

2.5 Re-design and service disruption (April - November 2020)

Our 2020 report coincided with the end point of funding to Hackney for creating a new
Contextual Safeguarding system. The Project Team, which had led the development of the
new system in Hackney, was disbanded due to the lack of ringfenced funding to support
its continuation There was no spare money within existing budgets because this was
already allocated to existing priority services. Insufficiency of mid-range funding was a
common problem within transformative innovation; both overview reports of the Children’s
Social Care Innovation Programme noted that, while sufficient funding had been allocated
to enable projects to be designed, developed, and tested, there was not necessarily
enough mid- or longer-term funding to enable new interventions or systems to embed and
sustain over time (Sebba et al, 2017; McCracken et al, 2020).

In April 2020, the Department for Education invited selected local authorities who had
received funding from Round 2 of the Children’s Social Care Innovation Programme to bid
for further resource. Hackney successfully applied for a year’s further funding (September
2020 — August 2021) to ‘securely embed’ Contextual Safeguarding across the whole of
Hackney Council and the Safeguarding Partnership. The primary focus of that funding was
to enable the development of a specialist ‘Context Intervention Unit’ at Tier 2 which would
address Level Two Contextual Safeguarding activities and objectives.

This grant also included two portions for research. A member of the Contextual
Safeguarding research team at the University of Bedfordshire was to be embedded within
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the Context Intervention Unit on a part-time basis between November 2020 — August 2021
to track progress and ascertain areas of the service/ partnership that required further work
during that year. In order to facilitate future scaling and spreading of the approach, the
embedded researcher was also to identify further learning regarding any developments
needed to the Contextual Safeguarding Framework, and capture key changes made to the
Hackney system configuration in order to update the online Contextual Safeguarding
Implementation Toolkit (subsequently achieved).

The funding to Hackney also included an expectation of a further independent evaluation
of the approach, which would: explore the experiences of services at Levels One and Two
of young people, parents and practitioners; identify any changes in service patterns and
outcomes for young people, determining the contribution Contextual Safeguarding had
made to these; and analyse the cost effectiveness of Hackney’s Contextual Safeguarding
system configuration. We (the University of Sussex and Research in Practice) were again
commissioned to conduct the independent evaluation and the current report represents
that study. The Department for Education had initially asked that the evaluation should be
completed by November 2021, once the second tranche of funding had played out.
However, we proposed that this would be premature, given that the new Context
Intervention Unit was not due to launch until late 2020. We advised that up to a year would
be needed for the revised Contextual Safeguarding system to reach full delivery mode and
be integrated across the Hackney Borough (as per stage 4 of the iterative model of the
stages of innovation shown in Figure 2), so final data collection should be subsequent to
that. The agreed deadline for our report was March 2022.

We also hoped this more elongated timeline would provide sufficient time for the
potentially confounding impacts of the Covid-19 pandemic on young people’s lives and
service delivery to have somewhat dissipated (this is discussed further in the methodology
section). The uncertain and wide-ranging effects of the pandemic are one of the reasons
that our quantitative analysis of system pattern and outcome data has described Time
period 3 (April 2020 — November 2020) as a phase of ‘service disruption’ as well as re-
design. We do not believe that any effects shown within data collected during this period
can safely be attributed to any specific service-related cause; there are simply too many
potential variables.

The beginning of the further funded year was marked by the first of (online) quarterly
‘Embedding Project Boards’, held in September 2020, involving representatives across the
Hackney partnership, the Department for Education, and the two universities. A proposed
structure for the Context Intervention Unit was presented at the Board (see Figure 3), with
a plan to recruit staff and become operational by late November 2020. The unit was to be
located within the Tier 2 Early Help and Prevention service (designated for lower-level
needs), rather than at Tier 3 (Child in need/ Complex needs) or 4 (Child Protection/ Acute
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needs)’. A detailed Implementation Plan was also presented for discussion, which was
reviewed at each subsequent Board.

Figure 3 The structure of the Context Intervention Unit from November 2020
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Meanwhile, another significant disruption to the service occurred in October 2020 with a
cyber-attack on the whole of Hackney Council. This had a significant effect on the
functioning of the Children and Families Service which lost all data. A significant amount of
work was needed to reconstruct information on vulnerable children from records in related
services, to ensure that no child was lost from sight or placed at risk. The loss of prior data
meant review and forward planning were hindered. Data systems were entirely manual for
some time. The financial costs of the repair were huge, reportedly costing the council
£12.2m, including £152,000 alone on recovery of the Mosaic ITC system used for social
care data®. These financial, data, and time-resource impacts were a substantial additional
burden for a service seeking to implement and embed a complex and costly innovation, in
the context of ongoing struggles for every local authority in dealing with the impact of the
pandemic following years of austerity and an increase in demand (ADCS, 2022). We
would suggest that the effects of these events on the progress of the Contextual
Safeguarding project cannot be over-estimated.

7 See the Hackney Child Wellbeing Framework https://chscp.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2022/06/Hackney-Child-
Wellbeing-Framework-refresh-v6-.pdf
8 https://www.hackneycitizen.co.uk/2022/10/13/cyber-attack-recovery-hackney-council-12m/
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2.6 Delivery and further re-design (December 2020-November
2022)

The Context Intervention Unit launched in December 2020 and followed a comprehensive
programme of work in line with the Implementation Plan. Quarterly Embedded Boards
reviewed progress and further refined objectives and activities as necessary. For example,
the January 2021 Board considered how risks to young people might have changed during
periods of lockdown and disruption to schooling, and how services needed to flex to be
able to meet young people’s needs within mutable social distancing guidelines. The Extra-
Familial Risk Panel continued to play an important role in advising and guiding practice.

The March 2021 Embedding Board reported how new protocols across the system were
on track to be designed by the deadline of September 2021. A Case Consultation Forum
had been introduced to support practitioners where there were concerns about EFRH but
below the threshold for the Extra-Familial Risk Panel. The detailed work of piloting
assessments of two neighbourhoods and conducting assessments and interventions with
peer groups was progressing well but work with schools (such as Mentors in Violence
Prevention — a preventative peer mentoring programme) had been delayed by school
closures in the third national lockdown. The Mosaic data recording system was still
unavailable following the cyber-attack, so the Context Intervention Unit had needed to
develop its own interim recording system as well as make use of the wider temporary
recording system developed by the Children and Families Service.

By the June 2021 Board, there had been re-engagements with schools for assessment
work, although the roll-out of preventive programmes had not yet started. There was
increased recognition of how most peer assessments related to criminal exploitation,
offending or serious youth violence. Training across the partnership was back underway
and a Contextual Safeguarding ‘Champions’ network was being launched so that partner
agencies could support one another in developing their contextual approaches. Local
businesses were starting to be trained to play a guardianship role in creating safety within
their local community. The governance of the Context Intervention Unit shifted to location
within the MASH (Multi Agency Safeguarding Hub) rather than Early Help as it was
thought this would better facilitate the work at the service ‘front door’.

The final Embedding Board was held in September 2021 — although it was not flagged as
such at the time. There were two key areas of information which the board considered: the
review of the extent of progress towards completing the aims set out within the Contextual
Safeguarding Implementation Plan; and the draft findings of the embedded research
conducted by Dr Lisa Bostock from the University of Bedfordshire (subsequently reported
as Bostock, 2021). These will be reported more fully in section 4.1 of this report but the
headlines of each were that, while progress was being made towards embedding, not all
aims were met and more work was needed.
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Following the end of the Department for Education funding in August 2021, Hackney
managed to redirect resource from its ‘Supporting Families’ tranche of funding to cover the
operation of the Context Intervention Unit between September 2021 and March 2022. The
focus of this phase was to further progress the embedding of Contextual Safeguarding,
drawing on Bostock’s findings and the review of the Implementation Plan.

In the original proposed timeline of March 2022 submission for our external evaluation
report, Bostock’s embedded researcher report was to provide the final system review that
would feed directly into our evaluation report, and the majority of our own data were due to
have been collected and analysed between September and December 2021. However,
the Children and Families Service and its partner agencies experienced substantial delays
in providing that data to us; this did not seem to us to reflect a lack of commitment, but
rather was a direct result of the impact wrought by the Covid-19 pandemic and the cyber-
attack.

In line with this, the Context Intervention Unit was to have delivered early in 2021 a child
exploitation prevention programme and a ‘Mentors in Violence Prevention’ programme in
local schools considered ‘hotspots’ for EFRH. Young people in those schools would then
have completed in autumn 2021 questionnaires (standardised measures) to enable us to
determine the effects of these Level Two preventative interventions with respect to
whether and how young people felt safe and accepted in their school, their emotional
wellbeing and life satisfaction, and their perceptions of coping. Focus groups were also
due to have been completed in schools and youth clubs. However, the anticipated
interventions did not take place as planned due to long periods of school lockdown and
disruption and schools needing to subsequently focus on catch-up learning and other
forms of enrichment for young people. Hence, questionnaire completion would have been
meaningless at that point due to the absence of intervention in a school. Additionally, the
deleterious impacts of lockdown would have likely skewed young people’s sense of
wellbeing and community during that period and would have played a confounding role in
the evaluation.

Secondly, a participation worker in Hackney was due to have interviewed young people
and parents with respect to involvement in various parts of the service at Level One and
Level Two over the prior twelve months, so these could be secondarily analysed by our
evaluation team. These had not yet taken place as there was concern by both Hackney
and the evaluators that interviews at this point would not meaningfully reflect young
people’s and parents’ experience of a contextual safeguarding system, given that 2020-21
had not been ‘normal’ years either in terms of young people’s general experience in their
communities or in respect of the services they had received. Delaying interviews until 2022
was felt more likely to enable a more ‘business-as-usual’ picture of their service
experiences to be captured; this would provide a more meaningful insight into the effects
of a Contextual Safeguarding service, rather than one seeking to manage within a crisis
situation.
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There was similar reason to delay interviews and surveys with practitioners and leads in
the Children and Families Service and wider partnership as it was felt that, in Autumn
2021, the data collected would more likely have reflected difficulties emanating from the
Pandemic and cyber-attack.

For these reasons, and in discussion with the Children and Families Service, it was agreed
with the Department for Education to extend our reporting deadline to September 2022,
with the majority of data to be collected in late spring of 2022. A survey and interviews with
practitioners and leads across the partnership were completed. Community mapping
survey data were analysed. Case file assessments and plans relating to young people and
contexts were analysed. The stage of system development was reviewed.

However, matters had remained challenging through 2022 for Hackney, affecting our data
collection and leading to two further short extensions to the evaluation timeline. While the
redirection of the Supporting Families funding had provided a stop-gap measure to fund
the Context Intervention Unit until March 2022, the funding model did not permit this
arrangement beyond that. As a result, from April 2022 onwards, the Context Intervention
Unit needed to be reduced in size and scope and there was uncertainty as to how it should
be configured going forward. Resource issues meant, understandably, the service was no
longer able to undertake the planned participatory interviews with young people and
parents, which would then have been secondarily analysed by our evaluation team
(eventually we undertook some of these at a later stage). The knock-on effects of the
cyber-attack meant the data team in Hackney needed to provide the administrative system
pattern and outcome data to us later than the originally agreed timeline. These were
ultimately received in November 2022; a benefit of the delayed timetable meant we were
also able to analyse some of the data from the March 2022 statutory return to the
Department for Education. Given the huge impact on children’s learning during the
pandemic, schools were unable to prioritise student participation in the Level Two
interventions (Mentors in Violence Prevention and exploitation awareness) until late spring
2022. Schools then struggled to make time available to administer the follow up
standardised measures with young people; eventually these were completed in November
2022.

At the time of writing, Hackney’s Contextual Safeguarding system configuration remains
uncertain. It had become clear that the resource-intensive nature of addressing Level Two
principles and objectives of Contextual Safeguarding through the specialist Context
Intervention Unit was not sustainable without additional ring-fenced funding. As a result
the Children and Families Service and wider partnership were beginning to consider
whether a different configuration might be more practicable — for example, within a wider
‘adolescence’ service which would integrate young people encountering and experiencing
EFRH with young people needing other forms early help, safeguarding, educational
support, care provision, or mental health support. Such a looping back to Stage 2:
Designing on our iterative model of the stages of innovation (Figure 2) is not uncommon in
social innovation and should not be seen as a failure, but rather a crucial step when
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existing models are found not to be right for that setting or degree of resource (Mulgan,
2019; Lefevre et al, 2022).

In sum, the ground-breaking work of Hackney and Firmin and colleagues in taking the first
courageous steps to articulate and develop Contextual Safeguarding in practice have
been the groundwork for the highly influential and accelerated uptake of Contextual
Safeguarding across the UK. Nevertheless, significant challenges — pandemic, cyber-
attack, short term and uncertain funding streams — cannot be underplayed in the way the
work has developed.
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3. Evaluation methodology

3.1 Evaluation questions

The evaluation has considered the following questions, which cover the level of system
change towards embedding, and whether expected outcomes have been achieved:

a) Is Contextual Safeguarding fully embedded in Hackney with respect to the approach’s
four ‘Domains’ of ‘Target’, ‘Legislative Framework’, ‘Partnerships’ and ‘Outcome
Measurements’, and at both Level One and Level Two? How does Hackney’s level of
system change compare with other local authorities who have been introducing
Contextual Safeguarding?

b) Has the capacity of the Hackney Children and Families Services for addressing EFRH
increased and become more efficient, with respect to both Level One and Level Two
activities and objectives? How do service indicators compare with administrative data
in local authorities across the country?

c) How do young people, families and communities experience EFRH-related services in
Hackney?

d) How do young people, families and communities experience wellbeing, community
integration and safety in relation to living in Hackney?

e) Are there any indicators of improved outcomes at a context level with reference to
EFRH?

f) Are there any indicators of improved outcomes at a child or context level relating to
EFRH? How do indicators compare with administrative data in other local authorities?

g) Does the Hackney configuration of Contextual Safeguarding offer value for money?

h) Does the Hackney configuration of Contextual Safeguarding merit scaling and
spreading?

i) What learning is there for Hackney regarding its future approach to EFRH?

j)  What has been learned from the evaluation that could inform the future scaling and
spreading of Contextual Safeguarding?

3.2 Evaluation methodology

A mixed-methods evaluation was conducted between April 2021 and January 2023 by the
University of Sussex working in partnership with Research in Practice. The study broadly
followed a Contribution Analysis methodology to consider whether there have been any
improved service experiences or outcomes at a child or context level with reference to
EFRH and, if so, to what contribution the Contextual Safeguarding system may have made
to these. This methodology is particularly appropriate as it enables the central issue of

36



attribution to be addressed: i.e. not just whether there are effects in the data since the
introduction of Contextual Safeguarding, but whether these effects are causally related to
the new approach. Hence, in assessing the contribution Contextual Safeguarding might
have made, we have needed to establish: whether there was a functional Contextual
Safeguarding system operating; what might have happened if Contextual Safeguarding
had never been introduced (the counterfactual); and whether there might have been other
(confounding) factors which could have led to any observed effects.

Our approach has been guided by six steps to Contribution Analysis set out by Mayne
(2008, p.1):

i. Set out the attribution problem to be addressed
i. Develop a theory of change and risks to it
iii.  Gather the existing evidence on the theory of change
iv.  Assemble and assess the contribution story, and challenges to it
v.  Seek out additional evidence

vi.  Revise and strengthen the contribution story

The first two steps were addressed in tandem as we were evaluating something rather
more complex than whether ‘Contextual Safeguarding is an effective approach’. As
elaborated in the Introduction, back in 2017, Contextual Safeguarding was just a theory
that needed to be interpreted and developed for the local context. The pilot that was
evaluated in our previous study (Lefevre et al, 2020) detailed the experimentation and
iterative action research that took place towards system change in Hackney. Our 2020
report concluded that Contextual Safeguarding theory was able to serve as the basis for
the development of a new system that addressed the external contexts of risk themselves,
rather than just seeking to create change in young people’s behaviour or family
circumstances. So we could begin the current evaluation from the position that this had
already been established.

The central focus of the current study has been whether the specific system configuration
developed in Hackney (i.e. the way in which Contextual Safeguarding theory has been
interpreted and operationalised in Hackney) has been shown to be effective. As set out in
Section 2 of this report, a particular feature of Hackney’s system configuration from 2020
onwards is that Level One activities and objectives were mainly consigned as the
responsibility of social workers and related professionals, while Level Two became the
focus of a separate Tier 2 ‘Context Intervention Unit’. This is one permutation of many
possible ways in which a Contextual Safeguarding system might have been designed. The
high level of engagement with the Contextual Safeguarding framework across the UK
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offers examples of many different system developed elsewhere?, including the five
reported on in Firmin and Lloyd (2022).

The Hackney Theory of Change (Figure 1) hypothesised that service experiences and
outcomes at a child- and context-level might improve once the Contextual Safeguarding
system was fully embedded. By ‘embedded’, we refer to the ‘Integrating’ phase of our
iterative model of the stages of innovation, set out in Figure 2, whereby sites are able to
implement and deliver an approach ‘in its entirety’, ‘integrating it into mainstream
organisational context and service/delivery processes as “business-as-usual” (Lefevre et
al, 2022, p. 12). Integration might be considered complete once it has been established
that: the new system or service works efficiently; the approach can be observed to be
articulated in practice discussion and written artefacts; cultures and discourses regarding
young people and the nature of EFRH have shifted; staff express self-efficacy in the new
approach; and the system has demonstrated that it is financially and practically viable and
sustainable in at least the medium term.

Hence, as regards the third step of the Contribution Analysis, as well as collecting
evidence of service and system outcomes (at both a child- and context-level), we needed
to gather evidence of embeddedness/integration, i.e. the extent to which the system in
Hackney can be reasonably said to be a Contextual Safeguarding system. To establish
this, we have tracked the innovation journey to create a staged model of progress, through
multiple sources of data, building on our earlier evaluation conducted between January
2018 — April 2020 (Lefevre et al, 2020), and comparing the degree of system change to
that achieved by other local authorities implementing Contextual Safeguarding (Firmin and
Lloyd, 2022). The impact evaluation has drawn on difference-in-difference methodology to
identify whether the new Contextual Safeguarding system is associated with better
outcomes for children than those produced by the prior system in Hackney, or those found
in other comparable local authorities.

At steps four and five, we were considering possible challenges to the contribution story
with reference to the theory of change, including the mechanisms that might be
responsible for effects in the data, any gaps or uncertainties in the data that have raised
further questions, and possible confounding factors. The extended deadline for data
collection offered us additional time and opportunities to collect additional data where
needed to revise and strengthen the contribution story.

We believe it is important to foreground the following discussion on methods by a reminder
of the serious impact on Hackney of events completely outside of its control between
2020-22. The Covid-19 pandemic affected public services across the country, with serious
impacts on staff wellbeing and availability from iliness, home-schooling, and caring
responsibilities. The children’s social care sector has experienced staffing capacity

° https://www.contextualsafeguarding.org.uk/our-work/research/research-projects/
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challenges, speedy staff turnover and a need to rely on expensive agency staffing (ADCS,
2022). In addition, over this period, the cyber-attack led to the loss of all data across
Hackney council and required all data systems to be rebuilt. These matters have,
unsurprisingly, impacted Hackney’s capacity to progress the embedding of Contextual
Safeguarding, the availability of data, and staff time to participate in/contribute to this
evaluation in accordance with the original plans and our timeline. The pandemic also
affected schools’ time and flexibility to collaborate with the Children and Families Services
to progress Level Two interventions and their evaluation; this necessitated a further
extension to the timeline. Appendix 2 clarifies the changes made to the original proposal
and the various ways we sought to remediate gaps in the data.

3.3 Methods of data collection and analysis

Standardised measures with young people: Questionnaires comprising a range of
standardised questionnaire subscales were completed in November 2022 by students
within a secondary school in Hackney which is located in an area that was at the time an
EFRH ‘hotspot’ (where young people are considered to have increased risks of harm), and
where Level Two preventative programme of work targeted at ameliorating contexts of risk
had been delivered by the Context Intervention Unit. Please see Appendix 3 for details of
the subscales. The questionnaires were administered in hard copy in the classroom with a
tutor present to support the process. They were completed by three student cohorts in
2022. A historical comparison was also made with questionnaires collected in 2018 from
our prior evaluation from a Year 9 cohort in another secondary school in Hackney which
had not received a Level Two intervention related to this project. Appendix 4 sets out
descriptive statistics from both forms of analysis.

Community mapping: Hackney’s Context Intervention Unit (CIU) provided Google survey
data from neighbourhood, peer and school safety assessments for the purpose of
analysis. The surveys (detailed in Appendix 5) were undated but took place in the last
quarter of 2021 and first quarter of 2022:

e Data from young people were aggregated from three youth neighbourhood safety
surveys to ascertain how safe or unsafe young people felt in a range of scenarios in
locations in Hackney, when they were online, and when they were with friends.
There were 132 respondents in total from three areas (Area A — 4; Area B — 13;
Area C — 115).

e Findings from four neighbourhood surveys of parents and residents were
integrated. The surveys sought to learn what issues parents and other residents
thought young people faced in their local area and how they saw their role as
regards safety within the community. There were 104 respondents in total from four
areas, three of which were the same as those surveyed for young people’s views
(Area A —14; Area B — 6; Area C — 53. Area D — 31).
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e Business owners were also surveyed with the same questions with regards the area
in which their business was located; however, only six completed so this data is
treated as largely illustrative.

e Schools across Hackney were surveyed, with 25 individuals responding, but no
data were collected on which schools they represented.

Interviews with young people and parents sought to learn how helpful the approach
taken in Hackney had been to enabling young people to feel that their concerns and
perspectives had been heard, understood and respected, and whether they felt helped in
the context of EFRH. Only two interviews with parents and two with young people were
completed due to the constraints of the pandemic, as outlined in Appendix 2. Interviews
were analysed narratively.

Staff survey: Practitioners were surveyed in August 2022 to ascertain their familiarity with
the Contextual Safeguarding system, their confidence in using Contextual Safeguarding
referral process and any relevant tools to work with EFRH in their cases, any training
needs, and their impression of the effectiveness of the new Contextual Safeguarding
approach. The sample frame was all practitioners across the Hackney Children and
Families Service whose role included work where EFRH was an issue at either Level One
or Level Two. 29 staff in total completed the survey, which was conducted via the Qualtrics
online platform and analysed using SPSS.

Interviews with practitioners: Interviews were conducted between March and July 2022
with 11 practitioners from probation, youth offending, youth work/support, the Context
Intervention Unit, MASH, child protection social work, children in need, and early
intervention and prevention. The aim was to capture their experience of the new
Contextual Safeguarding system, their views on effectiveness, their views on any gaps or
what might need to change, and their impression of how young people and parents were
experiencing the service. Interviews were analysed thematically.

Interviews with service leads across agencies: Qualitative interviews were conducted
between June and September 2022 with eight service lead representatives from
Education, Health, a specialist ‘Gangs provision’, and roles covering Levels One and Two
of Children’s Social Care. The aim was to provide insights into strategic development of
Contextual Safeguarding, strengths and limitations of interagency collaboration, and any
gaps or areas where further work was needed.

Case file reviews were conducted, based on analysis of practice documents. Four
documents were accessed relating to each of six individual young people involved with
Level One services in 2021-22 because of EFRH and selected randomly. Six ‘context’
files were similarly analysed, where the Context Intervention Unit had been involved with a
peer group, location or other environment due to EFRH in 2021-22. Analysis was
structured via a matrix adapted from Firmin’s Contextual Case Review Evidence Collection
Document template and used during the 2020 evaluation. This matrix guided examination
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of the language, terminologies, approaches, tools and frameworks used in documentation
to determine whether principles consonant with Contextual Safeguarding were embedded
consistently in how practitioners assessed and intervened. The review findings were
compared to those from the 2020 evaluation to see if there were any differences.

Review of EFRH-related policies and practice guidance: this sought to ascertain the
degree to which approaches, systems and tools in Hackney were consonant with
Contextual Safeguarding principles, and what this indicated about the stage of embedding.

Comparative work on system change: System comparisons were made with five
children’s social care departments implementing Contextual Safeguarding by drawing on
findings from an ethnographic research project conducted by Firmin and Lloyd (2022). The
authors had used Firmin’s (2021) System Review Framework to rate the five local
authorities against each domain of the Contextual Safeguarding framework, identifying
each as ‘green’ (aligned with the framework, or approaching this), ‘amber’ (some elements
aligned, but not yet integrated), and ‘red’ (no evidence or limited evidence of alignment).
Data from the current evaluation, and integrated with that of Bostock’s (2021) system
review in Hackney, were used to formulate our own RAG-rating chart of Hackney’s level of
progress towards embedding.

Analysis and comparison of administrative service pattern and outcome data: We
were provided with administrative data from previously submitted statutory returns to the
Department for Education for each year between 15t April 2018 and 315t March 2022 in
Hackney. We were also provided with a child-level template that captured key indicators
about children and young people identified as EFRH. Further information about the
included variables is provided in Appendix 8. These were analysed to examine whether
there were changes in child-level outcomes over the corresponding time periods, as set
out above. Comparisons were also made with corresponding data from other London
boroughs based on information provided by the London Innovation and Improvement
Alliance (LII1A)'°. These comparisons focused on changes over time, specifically related to
key indicators and comparisons between Hackney and other London boroughs (average
across all other London Boroughs). The comparisons were shared for internal purposes
only (for the Hackney team, and the funders: Department for Education) and are not
presented in this report. Please see Appendix 8 for further details of this methodology.

Cost Effectiveness Analysis: This drew on our analysis of administrative data, and
changes in child-level outcomes that could be monetised. Cost inputs focused on the
funding received from the Department for Education to run the service for the duration of
the focus of the administrative data analysis (April 2018 to end of March 2022). The return
on investment (ROI) was calculated by dividing the costs by potentially attributable

10 London Innovation and Improvement Alliance (https://liia.london/) is the Association of London Directors of
Children’s Services (ALDCS) sector led improvement partnership.
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benefits, producing a benefit cost ratio (BCR). Given the data limitations, low, medium and
high attribution scenarios are included in the analysis.

3.4 Limitations of the evaluation

First, only two interviews were conducted with young people and two with parents. This
means very little data represents the perspectives of those people who have been

involved with the service at either Level One or Two. We have sought to compensate for
this by bringing young people’s perspectives at a context level into this research through
secondary analysis of surveys conducted with young people and parents in hotspot areas.
These are relevant mitigation measures as Contextual Safeguarding Level Two
interventions aim to enhance the experience of community safety more broadly as well as
for the highest risk families. Community mapping has been further boosted by the inclusion
of survey data with local neighbourhoods and businesses.

Second, the variability over place and time in the ways that local authorities collect and
collate data for statutory returns (the source of administrative data) raises some questions
about reliability and interpretation. We have considered these in Appendix 8 along with
several other methodological limitations from the analysis of administrative data. Although
we were able to utilise the data template developed by Hackney and link this to variables
from the Children in Need (CiN) Census and the SSDA 903 (children looked after) return
there were inconsistencies and anomalies, and some data items were only provided up to
the end of October 2021. Data were also missing about specific Contextual Safeguarding
activities, and as such we were unable to attribute any changes in outcomes to specific
activities, and/or parts of the service.

Third, as we discussed in Section 2, there have been two profound and far-reaching
issues which have affected the development and delivery of Contextual Safeguarding in
Hackney — and, as a result, our evaluation. The Covid-19 pandemic disrupted the lives,
communities and networks of young people through from March 2020 into Spring 2022.
The ways in which services operated were particularly affected during periods of lockdown
and strict social distancing guidelines in 2020-21. There were serious impacts on staff
wellbeing and availability caused by illness, home-schooling, and other additional personal
impacts and caring responsibilities wrought by Covid. Across England, the sector
continues to have staffing capacity challenges and is dealing with speedy staff turnover
and a need to rely on expensive agency staffing (ADCS, 2022). The interviews, surveys
and standardised measures may well reflect negative perceptions and experiences which
stem from these varied and, as yet, poorly understood impacts of the pandemic. For
example, it is only now emerging that the exploitation of young people did not reduce
during the Covid-19 pandemic lockdowns, “it simply adapted to the environment and local
partnerships needed to rapidly develop new ways of tackling this directly in the community”
(ADCS, 2022, p.28).
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Hackney has had the additional serious impact of the cyber-attack in October 2020 which
has been extremely expensive in staff time and energy, as well as finance. The loss of
data has affected Hackney’s capacity to use data to inform service planning, provision,
and review. It also resulted in Hackney being unable to submit full administrative data
returns to the Department of Education, and as such, some data items required for the
quantitative analysis were missing or had not undergone the same level of cleaning and
checking as would have been carried out if there had not been a cyber-attack. It is
possible that the implementation and embedding of Contextual Safeguarding might have
proceeded differently in the absence of these events, and that we would have seen
different effects in the data.

3.5 Declaration of interests

As a result of our work together during the 2018-2020 evaluation, a research partnership
has developed between certain members of the evaluation team at the University of
Sussex (Lefevre and Hickle) and Research in Practice (Bowyer), and researchers at the
Universities of Bedfordshire and Durham (Firmin and Lloyd) who are associated with the
development of the Contextual Safeguarding framework. Specifically, we have worked
together during 2019-2023 on the Innovate Project'!, a study led by Lefevre and funded by
the Economic and Social Research Council, which is exploring the processes of innovation
in social care systems and practices designed to address EFRH. Contextual Safeguarding
is one of the three approaches under investigation in the Innovate Project. Lefevre
became a member of the steering group for the Contextual Safeguarding Scale-up project
in other Local Authorities, led by Firmin, and is currently a member of the UK Advisory
Panel on Contextual Safeguarding, which oversees Firmin’s research programme. Lefevre
and Firmin have recently co-authored a recent book on safeguarding young people from
EFRH (Firmin et al, 2022). Hickle and Firmin co-convene the Special Interest Group on
'Social Work and Adolescents' with the European Social Work Research Association.

The stance of our evaluation team is that our recent collaborations have enabled us to
better understand the intricacies of Contextual Safeguarding and the facilitators of/barriers
to the development and integration of the approach in local authorities. We are clear that it
has not otherwise influenced the course of this evaluation work, nor biased the findings
and key messages set out in this report — rather we think it has enhanced our criticality
with reference to the central questions of this evaluation.

11 www.theinnovateproject.co.uk
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4. Findings (i): The degree to which Contextual
Safeguarding is embedded

4.1 The stage of system change reached by September 2021

As noted in Section 2.6 of this report, the degree to which the new Contextual
Safeguarding system was embedded in Hackney was analysed via two mechanisms in
September 2021: a) an internal review of the Implementation Plan drawn up in September
2020; and b) an independent system review conducted by the University of Bedfordshire’'s
embedded researcher, Dr Lisa Bostock (subsequently reported as Bostock, 2021).

Progress made with the Implementation Plan

The Implementation Plan was reviewed by the manager of the Context Intervention Unit,
using a ‘RAG-rating’ system in which completed activities were marked as ‘blue’, ‘green’
indicated activities that were well underway towards objectives, and ‘amber’ denoted that
more work/development was required to meet objectives. A rating of ‘red’ would have
flagged that no progress had been made towards an objective but there were none which
were marked red. The full Implementation Plan is too extensive to include in this report as
it identifies: objectives (at child-level, system and structure level, and training and
development level); the activities designed to meet each objective; who would conduct
these activities; how progress would be measured; and the extent of progress. Instead, we
have produced a summarisation of the plan and its review, which is included as several
tables in Appendix 6.

In brief, this review found that one-eighth of the items in the Implementation Plan had been
completed (marked as blue). For example, towards the objective of stakeholders feeling
confident in identifying and responding to EFRH concerns, training and support had been
provided to Hackney Council Parks on contextual safeguarding principles, 'bystander’
approaches, and how to make referrals to the Children and Families Service. Two-fifths of
the items were rated as well underway or ongoing (green). For example, towards the
objective of ‘Agencies and stakeholders responding to contexts of concern will ensure
children are safeguarded’, the membership of the Extra-Familial Risk Panel had been
reviewed, its protocol had been updated, and quarterly Steering Groups had been
established and would continue. Notably, half of the items in the Implementation Plan
were rated as needing more work or development (amber). One example of this was
where more work was needed towards increasing the number of children identified as
experiencing EFRH who reported feeling safer. A Safety assessment tool had been
created to that end but was not yet being widely used throughout the Children and
Families Service.
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Embedded researcher findings

Bostock had worked ‘virtually’ with the Context Intervention Unit on a part-time basis
between November 2020-August 2021 to support the embedding of Contextual
Safeguarding at Levels One and Two. The initial plan was for Bostock to draw on prior
learning in Hackney and the wider work of the Bedfordshire team to identify areas for
further improvement and recommend actions and problem-solve approaches. Research
activities undertaken to support this work included: Dip-sampling of 102 referrals to the
First Access and Screening Team (FAST), and subsequently the MASH'? to review
decision making relating to EFRH; six observations of the Extra-Familial Risk Panel
(EFRP) and one of the EFRP multi-agency audit meeting; four observations of case
consultations; three associated EFRP discussions; and two interviews with practitioners.
Key changes made to Hackney’s Contextual Safeguarding system configuration were
captured to update the online Implementation Toolkit produced in 2019. Following a
midway system review in May 2021, a selection of assessments were reviewed where
contextual planning, and/or partners’ responses to this, had been challenging. A workshop
was held with Leaving Care managers to learn how peer mapping and assessment had
been used to date and understand better what would help embed it (see Bostock, 2021,

pp. 4-5).

At the close of the work, a RAG-rating exercise was conducted by Bostock to assess
progress towards embedding. Progress was rated against Level One and Level Two
objectives and the four domains of the Contextual Safeguarding Framework, noting any
gaps in knowledge and making recommendations for further work.

Figure 4 RAG-rating for Level One Contextual Safeguarding objectives at September 2021

r Y 2
JTCOME /
\.\h_:-s}‘
Domain 1: Target Domain 2: Legislative framework Domain 3: Partnerships Domain 4: Outcomes measurement
Evidence of contextually-informed FAST decision-making in part, Evidence that some police referrals are || Contextual factors are recorded at the
referrals and decision-making via FAST determined by current services in sensitised to CCE. Interplay of different || front door but unclear how outcomes
{mare latterly MASH) but not fully clear to o easured JCross Services, its
how inform threshold decision making.
Some evidence that level 1 i
focused on risk within the home

12 Multi Agency Safeguarding Hub, see https://chscp.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2022/07/Multi-Agency-
Safeguarding-Hub-Operational-Protocol-April-2022.pdf
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Figure 4 sets out the RAG-rated assessment across the four domains for Level One, as
reproduced from Bostock (2021, p. 26) and Figure 5 the rating across the four domains for
Level Two (as per Bostock, 2021, p. 28).

Bostock noted a number of strengths at Level One. Contextual factors were being
recorded at the front door. Referrals and exchanges by practitioners and managers at the
front-door of the service (the FAST, then the MASH) were contextually-informed. EFRP
was recognising and addressing the complex interplay of different contexts for young
people. Emergency duty team referrals took account of child welfare and family support
needs. Police referrals were more sensitised to the nature of criminal exploitation.
However, it was not fully clear how contextual thinking was informing decision making
about thresholds in the FAST or the MASH. Consideration of individual young people at
the EFRP and CCF remained focused on parenting capacity and risk within the home.
Further clarity was needed regarding the role of Young Hackney'? in responding to EFRH,
as there seemed to be a system assumption that young people where risks were less
significant should be referred there, rather than be progressed for assessment as being ‘in
need’. There was some evidence of partnerships with parents as safeguarding partners,
but more partnerships with parents and young people were needed.

Figure 5 RAG-rating for Level Two Contextual Safeguarding objectives at September 2021
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Bostock noted how, at Level Two, progress had been driven by the CIU with a consistently
welfare-oriented approach. The EFRP and CCF offered opportunities for discussion and
appropriate challenge between partner agencies. Such discussions were consistently
contextual in targeting contexts, and in informing assessment and interventions, most
notably for groups where EFRH was a concern. At its best, EFRP provided a pivotal forum
for the identification of EFRH as a partnership, supporting practitioners to think through
safety concerns and the complex interplay between different contexts, and bringing new
ways of thinking about contexts and how best to create safety for young people. In this

by statutory children's services

b

13 https://www.younghackney.org/
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way, the EFRP appeared a particular strength of Hackney’s Contextual Safeguarding
system configuration. However, although non-traditional partners were engaged beyond
EFRP, including family members, actions were largely focused on traditional partners such
as social care.

Bostock concluded that progress was being made towards embedding but more work
was needed. Some tensions were noted regarding the intersection between Level One
and Level Two responses, in particular differences in threshold regarding whether extra-
familial risks had reached the threshold for intervention by statutory children’s services.
Bostock suggested that defining the role of statutory social work in responding to EFRH at
Level One needed further consideration. The contextual impact of the work to date was yet
to be fully captured across services, so the development of a system-wide outcomes and
monitoring framework was recommended (see Bostock, 2021, for full details).

Summary of the stage of embedding at September 2021

Taken together, the internal appraisal of the Implementation Plan and the system review
conducted by Bostock signalled to us that, although good progress was being made
towards identified objectives, embedding was still very much work in progress at
September 2021. Once the additional Department for Education funding ceased at this
time, the Embedding Board in Hackney, which held oversight of the progress of Contextual
Safeguarding, also ceased. To our knowledge, there has been no further formal internal
review in Hackney of the Contextual Safeguarding Implementation Plan since that time.

The timing of Bostock’s review had originally been timed to feed into our external
evaluation report. However, as the reporting deadline was extended, we have drawn on
our data collection, and secondary analysis of more recently collected data internal to
Hackney, to provide further insights into system change at September 2022.

4.2 Indicators of embedding in 2022

Findings from the survey of practitioners in the Children and Families Service
Familiarity with and confidence in using Contextual Safeguarding

The survey received 29 responses between April and July 2022, A high level (79%) of
respondents indicated that they understood what Contextual Safeguarding meant for their
own practice and 71% believed they could clearly define the term and explain its use in
Hackney. However, this still meant a up to a third lacked an underpinning understanding of

14 Not all participants completed all questions. 41% practiced at Level One. 59% at Level Two (59%). 31% had
management/supervisory roles while the remainder were involved in frontline services. Service teams most
represented were Young Hackney (24%), youth justice (17%), and a Child in Need team (n= 3). All bar one respondent
had worked with one or more young person where there had been concerns regarding EFRH in the last year.
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the approach. Half the respondents reported lacking confidence in using tools and
approaches in line with the Contextual Safeguarding approach.

Training availability may have been a contributor to these findings. While more than half of
respondents (58%) reported that they had received sufficient training on Contextual
Safeguarding, the remainder either had not received sufficient training to feel confident in
the approach (21%) or had received no training at all (13%). While this might be
considered surprising, given the comprehensive programme of Contextual Safeguarding
training across the service that we observed in 2019, it is likely to be relevant that just
under half of the current respondents had worked in Hackney for less than five years, and
one quarter for less than a year.

More confidence was expressed in relation to working with EFRH. At least two-thirds of
respondents described themselves as very or somewhat confident in working with each of
the different forms of EFRH, rising to 70% for County Lines and 75% for child sexual
exploitation. It was only radicalisation where under half (47%) had confidence. A majority
of practitioners reported confidence in knowing how they should implement specific tasks —
see Table 1. The greatest level of confidence was expressed in relation to engaging in
direct work with a young person in the context of EFRH, knowing where to refer a family
on to for specialist work, and from where specialist guidance for practitioners might be
sought. These areas align best with Level One Contextual Safeguarding tasks and
objectives. Slightly lower levels of confidence were expressed in relation to Level Two
tasks, particularly assessing or intervening with unsafe locations and peer groups.
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Table 1 Practitioner confidence in carrying out tasks within the context of EFRH

Very Somewhat | neutral | Somewhat | Not at all | Not my
confident | confident lacking in | confident | role
confidence
Assessment of EFRH in | 41% 41% 5% 9% 0% 5%
relation to an individual
Engaging and working 52% 33% 5% 10% 0% 0%
directly with an
individual
Engaging and working 36% 41% 5% 14% 4% 0%
directly with the
parents/carers
Assessing and 21% 41% 9% 18% 5% 5%
intervening around
EFRH with peer groups
Assessing and 33% 29% 19% 14% 0% 5%
intervening in locations
and environments
Knowing who to refera | 55% 27% 0% 18% 0% 0%
family on to for more
specialist work around
EFRH if needed
Knowing who to refera | 45% 23% 9% 18% 0% 5%
context to
Knowing where/who to 73% 9% 5% 14% 0% 0%
go to, to get specialist
guidance in working with
EFRH

Half of the respondents believed felt that a well-established and effective process had
been implemented in relation to regular multi-agency meetings for both 1) discussing and
assessing the level of risk for individual young people and reviewing their plans, and 2)
looking at shared relationships, environments, and other contexts in relation to young
people and EFRH. Just under half of respondents (45%) felt this was also true in relation
to the process for agencies or members of the public to refer peer groups, and for these
contexts to be recorded on the IT case management system. 71% indicated that the
supervision they received on EFRH cases in the past six months had, at least to some
extent, been informed by a Contextual Safeguarding approach. Respondents were
particularly positive about the support and advice offered by the Extra-Familial Risk Panel
(EFRP). All participants had heard of this panel and most had either participated in a panel
(36%) or had taken at least one case there (46%). Among the 15 participants who had
taken a case to the panel, they all felt it was ‘very’ or ‘reasonably’ helpful.
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68% of respondents indicated that communication was ‘excellent’ or ‘good enough’
between agencies in Hackney. The relationships with other youth provisions were seen as
particularly positive and collaborative. However, fewer than 30% believed effective
collaborations had been established with other public services and businesses in the local
area; more participants thought they were in partial development (36%) or were unsure
about this (32%). One participant advised that it had been particularly difficult to get
effective and regular collaboration with businesses, ‘as they were not able to commit to
regular meetings or commit to any kind of intervention’. 59% felt that practitioners would
benefit from knowing more about what was available locally to enable them to support
accurate signposting for young people, families, other professionals, and the public.

Survey of Team around the Context members

An internal survey was completed by 11 members of the interagency Team Around the
Context (TAC) which worked in partnership with the Context Intervention Unit (CIU) to
share information and support, enhance awareness of EFRH, identify negative influences
on young people, and provide better support and safety to young people. 82% of the
respondents rated their involvement with the TAC, the CIU and the Context in Need Plans
as either effective or very effective in reducing the risk of harm to young people in their
neighbourhood or location. The level of partnership working, information sharing,
advocating and supporting, and involving the young people were described positively. 55%
of respondents rated involvement the TAC as effective or very effective at improving their
own direct practice or contact with young people in the community. 82% of respondents
rated the TAC as effective or very effective at improving their own direct practice or contact
with young people in the community. There was a general wish to see the continued
development and expansion of the TAC and the CIU.

Survey of attendees at the Case Consultation Forum

31 respondents completed an internal feedback survey on the Case Consultation Forum
(CCF) approach. Overall, 84 % of respondents felt that attending the CCF was useful to
their practice. 87% of respondents had found the booking and referral process to be easy
or fairly easy. 90% considered that the CCF discussion positively impacted the young
person's plan or work being undertaken and 61% believed that it had helped to reduce the
level of harm that the young person was exposed to. Respondents described benefits of
new thoughts and ideas of responses, safety planning, considering risks and strengths
and also developing strategies to speak to young person about concerns.

90% confirmed that attending the CCF had changed how they assessed and made safety
plans for young people at risk of extra familial harm. 65% were fully confident, and 35%
more confident that previously, to work with EFRH. Examples given included how the CCF
had improved their understanding, awareness and application of EFRH, safety planning
and ensuring positive outcomes for young people. Respondents felt better equipped, with
greater and different insight to think differently and understand contextual factors. One
respondent summarised how ‘it gave me resources and space to think differently’ and
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another similarly reflected ‘it helped me to think about the wider context, involving more
people in safeguarding’.

Views of practitioners and leads on the progress of embedding

Interviews with eleven practitioners and eight operational and strategic leads, conducted
between April and September 2022, were integrated to provide the following perspectives
on the degree to which Contextual Safeguarding was embedded and resilient to change.

The achievements Contextual Safeguarding had wrought

The Contextual Safeguarding project was seen by all participants as having made a
significant contribution to improving responses to EFRH in Hackney and there was a
unanimous perception from leads that there had been substantial progress towards the
project aims. Those who had worked for the Children and Families Service over some
years described a greater awareness of EFRH having developed since the introduction of
Contextual Safeguarding. The principles and objectives of the approach were recognised
as having transformed systems and cultures and changed language and understandings
across agencies. Processes and toolkits were in place that enabled professionals to
manage risk and progress plans for young people and contexts. The EFRP was seen as a
beacon for interagency guidance and risk management. Safety could be created more
quickly for young people, with interventions of a shorter duration. Fewer young people
were being relocated or placed in secure accommodation for their protection. Partnerships
across agencies and communities with shared aims had been established and were
continuing to build. Practitioners reported receiving useful and supportive managerial
supervision informed by Contextual Safeguarding considerations, and benefiting from
additional specialist guidance from the CIU, EFRP and CCF. Data analysts were helping
inform service planning and delivery.

The perceived stage of embedding

Despite these achievements, there was a general view that there was still some way to go
before the approach could be thought to be embedded. Those involved at a managerial or
strategic level suggested that, if the journey were to be represented by a scale of 1 (the
beginning) and 10 (an embedded system that was resilient to change), the position by
summer 2022 was around 5 out of 10 with a fairly long and uncertain journey ahead: ‘/
think about three, four, five years, honestly, | think it will take that long ... we’ve just got to
carry on persevering ... revolutions don’t happen overnight’.

Addressing the social and structural sources of harm is a key principle of Contextual
Safeguarding and meeting this objective had been challenging. More attention was
thought to be needed, for example, to disrupt the actions of adult exploiters and break
down criminal networks; without such disruption, problematic contexts tended to sustain
and build. The need to address poverty and racism was mentioned on numerous
occasions, given the negative impacts on young people’s wellbeing and life chances,
which in turn increased their vulnerability and exposure to exploitation. A number of
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interviewees expressed concern about racist cultures within different agencies which were
believed to be compounding such experiences, e.g. use of ‘stop and search’ with Black
young people was described by many as pervasive and inappropriate, and amounting to
institutional oppression.

Many also cited the racism uncovered by a serious case review held in March 2022 by the
City & Hackney Safeguarding Children Partnership. This followed the strip search in 2020
of a fifteen year-old Black female child by local female police officers, which ‘involved the
exposure of Child Q’s intimate body parts, took place on school premises, without an
Appropriate Adult present and with the knowledge that Child Q was menstruating’ (Gamble
and McCallum, 2022, p.2). The review report expressed concern that Child Q had received
a largely criminal justice and disciplinary response from the adults around her — rather than
one in line with Contextual Safeguarding principles which would have attended to her
welfare and safeguarding needs. The review concluded that ‘racism (whether deliberate or
not) was likely to have been an influencing factor in the decision to undertake a strip
search’ (Gamble and McCallum, 2022, p.6).

The Child Q case was cited a number of times by interviewees as evidence that cultures
across agencies still needed to shift and, in particular, that the police and schools were not
consistently working contextually to safeguard young people, particularly those from
racialized minorities. Service leads from social care, health and education reported that a
lot of attention had subsequently gone to developing an anti-racist charter and action plan
and a significant package of training was being rolled out across the Borough. We were
unable to discuss this with police representatives as they did not respond to our invitations
to be interviewed.

A number of themes from the survey were echoed in the interviews regarding perceived
limitations at Level One. While children’s social care staff were thought to be sufficiently
skilled to undertake assessment of EFRH with reference to Contextual Safeguarding
principles, they were much less confident in how to intervene effectively. Managers, the
CIU and the EFRP were not always seeing plans and reports about individual young
people that were contextually informed. It wasn’t clear that all staff knew what Contextual
Safeguarding tools to use or how. There was a general sense that the implementation of
Contextual Safeguarding had lost momentum and that perhaps their ‘eye had been taken
off the ball’ as regards Level One work, assuming it would look after itself.

Barriers to embedding

The Covid-19 pandemic and the cyber-attack were seen as two key barriers to
implementing the approach in its entirety. There had been a high level of staffing churn
following the pandemic, with the result that the service had moved from a ratio of 80%
permanent staff to 20% agency staff, to something closer to the reverse. This reflected the
findings of the survey that many current practitioners had not received training in the
approach, including social workers holding high risk cases of EFRH.

52



Interviewees from children’s social care were concerned about the resource implications of
their current approach to Contextual Safeguarding given their perception that other
agencies still believed the majority of responsibility for EFRH should be held by social
workers. At present, there was a perception that quite a lot of ‘hand-holding’ was still
needed to build confidence and skills within other agencies. Schools, for example, were
believed to still need ‘quite a bit of support’ if they were to contribute towards the meeting
of objectives, particularly given their regulatory requirements to focus on educational
outcomes as ‘core business’.

Questions were raised by interviewees as to whether senior leadership changes in
Hackney over the past few years had led to the approach not being driven forward at a
strategic level across the interagency partnership. At the time of interview, it was already
common knowledge that the CIU had lost its ring-fenced funding in April 2022 and its size
and scope were being halved. The resources that the CIU required from the Children and
Families Service could not be found elsewhere and future plans were unclear. Fears were
expressed by many interviewees that the hard work, culture change, and expertise that
had been built up might now be lost. There was anxiety as to whether social workers might
now be expected to pick up more specialist work for which they did not feel adequately
skilled. Service leads thought that the relocation of the CIU ‘to be with the Front Door, with
MASH, so that it’s firmly within children’s social care rather than early help’ had a strong
rationale. However, this had caused momentum to be lost for a time ‘while everyone’s kind
of getting to grips with what’s happening’.

While the impact of the principles and tools of the Contextual Safeguarding approach were
seen as having been highly beneficial, a view was emerging that the specific system
configuration that had been developed in Hackney since 2022 might itself be problematic.
In the earlier phases of system development (2018-2020), Hackney had been seeking to
train all staff in children’s social care to potentially address the contexts of harm
themselves, as well as supporting young people and families with respect to the risks
within contexts. By the time of our 2020 evaluation report, it was becoming increasingly
clear that this was a challenge. Children’s social care staff had not been involved with
sufficient numbers of EFRH cases to build up the requisite expertise in Level Two work. In
turn, Level Two work was found to be time-consuming and hard to balance within a
standard social work case load. The decision in 2020 had been to develop a cadre of
highly expert practitioners, who could not only conduct such work themselves, but work
collaboratively with social workers and others in such work, scaffolding their experience
and skills until expertise was diffused across the service.

The additional funding from the Department for Education September 2020 — August 2021
was to set up an additional system component (the CIU) that would hold this expertise and
push forward implementation. The rationale was that, while Level One practice could
potentially be absorbed within the remit of the Children and Families Service (given the
availability of sufficient training and specialist support), Level Two work was largely
additional to the usual responsibilities of a children’s social care department. The more
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detailed work related to, e.g. peer group mapping and risk assessment, had never been
conducted prior to the ground-breaking insights and development work provided by Firmin
and colleagues.

The separation out of objectives and tasks (with Level One largely the remit of children’s
social care and Level Two largely held by the CIU working in partnership with Young
Hackney and other agencies such as community safety) had led to its own problems.
While the skills and supportiveness of workers in the CIU were highly appreciated,
interviewees did question whether there had been an over-reliance on specialist Level
Two staff, resulting in a skills gap within children’s social care on how to do direct work
with EFRH: ‘If we were told, right, you need to do that targeted work tomorrow, none of us
would have a framework for how to do that because we have relied on the extra-familial
risk team’.
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4.3 How Hackney’s degree of system change compares to
other local authorities implementing Contextual Safeguarding

Data from Hackney gathered through this evaluation were compared with findings reported
in Firmin and Lloyd’s (2022) system review of five children’s social care departments that
were implementing their own configurations of Contextual Safeguarding between May
2018 and June 2022. Hence, their interventions were over a similar timeline to Hackney.
Although Hackney’s project began earlier (in 2017), the five comparators began in 2018
with the advantage of the emergent learning and tools developed through Hackney’s
experience.

Firmin and Lloyd compared data at two stages of system design: 2019 and 2021. Their
findings are summarised in Table 2, which is reproduced from Firmin and Lloyd (2022, p.6)
15, Our evaluation team conducted a similar process drawing on data collected through
2018-2020 (reviewed and reported in Lefevre et al, 2020), and data collated and reviewed
in mid-2022 (see Table 3).

Comparison of the tables suggests that Hackney was able to make stronger progress than
the comparators in its earlier stages of system design and delivery. For example, in the
‘Target’ domain, there was some evidence that Hackney was targeting the contexts and
associated social conditions of EFRH although it was inconsistent across referral,
assessment, planning and responses (amber). As regards referral, none of the
comparators were able to record contexts associated with experiences of harm or
protection when young people were referred into the system (red). In Hackney there was
an established mechanism for logging locations of harm and relevant peer associations,
but this was conducted inconsistently (amber). Hackney was generally rated similarly or
better than comparator sites in the ‘partnership work’ domain and in the availability,
consistency of delivery and oversight of welfare-based interventions for young people
affected by EFRH. Hackney scored better than all comparators in the ‘outcome’ domain at
this first stage of system design and delivery. Unlike comparators, Hackney had some,
albeit inconsistent, evidence of contextual information being appropriately recorded at the
point of referral, and that assessments for young people affected by ERFH were providing
a partial and properly recorded baseline. In Hackney, again unlike comparators who all
scored ‘red’, some plans were focused on creating sustained contextual safety and there
was some evidence that success of interventions was measured regarding whether
contexts around a young person had become safer.

15 The following abbreviations are used in tables 2 and 3. ‘Ref’: activities which support referrals of contexts and/or
record contextual information when young people are referred. ‘Ass’: activities to assess contexts and gather
contextual information when assessing the needs of young people. ‘Pla’; activities to agree plans for to identifying and
addressing contexts where young people are unsafe. ‘Re’: activities which respond to changes in the social conditions
of the contexts associated with EFRH and/or respond to young people in ways that recognise the impact of contextual
factors on their decision-making and behaviour.

55



At the second stage of system design (2021 for the comparators and 2022 for Hackney),
the domain of ‘Target’ saw Hackney score ‘green’ in all four areas; no other comparator
scored as well. Hackney and three other comparators rated ‘green’ for referrals for
assessments for young people and families affected by EFRH being centred around child
welfare/protection. Only Hackney and one other comparator rated ‘green’ with planning
activity for cases of EFRH having the oversight of children’s services. Again, only Hackney
rated ‘green’ for interventions being focused on safeguarding the welfare of young people
and families as the primary objective.

Hackney generally scored as well as other comparators in the ‘Legal and policy
framework’ domain, however conclusions could only be made in two areas for Hackney.
Hackney and all comparators observed referrals for young people and families affected by
EFRH were received by children’s services. Hackney and four comparators saw
assessments for young people and families affected by EFRH that were centred around
child welfare and protection.

The ‘Partnership’ domain was the weakest scoring area for Hackney at the second stage.
Hackney and the majority of comparators (n=3) rated ‘amber’ for ‘referral’ with some
partner agencies being alert to contexts where young people are at risk of or affected by
extra-familial harm and made efforts to notify children’s services of these concerns. The
other comparators rated ‘green’ in this area. Similarly, Hackney and the majority of
comparators (n=3) rated ‘amber’ for ‘planning’ with some partners involved in planning
support to affect contexts and young people and parents and/or wider communities not
always featuring as partners.

The ‘Outcomes’ domain at the second stage saw Hackney comparing well to other
authorities regarding referrals and assessment. Hackney and one comparator rated ‘green’
in ‘referral with partner agencies alert to contexts where young people are at risk of, or
affected by extra-familial harm, and are supported to notify children’s services of these
concerns. Other comparators rated ‘amber’ in this area. Hackney and one comparator
rated ‘green’ in ‘referral’ with contextual concerns documented at the point of referral so as
to create a baseline against which the impact of interventions can latterly be measured.
Hackney and one comparator rated ‘green’ in ‘assessment’ with assessments of context
providing partners with a route to identifying the elements of the context most in need of
attention. Again, other comparators rated ‘amber’ in this area. Hackney and all
comparators rated ‘amber’ in areas of ‘planning’ and ‘response’ regarding outcomes with
some plans targeting context and some interventions used to make contextual impact.
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Table 2 RAG-ratings of system change in five local authorities at two stages of system design

Site U Site V Site X Site Y Site Z
Part of System Part of System Part of System Part of System Part of System
Ref As Pla Re | Ref As Plan Re | Ref As Pla Re | Ref As Pla Re | Ref As Pla Re
w 1 1 1 1
8. =
 § 3 1
» R
o pr 1 1 1 2 il 2 1 1 2 2 1 1 2 2 2 1 1
2 ‘= 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 2
go g 3 1 il 2 2 2 1 2 2 2 2 2 1 1 1 1 1
n Q 4 1 1 1 il 1 1 1 1 ! 2 1 1 1 1 1 1 1

Note: X indicates insufficient data to provide a score.

Table 3 RAG-ratings of system change in Hackney at two stages of system design
‘Ref in | ‘As’in | ‘Pla’in | ‘Re’in g'Ref in | ‘As’in | ‘Pla’in | ‘Re’in
2020 2020 2020 2020 2022 2022 2022 2022

Domain 1: TARGET - can target the nature of the 1 1 1 1 2 2 2 2
contexts in which EFRH occurs not just the individuals
Domain 2: LEGAL & POLICY FRAMEWORK - extra- 1 2 1 2 2

familial contexts have been incorporated into legislative
frameworks and practice guidance
Domain 3: PARTNERSHIPS - partnerships are in place Q1 1 1 1 1 1
with sectors and individuals responsible for extra-familial
settings where young people spend their time
Domain 4: OUTCOMES - outcome measurements track |1 1 1 1 2 2 1 1
changes in the nature of the contexts where young
people are vulnerable to abuse or harm, not just changes
in the behaviour of individuals.
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Summary of findings from the system review comparison

Hackney compared similarly or favourably with the other local authorities as regards
the extent to which their systems aligned with the Contextual Safeguarding framework. It is
important to note that, although comparators were implementing Contextual Safeguarding
over a similar period (2018-2022), the data were collected at an earlier stage in the
comparators (in 2021 rather than 2022 as in Hackney), so it is possible that data at 2022 in
the comparator sites would have shown more progress. A further consideration is that the
comparator sites were starting with the benefit of the learning emerging from the Hackney
pilot, whereas Hackney had to work out all stages of design from scratch.

4.4 |Is Contextual Safeguarding embedded in Hackney?

The Stages of Innovation model (Lefevre et al, 2022) suggests the ‘Integrating’ phase of an
innovation could be considered complete once services were able to implement an
approach in its entirety and had embedded it into mainstream organisational context and
delivery processes as ‘business-as-usual’. Indicators of success would be that the service
was working efficiently, staff had self-efficacy in relation to key roles and tasks, and the
system was feasible and viable in the medium term within identified resources.

By these measures, and in the views of those leading and working within the services,
there is still some way to go towards embedding. At the time of reporting, the Children
and Families Service could not see how to deliver and sustain its prior vision of Contextual
Safeguarding without additional resource. This has led to a rethink of how Contextual
Safeguarding should be configured in Hackney, such as a move to a more integrated
adolescence service, and a consideration of different approaches to EFRH as are being
trialled in other local authorities. With reference to our iterative model of the stages of
innovation (see Figure 2.1 in Section 2 of this report), we would suggest that Hackney is
returning to the Design stage and Development stages, to see what might be imported
from elsewhere or generated anew. The important questions for Hackney now will be: what
could a different way of operating look like; how suitable will it be for our context; and does
it have the potential to be viable within our resources? (Lefevre et al, 2022, p.12).

It cannot be said too many times in this report that innovation is a lengthy and uncertain
process and will always require substantial and iterative experimentation to establish a
viable approach (Sebba et al, 2017; Mulgan, 2019; Fitzsimons and McCracken, 2020;
Hampson et al, 2021). Given the transformative paradigm shifts and service redesign that
Contextual Safeguarding, in particular, entails, a return to earlier stages to ensure a more
fitting configuration for the Hackney context and available resources is not, in our view,
unexpected.
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5. Findings (ii): Evidence of impact on practice

5.1 Evidence of practice impact within case file documentation

The aim of this element of the evaluation was to capture the frequency and descriptive
parameters of contextual considerations in relation to EFRH within case file documentation.
It sought to provide insight into how EFRH is understood and recognised, whether there is
consistent use of tools and frameworks, and whether there appears to be familiarity with
how to assess and address EFRH in the structures and systems within Hackney. To be
aligned with the Contextual Safeguarding framework, Level One case work would need to
incorporate ‘contextual thinking’ about extra-familial relationships, networks and locations
into individual work with children and families in response to concerns about EFRH.

Documentation from the Level One files indicated a reasonable degree of use of Contextual
Safeguarding language and tools to guide risk assessment and aid reflective insights.
Indicators associated with EFRH were explicitly identified, with critical questions relating to
contexts posed and discussed. Referrals for more specialist contextual work (Level Two)
were made where appropriate. Engagement with children, young people and families, as
well as key professional partners, was evident in all cases reviewed.

The earliest dated assessment documents relating to young people within Level One files
were least likely to align with practitioner awareness of EFRH and use of Contextual
Safeguarding concepts. In one example from early 2021, concerns about risks outside of
the home were initially considered and evidenced but not using the language of EFRH.
While some parental work with the Context Intervention Unit (CIU) was mentioned in that
document, intra-familial considerations dominated the discourse. However, later documents
from that file demonstrated an explicit awareness of EFRH. In contrast, documentation in
the Level Two context cases was clearer in identifying and using the language of EFRH
from the outset, and there was more evident familiarity with Contextual Safeguarding tools
and methods.

The Level Two files reviewed provided many good practice examples of extensive and
insightful context assessments. In one neighbourhood assessment, a sophisticated and
nuanced understanding of contextual risk and safety was demonstrated. Protective factors
and strengths were identified within what could have otherwise been considered a high-risk
scenario. These included a sense of community cohesion, bolstered by the strong sense of
identity amongst young people who were proud of their area and felt safe there, and
businesses who were supporting young people and providing places of safety. A peer
group assessment carefully weighed up the dynamic interplay between different aspects of
EFRH including how a strong sense of loyalty and trust built through a lifelong friendship
might provide an important protective mechanism to aid resilience and safety.
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Well-conducted assessments in some Level One files led on to plans and interventions that
considered contexts as well as working alongside young people and their families. Some
planning meetings carefully considered relevant contextual factors but others demonstrated
less sophistication in understanding of, and approach to, EFRH. However, the CIU case
consultation plans and EFRP minutes contained within these files provided detailed insights
and utilised relevant tools with actions that include interventions within contexts. Level Two
files provided more consistent evidence of sophisticated and nuanced approaches to EFRH
planning with reference to use of Contextual Safeguarding tools and frameworks. Even
those completed at earlier stages provided comprehensive understanding and emerging
plans of intervention within contexts, and use of tools for peer mapping. There was
evidence of the integration of views from young people, parents/carers and community
members about safety within plans. Even when the Covid-19 pandemic restricted in-person
contact, ‘virtual’ attempts were made to achieve these.

Minutes from EFRP meetings evidenced a partnership forum that collaboratively identified
EFRH and explored young people’s contexts with insight and also signalled collective
interagency thinking towards how best to create safety for young people. In line with
Bostock’s (2021) system review findings about the need to increase user participation,
parents and young people were not present at all EFRP meetings. While terminologies of
EFRH and Contextual Safeguarding were generally evident within assessments and EFRP,
there was not always a common partnership language, especially at early case contact
points outside of the CIU.

Summary of findings from the case file review

The case files reviewed progressively between 2018-2019 for our prior evaluation (Lefevre
et al, 2020) provided evidence of how understanding and awareness of EFRH was growing
through that period and how the principles and concepts of Contextual Safeguarding were
gradually being integrated into practice. In the documents produced in the latter part of
2019, there was more evidence of a common partnership language, sophistication in
analysis, and increases in alignment with Contextual Safeguarding terminology, tools and
processes.

The documentation produced between 2020-22 reviewed in this second evaluation
evidences a continuing progression in the trajectory of take-up and integration of
Contextual Safeguarding which is impacting practice. Compared to the period up to
2020 evaluation, Hackney’s Contextual Safeguarding system demonstrates a capacity to
assess and work with extra-familial contexts. It is increasingly able to develop and deliver
interventions with individuals, families and groups that address extra-familial risk and
consider the safeguarding duty and capacity of individuals and agencies responsible for
those contexts. To varying extents, all documents reviewed during the current evaluation
identified indicators associated with EFRH, and this was strongest at the assessment stage.
EFRH was generally understood and recognised and there did appear to be familiarity with
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how to assess EFRH with reference to the structures and systems pertaining within
Hackney.

Level Two files generally included more sophisticated Contextual Safeguarding language
and EFRH-related insights than noted within the Level One documents. One important
consideration here is that documentation from the Level Two files was all authored by staff
from CIU for whom EFRH-related work was a central part of their role. It is perhaps not
surprising that practice is less sophisticated by social workers and others in the Children
and Families Service who undertake Level One EFRH-related work only occasionally. What
was apparent, however, is the good level of support, insight and guidance offered from the
specialist parts of the service (the CIU and EFRP) to those Level One practitioners. This is
something for Hackney to consider as it moves forward in its journey.

5.2 Practitioner views on EFRH practices in Hackney

Whether the approach in Hackney was thought to be helpful

Interviewees recognised that Hackney had invested a lot of time and effort in improving
responses to EFRH both within the Children and Families Service and across the Borough
as a whole. There was a general belief that appropriate processes were in place to manage
risks and direct work through the service. For those who had worked in the service for
several years or more, there was believed to be a much greater awareness of EFRH and
Contextual Safeguarding tasks and objectives. Interviewees reported a perception that
positive welfare and safety outcomes were being achieved for some young people and in
some contexts. Many described workers in both the statutory and voluntary sectors as
trying their best to protect young people affected by EFRH. There were descriptions of
valuable collaborations with youth and community organisations.

However, some matters needed to improve. Communication between services was
described as poor. Where people working in the same localities didn’t know each other,
joined-up working was less common and this was thought to adversely affect outcomes for
young people. The lack of local youth services following budgetary cuts was raised
repeatedly as something that put children at greater risk of exploitation as they had ‘ended
up getting in situations where they may not have been in if there was somewhere for them
to be, instead of hanging around with people and ... groomed to be exploited’. The context
of high poverty levels and lack of meaningful employment opportunities in Hackney was
mentioned as an important structural contributor to harm as parents did not have the money
to supplement the lack of local youth provision. Some participants expressed concerns
about local schools potentially being ‘oppressive’ places for some children, mentioning
inflexible educational policies, insufficient attention to legal obligations to provide support for
children with additional needs, and an over-use of exclusion, which put young people at
greater risk of exploitation by adults.
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Perceptions about how children from racialized minorities were being harassed and
unnecessarily criminalized by police strategies and tactics such as ‘stop and search’ have
already been documented in Section 4.2 of this report. While survey participants and
interviewees were generally positive about the contribution of the EFRP there was a
perception expressed in interviews that police were reluctant partners on the EFRP and this
undermined the wider aims of Contextual Safeguarding (in particular, the aim to address
the social conditions of abuse). There was a sense amongst some interviewees that despite
recent attempts to have open conversations about ‘race’, the system was ‘absolutely at a
loss’ as to how to address racism and improve outcomes for minoritised young people
despite there being a genuine of commitment amongst some to do so.

How skilled and effective practitioners felt at working with EFRH

Each interviewee was asked to discuss recent work with a young person, family or context.
A range of tasks and objectives were described at Levels One and Two. These
demonstrated that the individuals understood the complex dynamics of EFRH, the impact
on children of exposure to EFRH, their role and responsibilities, and how to utilize the
procedures and tools of the Contextual Safeguarding approach.

Those working primarily with individual young people and their families in children’s social
care (Level One) felt relatively confident in assessing risk where EFRH was the primary
concern. They believed their own skills and knowledge — and those of their colleagues —
had increased over the period that Contextual Safeguarding had been implemented.
However, there was generally much less confidence in how to address the risk. Concern
was expressed that their practice was not always effective:

Not very equipped really, and | think there’s a kind of service-wide feeling
that we, no-one knows how to intervene in extra-familial risk. It feels too
hard, it feels too complex, it feels like what can we possibly do to keep
these young people safe? (Practitioner)

Level One interviewees also described building relationships with young people in Hackney
as very difficult. Young people seemed suspicious of social workers, often associating them
with the police, and this made collaborative working difficult.

Those working at Level Two were more likely to feel that they had the skills, knowledge and
support to assess and intervene in cases of EFRH and could use approaches more
common to youth work, for example, spending time out in the community. They described
being supported by their managers to spend the time needed to build trust with young
people, be creative with their practice, and take risks safely. Practitioners who were newer
to working in a Level Two setting described rapidly acquiring skills through learning from
their colleagues and regularly undertaking work of that nature. This equipped them to work
with peer groups and locations to enhance safety as well as with individual young people.
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Level Two workers expressed a good degree of optimism about their work and the role they
could play in changing contexts and supporting young people affected by EFRH. However,
all interviewees (and particularly those at Level One) were concerned that they were only
creating safety and improving wellbeing for young people some of the time. They felt less
likely to achieve positive outcomes the more vulnerable a young person was; this was a
more significant factor than situational factors related to risks in a context.

Some interviewees were uncertain of how to strike an appropriate balance between
Contextual Safeguarding approaches and more traditional ways of working with young
people facing EFRH which were oriented around family strengths and vulnerabilities. Level
Two practitioners were more likely to talk about the importance of extra-familial work and
the role played by community rather than family. While Level Two workers recognized the
benefits of family support in intervention plans, some worried that over-focusing on the
familial might result in practice that was insufficiently holistic and strengths-based. Others
(including all of the Level One interviewees) were conversely concerned that if intra-familial
issues were lost from sight then the positive impacts that changes in the home could effect
might also be lost.

Assessing and working with strengths and vulnerabilities within the family setting was, to an
extent, social workers’ comfort zone and part of their qualifying training. Specialist staff
noted how Level One practitioners found the complexity of the work difficult to manage,
including the volume of information on peer groups locations that needed to be collected for
mapping and assessment. A shift of professional identity was often required to embrace the
more curious and collaborative approach needed to work with risks inside and outside the
family, and this had been hard for some to make.

Summary of the practitioner perspective

Practitioners could see many positives that had been wrought by the introduction of
Contextual Safeguarding. Clear procedures and helpful tools were associated, in their view,
with improvements in how to recognise and assess EFRH. However, there was less
confidence about how to engage and work productively with young people and how to
address risks effectively, both with individual young people and within contexts. A lack of
consensus was apparent about how to judge the balance between family-focused work and
contextually-oriented work.

5.3 Service feedback from young people and parents

Views gathered from young people

Four young people, who had been involved with the Context Intervention Unit (Level Two)
because of concerns about risk within their peer groups or localities, completed a service
feedback form. When asked ‘what is different about the CIU from other youth workers or

63



social workers you they have worked with?’, key responses were that the team seemed
honest, had young people’s best interests in mind, were good listeners, and were
understanding and responsive to individuals. One young person noted that ‘in the short
space the team has done a lot more than other professionals. Another stated, ‘they’re more
interactive with our best interest as youths and | believe they’re more interested about our
well being instead of ‘just doing their jobs™. All respondents had found CIU staff meeting
with them and their friends to be helpful. Three had felt that the unit understood what was
happening for them in their neighbourhood. All respondents wanted the CIU to continue and
the only aspect that they wanted improved was that the unit should be available for longer

hours.

As only two young people agreed to be interviewed for this evaluation, their narratives
should be viewed as an illustrative picture. No demographic information or details of the
EFRH are provided to preserve their anonymity and they are given pseudonyms.

‘Jo’ had been involved over several years with youth work, school pastoral work and
individual therapy following experiences of peer abuse and bullying. Jo had felt clear why
professionals were involved and the purpose of the work. Jo had had to wait a long time for
therapy and that had been stressful on their mental health and caused anger to build up. Jo
was particularly positive about involvement with the youth work service: ‘they were there to
try and help me, and for support and everything, that’s been great’. The youth work
intervention was shortly due to end but this was not Jo’s wish. Jo had felt reassured by the
worker being ‘there in the bad situations’ and would have preferred it continued. Jo had
found building a safety plan with the youth worker particularly useful, even though the plan
did not always take account of new emergent complexities in their situation. Jo had also
benefited from education at school about online safety.

Jo expressed some dissatisfaction in their involvement with the police in relation to
experiences of peer abuse. No convictions had resulted:

| want consequences for them... | know they think they’ve got away with it,
and to be fair they have, because nothing’s happened, but ... | don’t want
them to think that they’ve got away with it. (young person)

Jo also wanted more ongoing safety to be created in the local context due to feeling
vulnerable from peers. Jo felt the police did not really understand the situation from their
perspective: ‘I think they just need to put themselves a bit in the mind of someone my age
or someone you know in the same position’. As the officers regularly changed, no-one
seemed to hold on to Jo’s story or why Jo was worried. Jo had hoped that the police would
‘watch the streets a bit more’ by patrolling danger spots regularly but felt they were
‘nowhere to be seen’ at times when groups of young people started to congregate and Jo
felt unsafe. Jo reported that the community safety officers would regularly provide a
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presence outside schools at home time but were not around the housing estates or parks
which Jo described as being much less safe as fewer people were around.

Mic was now a young adult and was on the point of ending involvement with the CIU
following a lengthy period of involvement due to EFRH. Mic had also understood the
purpose and focus of the unit’s work. Mic had felt helped by the service and found their
main worker to be particularly supportive. The worker understood what Mic was going
through, ‘knew what’s what’, and ‘hadn’t given up on’ Mic. This ‘motivated’ Mic to ‘do well’
and Mic felt the outcomes of the work were really positive. Additional benefits had accrued
from general life skills advice, including about careers, and Mic was now in work.

Professionals who responded to the practice survey were asked whether the young people
with whom they were working had expressed a view on the service approach. Just over half
(52%) reported that young people did commonly say they feel listened to and helped by
their involvement. However, 43% did not feel this and indicated that young people
commonly expressed a range of views about the service.

Parents’ experience of the service

Again, as only two parents agreed to be interviewed, their narratives should be treated as
illustrative. Demographic information about their children is kept anonymous. Pseudonyms
are chosen that do not reflect the country of origin.

Dina was involved with the service following her child’s experiences of physical and verbal
violence by young people in the locality over several years. Dina expressed substantial
concerns about a lack of safety for her child and their friends as matters remained (in her
view) very unsafe for young people locally. The geography of the estate where the family
lived was thought to be important: ‘because it’s off the main road and hidden from view...
these [young people] feel like they can get away with what they do’. Dina described the
physical harm to her child not having been taken seriously by the school, police or housing
association for a long time: ‘I think they saw it as a kind of a tiff between neighbours and |
think they downplayed and dismissed the problem’.

It was not until criminal damage had occurred to the family home that Young Hackney'® and
the CIU became involved. Both of these services were experienced as respectful,
understanding and helpful by Dina. A personal safety plan had been developed in
collaboration with the school’s designated safeguarding lead: ‘I don’t think that would have
happened had | not been supported by the [CIU]. | think they would have continued to
dismiss me, like her primary school did’.

16 https://www.younghackney.org/
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https://www.younghackney.org/

Dina’s recommendations were that more training was needed for professionals about the
seriousness of peer abuse and professionals needed to share information with each other.
She thought there needed to be less professional jargon and better communication:

If I had struggled to have my voice heard and | speak English and I'm quite
articulate, and | understand who should respond to what, | understand how
our system is supposed to work ... and | couldn’t get my voice heard, and |
was dismissed, how on earth does somebody who’s not confident
communicating, who may not have English as their first language, who may
not understand what a designated safeguarding lead is ... how on earth
would a parent like that get their views heard? (parent)

Peta suggested things had become less safe in Hackney, for example regarding muggings,
groups of young people exhibiting anti-social behaviour, and knife crime: ‘now it isn’t safe
and you can’t keep your children at home, they need to be out and about, and we’d really
like it to at least go back to how it was two or three years ago’. Like Dina, she described
concerns about the lack of safety for her child in the local area following victimisation by
other local young people and expressed frustration that no action seemed to be taken by
the police or community safety to prevent a recurrence: ‘Yeah, they could provide more
security during the times of children going to school and coming home from school’. This
highlights the conflict that can arise in communities when a diversionary principle aimed at
keeping young people out of the criminal justice system is experienced by victims and their
parents as ‘nothing happening’.

Peta, like Dina, was happy with her experience of involvement with the CIU:

I’'m happy with the services from Hackney. If there’s something that | need
help with... if it's to do with any issues regarding the children, if | call them,
then they will come and they will you know take interest in ... They do
respond. (parent)

Professionals who responded to the practice survey were asked whether the parents with
whom they were working had expressed a view on the service approach. More of the
respondents (66%) reported that parents felt listened to and helped, but numbers
responding to that question were too small (n=21) to identify statistically significant
differences. Whilst very few respondents completed optional qualitative feedback to the
questions, one person did query whether parents were perceived as being conciliatory
because they felt compelled to engage:

‘...worry as to whether participation is due to CIN/CP or family support
plans that children are made subject to. It is difficult at times to get parental
buy-in without it’. (survey respondent)
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Summary of young person and parent perspectives

Numbers of child and parent interviewees who had been involved with the service were too
small to offer anything more than illustrative examples of the complexity of situations that
young people and families experience and ways in which professionals attempt to
intervene. It is important to re-state here that the original evaluation plans should have
resulted in a much higher level of participation by young people and parents but the work
that Hackney intended to do to facilitate this was derailed by the pandemic.

5.4 Has Contextual Safeguarding positively impacted practice?

Practice recordings, reports and minutes of meetings relating to young people and contexts
indicated that an increased capacity to recognise, assess and work with extra-familial
contexts was observed, compared with data collected in 2019-20. EFRH was generally
understood and recognised and there did appear to be familiarity with how to assess EFRH
with reference to the structures and systems pertaining within Hackney. To varying extents,
all documents reviewed identified indicators associated with EFRH, and this was strongest
at the assessment stage.

Practitioners could see many positives that had been wrought by the introduction of
Contextual Safeguarding. Clear procedures and helpful tools were associated, in their view,
with improvements in how to recognise and assess EFRH. While those working primarily
with individual young people and their families in children’s social care (Level One) felt
relatively confident in assessing risk where EFRH was the primary concern, there was
generally much less confidence in how to address risks, build relationships with young
people and intervene effectively. The support, insight and guidance offered from the
specialist parts of the service to Level One practitioners was highly valued and there was
concern that this might dissipate with the reduction in the CIU’s role.

There was more confidence expressed by practitioners working at Level Two in their skills
for engaging young people and intervening effectively in contexts. Their case recordings
and reports included more nuanced and sophisticated EFRH-related language and insights.
One important consideration here is that EFRH-related work is a central part of the role for
Level Two staff whereas it is only occasional for children’s social care. There are
implications for the configuration of a Contextual Safeguarding system if it routinely leads to
lower confidence and skill in a segment of staff who are involved with EFRH less frequently.

The absence of a strong voice from young people and parents on service impact is strongly
felt in this report. Pandemic-related factors were, of course, a significant contributor to the
problems with data collection in this evaluation. However, we would suggest that it is
essential that any innovation project should have a well-established and adequately funded
ongoing engagement mechanism from the start which would enable young people, parent
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and community views to be routinely collected in participatory and meaningful ways, so that
they can be fed iteratively into every stage of service design, delivery, and review.
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6. Findings (iii) Impact on outcomes at a context-level

6.1 Insights from the standardised measures completed by
young people

The purpose of this quantitative outcome data set was to provide insight into the impact of
Level Two Contextual Safeguarding activities and objectives — those directed at changing
potential contexts of risk and harm, including with groups of young people and in local
environments. Hackney’s intention was that, by delivering interventions within schools, they
could shift cultures, build community, increase awareness, enhance coping, and reduce
risks for young people at a community level. Standardised questionnaires were
administered to 162 Year 9 students and 100 Year 11 students in November 2022 a school
where interventions related to Contextual Safeguarding aims had been delivered?’.
Questionnaires were also collected from two non-intervention groups: 126 Year 9 students
from our prior evaluation collected in 2018, and 155 Year 10 students collected in 2022. By
measuring wellbeing, self-efficacy and life satisfaction, we sought to see how interventions
might correspond to aspects of their school experiences, their sense of community life in
Hackney, and their personal coping strategies. Further information on the measures is
provided in Appendix 3 and detailed tabulations of findings are provided in Appendix 4.

Respondents answered the questions in a reliable way, '® indicating that the responses to
items in each of the subscales used were closely related to each other. This provides
confidence that aggregating the answers to items within each subscale was empirically
justified. Only the coping subscales showed slightly lower reliability,'® but even here, the
correlations among the items within each subscale were acceptable and there was no
indication that removing any of the items would have improved scale reliability.

Historical comparison of Year 9 cohorts from 2018 and 2022

Despite extensive global and societal changes in young people’s experience over the last
few years, the average scores from the Year 9 cohorts in 2018 and 2022 were remarkably
similar. On ten out of twelve comparison variables, there were no statistically significant
differences. When comparisons were made for male and female students separately, there
were also no significant differences between the two cohorts. The only two variables where

17162 Year 9 students (50% male, 38% female, 12% other/not specified, age 13-14 years) had completed Mentors in
Violence Prevention, a peer mentoring programme that gives young people the chance to explore and challenge the
attitudes, beliefs and cultural norms that underpin gender-based violence, bullying and other forms of violence; 100
Year 11 students (42% male, 42% female, 16% other/not specified, age 15-16 years) had received sessions to increase
their awareness of child exploitation, which were based on the Contextual Safeguarding Toolkit; 155 Year 10 students
(44% male, 43% female, 13% other/not specified, age 14-15 years) had received no intervention, and hence acted as a
comparator (difference-in-difference).

18 Cronbach’s alpha for most subscales was at .70 or above

19 between .54 and .68
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a statistically significant difference was found were life satisfaction and school acceptance,
whereby the Year 9 sample from 2022 scored slightly lower than the Year 9 sample from
2018.29 A point for consideration here is that the 2022 sample had lived through the recent
difficult impacts of the Covid-19 pandemic and this might well have affected not only life
satisfaction but school-related dynamics, given the significant disruptions to school
attendance. All analysis should be interpreted with caution, however, given that the
samples were from different schools. Further details of the descriptive statistics can be
found in Appendix 4.

Year group and gender comparisons within 2022 dataset

We carried out analyses of variance to evaluate the effect of year group and gender on
each score. Here we found indicators of statistically significant effects on personal
wellbeing and life satisfaction, as well as the social dimensions of school experience and
sense of community in Hackney. There was a general tendency for scores to be higher for
males than for females, and for those who did not specify being either male or female.?’
There were no significant effects of year group on personal wellbeing and life satisfaction
scores. However, there were significant effects (p < .05) of year group on school safety,
school acceptance, sense of social support in the Hackney community, and sense of pride
in the Hackney community. In all four of these cases, the pattern was for Year 11 students
to score higher than the younger year groups. These effects are indicative of more positive
school and community experiences for the Year 11 cohort, but the comparison should be
treated with caution given that the differences in project interventions between year groups
are obviously conflated with age differences.

Intercorrelations of questionnaire subscales

There were statistically significant, medium to large size correlations among all the
variables, with the exception of the rumination/avoidance coping subscale, whereby small
but statistically significant negative correlations were found with well-being, life satisfaction,
school belonging, school acceptance, and perceived sense of community in Hackney.
Overall, the results point to clear associations between young people’s: a) personal
wellbeing and life satisfaction; b) coping strategies; c) sense of belonging, safety, and
acceptance at school; and d) perceptions of different aspects of community life in Hackney.
Wellbeing and life satisfaction were most strongly associated with the different aspects of

20 |ife satisfaction means (SDs), 6.69 (2.20) vs. 6.06 (2.17), and school acceptance means, 3.50 (.96) vs. 3.25 (.85),
respectively

21 These effects of gender were significant at p < .05 for each of the scores, except for perception of opportunities
within the community, where gender differences were not significant. Although space does not permit more extensive
discussion, there was some indication that the differences in scores between gender categories, particular for the
minority of young people who did not specify male or female, were not the same for all year groups. It is of interest
that, whereas only 5 of the 126 respondents from Year 9 (4%) in 2018 did not record their gender as male or female, in
2022 this had risen to 19 out of 162 (12%) in Year 9, 20 out of 155 (13%) in Year 10, and 16 out of 100 (16%) in Year 11.

70



school experience,?? but the correlations with sense of community in Hackney more
generally were substantial, too.2® Table 5 in Appendix 5 shows the intercorrelations of all
subscale scores within the current dataset.

Predictive links between questionnaire subscales

Our analysis next focused on how young people’s levels of personal wellbeing and life
satisfaction are related to their experiences at school and perceptions of the Hackney
community. We used multiple regression to identify unique predictive pathways between
the variables. Gender and year group were entered as covariates in all analysis, and all
effects described below were statistically significant after controlling for variance explained
by age and gender.

We first considered which aspects of school experience are related to wider social
perceptions of community life in Hackney. As shown in Figure 6, young people’s sense of
school acceptance was positively related to the Hackney community and social support
scores, while school safety was positively related to the Hackney social support and pride
scores, and school belonging was positively related to the Hackney community and
opportunity scores. These patterns highlight the close connections between young people’s
experience at school and how they feel about the wider community life in Hackney.

Figure 6 Standardised associations between perceptions of Hackney community life and experiences
at school

Hackney - community

School acceptance

Hackney — social support

School safety

Hackney - opportunities

School belonging

Hackney - pride

Note: All displayed coefficients are standardised estimates.

*p<.05 **p< 0l ***p<. 001

Next, as shown in Figure 7, we found that school acceptance, belonging, and safety were
all statistically significant unique positive predictors of wellbeing scores (i.e., each of these
was important after controlling for the other two). In the case of life satisfaction, school
acceptance and belonging again served as unique predictors, but perceptions of safety did
not add any further predictive value.

22 correlation coefficients between .41 and .56
2 coefficients between .33 and .48
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Figure 7 Standardised associations between experiences at school and levels of wellbeing and life
satisfaction

School acceptance 32%E*

Wellbeing

School safety

2Qx %% Life satisfaction

School belonging /

Note: All displayed coefficients are standardised estimates.

*p<.05 **p<.01 ***p<.001

Developing this analysis further, we found a number of indirect pathways connecting
perceptions of the Hackney community, experiences at school, and wellbeing. The
perception of social support in Hackney was related to wellbeing indirectly via a more
positive sense of school acceptance?* and also, to a smaller extent, via greater feelings of
safety at school?>. Meanwhile, the feeling of pride about Hackney was related to wellbeing
indirectly via a greater sense of safety at school.?® Similarly, the perception of more
opportunities within the Hackney community was related to wellbeing indirectly via a greater
sense of belonging at school.?” The sense that people in Hackney work together as a
community was also related to wellbeing indirectly via higher levels of school acceptance?®
and school belonging.?® Follow-up analysis showed that the associations of wellbeing with
school experiences and Hackney community perceptions were broadly similar across year
groups.

One final analysis considered the role of psychological coping strategies in predicting
wellbeing, over and above the role of community perceptions and school experiences. This
analysis showed that the tendency to cope through rumination and avoidance did indeed
appear to be maladaptive, with negative associations with both wellbeing3® and life
satisfaction.3' In contrast, coping through cognitive reframing and self-regulation positively

% indirect effect = .14, SE = .03, 95% Cl = .09 — .20
% indirect effect = .04, SE = .02, 95% Cl = .01 — .08
26 indirect effect = .11, SE = .02, 95% Cl = .07 — .15
27 indirect effect = .19, SE = .03, 95% Cl = .13 — .25
28 indirect effect =.12, SE =.02,95% Cl = .07 —.17
2 indirect effect =.11, SE = .02, 95% Cl = .06 — .15

% f=-12,p=.004
3t B=-10, p =.047
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predicted wellbeing,®? and accessing social support positively predicted life satisfaction.33
However, the descriptive statistics in Appendix 4 show that mean scores were often higher
for rumination/avoidance than for the other, more adaptive coping strategies.

In summary, there is a clear and consistent pattern of strong associations between different
aspects of how young people perceive community life in Hackney, the experiences that
they have at school, and their overall sense of wellbeing.

Conclusions from the standardised measures

Overall, there was a general pattern of stability in the overall experiences of Year 9
students when comparing 2018 and 2022 scores and, so, no obvious effects can be
identified following the recent Level Two interventions. Although there was some
evidence that feelings of life satisfaction and school acceptance had dropped slightly, the
2022 sample had lived through the recent difficult impacts of the Covid-19 pandemic and
this might have played a role. In addition, this is not a longitudinal analysis of the same
group of young people nor a controlled experiment where participants were randomly
allocated to receive interventions or be in a control group. As the samples at the two time
points were from different schools, there could be a variety of explanations for these
changes, so there are limitations in terms of the conclusions that can be drawn
regarding causal effects.

The three year-groups experienced different interventions in this project: ‘mentors in
violence prevention’ intervention in Year 9 vs. no intervention in Year 10 vs. ‘child
exploitation prevention’ in Year 11. Of course, these differences are conflated with age
differences, which makes the interpretation of results complicated. Nonetheless, it was
noticeable that the Year 11 students scored higher than younger year groups on feelings of
safety and acceptance at school, and on sense of support and pride in the Hackney
community.

There was strong and consistent evidence across the dataset that young people’s
perceptions of the Hackney community were predictive of safety, acceptance, and
belonging at school, which in turn were predictive of wellbeing. The results clarify the
importance of situating young people in their social and relational context, and show that
different aspects of the social environment (within the school and beyond the school gates)
are connected with each other and also relate closely to individual differences in levels of
wellbeing.

There were some striking patterns of differences in the responses of year groups and
gender categories. Nearly all scores on personal, school, and community subscales were

32 =18, p<.001
3 f=.12,p=.019
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higher for males than for females or those who did not specify either gender. This is
broadly in line with other evidence regarding gender differences in the social and emotional
experiences of adolescents, and potentially indicates that future interventions may need to
be developed and targeted differently depending on gender.

The fact that coping strategies remained statistically significant predictors of wellbeing and
life satisfaction over and above the school and community scores suggests that this could
be a potential target for future intervention. This becomes even clearer when we note that
the more maladaptive strategies of rumination and avoidance were often used more
frequently than other coping strategies which were positively associated with wellbeing.
Although we must again be cautious about drawing conclusions about causal effects based
on the present dataset, strategies for coping through positive self-regulation and/or through
accessing social support appear to be important predictors of personal wellbeing and life
satisfaction, regardless of the school or community context.

6.2 Insights from the community mapping surveys about
contextual impacts

Part of the Level Two approach to Contextual Safeguarding is to mobilise young people,
parents, businesses, schools and other community members to enhance safety in their
locality, including through provision of training about EFRH awareness and bystander
approaches. Data were aggregated from various neighbourhood and community surveys to
provide insight into perceptions about living in Hackney, with particular reference to safety.

Young people’s views on community safety

Young people did generally report that they felt safe in Hackney Borough and that they and
their friends ‘got on’ with other peers from the local area. More than half of young people
felt safe when in school (60%), travelling to (65%) and from (52%) school, being in their
neighbourhood (56%), and being in other areas outside of Hackney (75%). Conversely
around one-third felt unsafe or very unsafe travelling around Hackney (36%) and being in
their neighbourhood (32%). Although one-third felt safe when with friends, 16% felt unsafe
at those times.

Young people were asked whether a particular problematic issue existed in their
neighbourhood?4. Those said by young people to be present ‘very much’ or ‘a lot’ were
violence (48%), drug use (44%), school exclusions (44%), criminal exploitation (42%),
bullying (39%), and drug dealing (37%). While only 18% of respondents mentioned gangs
as being present in their neighbourhood, the responses to qualitative questions indicated
that, for those who encountered it, this was a serious concern. Gang tensions were

34 Options: very much, a lot, somewhat, not at all, unsure
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described as ‘high’ and some young people affiliated with particular gangs described feeling
unsafe to leave their neighbourhood.

When young people were asked if they ever felt unsafe or were treated unfairly because of
certain protected characteristics, the majority said this was not the case for them as regards
gender and sexuality. However, it was the case for young people who described
themselves as Black, who reported being frequently subjected to police ‘stop and search’
procedures. This echoed views expressed in interviews with professionals.

Views from parents and residents in Neighbourhood Safety Surveys

While feelings about the extent of neighbourhood safety varied across location, the issues
of concern were common to all: young people’s involvement in drug dealing, knife crime,
antisocial behaviour and other forms of crime and violence. Relationships between young
people and the police were seen as requiring improvement, with more interaction and trust-
building and less ‘police corruption’ recommended. School exclusion was considered to be
a causal issue of youth violence and crime that needed a more effective response.
Respondents also recommended increasing positive diversionary activities for young
people and better community support. While most respondents across the surveys said
they would inform relevant authorities and the police if they suspected that young people
were being exploited by adults in their community, there was less confidence in how they
might to intervene more directly, e.g. stepping in to break up a fight between young people
in their community. Respondents expressed a wish to know more about how they could
help young people be safe in their community.

The views of businesses on community safety

Six business owners in Hackney responded to a survey regarding issues they thought
young people faced in the area where their business was located. Low numbers mean that
this provides only an illustrative picture, but there were some areas of broad agreement. At
least half agreed or strongly agreed that drug use, drug dealing and criminal exploitation
were present, by both adults and youths along with gang activity. There was less certainty
about other forms of EFRH. Antisocial behaviour and an absence of effective police
response and prevention were also repeatedly raised. Respondents frequently indicated
that racism and discrimination impacted on their communities.

Most respondents believed that adults in the community were willing to help young people.
Three of the six knew how to recognise that young people were at risk, reported knowing
how to keep young people safe in their community, and felt like they had a good
understanding of what was happening in the community where their business is located. No
respondents thought there were good youth services in the area or that there was enough
for young people to do in the area. Only one thought there was a good relationship between
the community and the police, and they would have liked to see better working relationships

between statutory authorities and businesses.
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The views of schools on community safety

56% percent of the 25 respondents from schools across Hackney felt like they had a good
understanding of what was happening in the community where their school is located. Drug
use, drug dealing and criminal exploitation were considered to be present in local areas by
almost all participants. There was similar uncertainty about the presence of sexual
exploitation but bullying, school exclusions and harmful sexual behaviours were considered
an issue by around half of respondents. Other issues highlighted as important to
respondents were food poverty, housing, domestic violence, older peer association, thefts,
self-harm and exposure to pornographic material.

School staff were largely confident that they knew how to recognise young people were at
risk and how to keep them safe. Unlike in the business survey, more than one-third of the
school respondents believed adults in the community were scared of young people and
only half believed that adults in the community were willing to help young people. While
they thought that there were good youth services in the area, they agreed with the business
owners that there was not enough for young people to do in the area. Many additional ways
to keep young people safe were suggested including greater engagement through youth
clubs, regular safeguarding training of staff, safety patrols, and (perhaps more
controversially) the reinstatement of police roles in schools.

Learning points from the community mapping surveys

There were many common messages across the different groups surveyed. The issues of
concern were broadly similar in relation to the types of crime and EFRH and its impact on
young people, businesses and communities. The responses indicate awareness in
neighbourhoods and schools about young people’s experiences of EFRH and these might
signal the positive impacts of earlier Level Two interventions at a community level. Young
people themselves were making active choices to promote their safety every day about
travel routes and the avoidance of certain localities and peer groups where gang activity,
violence and crime was prevalent. A number of suggestions were made across the surveys
about how matters might be improved. Some had implications for increased resource (such
as improving diversionary and community activities) while others implied the need for
attitudinal or cultural changes within other agencies, such as improving relationships
between the police and young people, and addressing the unintended impacts of school
exclusions. Finally, the need for change at a structural level was flagged by the concerns
about the role played by racism and poverty in increasing young people’s situational
vulnerability to EFRH.
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6.3 Has Contextual Safeguarding impacted on outcomes at a
context level?

Little hard evidence was available to signal context level impact. No significant effects could
be noted in the comparison of standardised measures completed in 2018 and 2022 but it
should be noted that these were collected from different schools. In addition, the 2022
sample had lived through the recent difficult impacts of the Covid-19 pandemic and this
might have played a role in any observed effects in the data. The community mapping
surveys indicate awareness in neighbourhoods and schools about young people’s
experiences of EFRH and these might signal the positive impacts of earlier Level Two
interventions at a community level. Further consideration about what would constitute
appropriate measures to appraise context level impact would be valuable for Hackney and
more broadly.
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7. Findings (iii): Impact on outcomes at a child-level

7.1 Introduction

In this section we present our findings from the secondary analysis of administrative system
pattern and outcome data. As set out in Section 3.3 comparative data was provided by LIIA
and this analysis was used for internal purposes only, with comparative analysis provided to
the Contextual Safeguarding service in Hackney, and also to the funder (DfE). The data
provided by Hackney comprise excerpts from their statutory data returns to the Department
for Education (SSDA 903 and Children in Need) as well as anonymised child-level
information captured as part of a data template developed for the Contextual Safeguarding
service. The constraints and limitations are set out in Appendix 7, and as reported
elsewhere in this report, the availability of the data was substantially impacted by the cyber-
attack in Hackney.

It is important to note here, too, the complicating factor of how the term ‘Contextual
Safeguarding Hub’ is used as a category in the administrative data throughout the entire
period that data were captured in Hackney, despite the fact that it constituted different
service components in different years. Between April 2018 and March 2020 (Time periods 1
and 2 in the quantitative dataset), the term refers to the Contextual Safeguarding Project
Team, which largely constituted a group of experienced staff who were leading the
development of the approach in Hackney, providing consultation to generalist staff
regarding cases of EFRH, and delivering training. In the third time period (April to
November 2020) that team had been disbanded and there was, in effect, no ‘hub’ over that
period. The third time period also overlaps with a long period of Covid-19 lockdown
measures.

From December 2020 onwards (the beginning of Time period 4) the term ‘Contextual
Safeguarding Hub’ began to be used to refer to the new Context Intervention Unit. This use
of a singular term to denote different service aspects is not ideal in terms of contribution
analysis. Nonetheless, there is a central defining characteristic in both of a specialist
service component involving staff with particular forms of expertise in relation to Contextual
Safeguarding and particularly at Level Two. In our view, this provides sufficient unifying
focus to justify the approach taken. We have sought to remind the reader of the fuzziness of
the category that ‘Contextual Safeguarding Hub’ represents through use of inverted
commas around this term.

The data include a cohort of children and young people who were identified as experiencing
EFRH between April 2018 and March 20223%. Before presenting our analysis of impact on

35 percentages reported throughout this section do not always add up to 100 because of rounding.
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outcomes we provide a summary of the demographic data about the cohort. Further
background information about the data provided and preparation of the data for analysis is
provided in Appendix 7.

7.2 Findings from the analysis of Hackney data

The sample

The child level data provided by Hackney comprised a total of 1156 children and young
people. This included 334 children under the age of 10 who were younger siblings and as
such were identified as EFRH along with their older sibling(s). These younger children were
removed from the dataset, and the analysis focused on the 819 children and young people
aged 10 and over at the point of identification. The mean age for this cohort was 14 years
and six months. Just over half of the cohort were boys (n=447, 54%) and 372 (45%) were
girls. In terms of ethnicity, the sample constituted a diverse group with 19 ethnic
backgrounds represented. Black-African were the largest group (n=166,14%), followed by
Black-Caribbean (n=123,11%), any other Black background (n= 113, 10%), and any other
White background (n=101, 9%).

All children and young people in the included sample were first identified by children’s
social care. The factors associated with a social care assessment were: child sexual
exploitation; gang involvement; going missing; and/or substance misuse. Of the cohort, the
majority (663) had some form of children’s social care assessment between April 2018 and
October 202136, Some children and young people had more than one assessment: 128 had
two assessments, 13 had three and a small number of children and young people (n=4)
had four assessments.

The vast majority of the children and young people remained at home with their families
while being supported via a Contextual Safeguarding approach operating at Level One
and/or Two?'. There was a smaller sub-sample of 116 children who experienced a period of
care between April 2018 and March 2022. Of these 41 were in a care placement when
EFRH was first identified. Analysis of their trajectories is provided later in this section.

Changes over time

The following analyses explore changes over time as the Contextual Safeguarding system
was implemented and embedded. The data and analysis in this section relate to the period
between April 2018 and March 2022. Table 6 indicates that the number of children

36 As set out in Appendix 7 Hackney were not able to provide all variables for the four time periods covering April 2018
to March 2022. Data about assessments was only available until 315 October 2021.

37 As noted previously, from December 2020 onwards, Level One support would have been directed through children’s
social care while Level Two activities would primarily have been provided through the Context Intervention Unit.
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identified as experiencing EFRH has reduced but we are not able to account for why that is.
We have already noted how the effects of the Covid-19 pandemic and its attendant
lockdowns mean that it is difficult to assign attribution for any effects observable in the data.
However, there are additional specific limitations in terms of the quality of the data between
September 2020 and March 2021, which was most severely impacted by the cyber-attack
referred to earlier in this report; as such, it is possible that the data from September 2020
onwards includes an under-recording of events that occurred.

Table 6 Number of children and young people identified as experiencing EFRH

Dates from/to Period n %
April 2018 — March 2019 1. Designing, developing and testing 274 | 33
April 2019 — March 2020 2. Developing and integrating 269 | 32
April 2020 — November 2020 3. Re-design and service disruption 109 | 13
December 2020 — March 2022% | 4. Delivery and further re-design 167 | 20

Time between assessment and referral to the ‘Contextual Safeguarding hub’

As set out above, what constituted the ‘Contextual Safeguarding Hub’ evolved over time. In
Time periods 1 and 2, this referred to the Contextual Safeguarding Project Team. In Time
period 3, there was no ‘hub’. In period 4, the term hub denoted the Context Intervention
Unit. The time between the assessment of EFRH and referral to the ‘Contextual
Safeguarding Hub’ changed over the four time periods, as shown in Table 7. In the early
stages of designing, developing and testing, the average time between assessment and
referral was more than 12 months (416 days). By the final stage (delivery and service re-
design) referrals were being made to the hub prior to the assessment.

Table 7 Time between assessment and referral to the ‘Contextual Safeguarding Hub’ (in days)

Time period n Mean Std. dev Min Max
1. Designing, developing and testing | 54 | 416.11 351.87 14 1178
2. Developing and integrating 73 | 121.51 295.24 -314 1219
3. Re-design and service disruption 16 | 145.81 337.98 -533 677

38 Although the ‘Delivery and further re-design’ stage ran until November 2022, the data presented in this section only

covers the period to the 31 March 2022, in accordance with the reporting period for administrative datasets.
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4. Delivery and further re-design 25 |-187.96* | 362.08 -838 387

Number of Section 47 enquiries and child protection plans

Over the four time periods as a whole, Section 4740 (s.47) enquiries were recorded for 302
of the 819 children and young people (just over a third of the cohort). A maximum of five
separate s.47 enquiries were carried out for individual children and young people. As
shown in Table 8, the total number of s.47 enquiries reduced over time. The mean number
of s.47 enquiries per month is shown in the right-hand column for comparison purposes
demonstrating the decrease by the fourth time period.

Table 8 Number of Section 47 enquiries

Time period Total Monthly mean
1. Designing, developing and testing 106 8.83
2. Developing and integrating 148 12.33
3. Re-design and service disruption 69 9.85
4. Delivery and further re-design 101 5.94
Total | 424

Over the four-year period from April 2018 to March 2022 only 67 child protection plans were
carried out for those children and young people identified as EFRH. One child had two
separate child protection plans over this time. There was a slight reduction in the number of
child protection plans over time, and the mean length also decreased (as shown in Table
9), however, the change was not statistically significant.

The reasons for these decreases in rates of s.47 enquiries and child protection plans are
unclear but it is possible to speculate that this might relate to Hackney’s approach of
positioning the Context Intervention Unit in the Early Help part of the service for the fourth
time period. The intention of this was to ensure boosted levels of support for young people
at the earliest possible stage that EFRH-related vulnerability was experienced. It could be
conceived that this led to a reduction in designating EFRH cases within child protection
processes and, even, reducing child protection risk.

39 Negative numbers mean that the referral to the ‘Contextual Safeguarding Hub’ was made before the
assessment.
40 A S47 inquiry is an investigation carried out to assess if there is the risk of significant harm to a child or children
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Table 9 Number and mean length of Child Protection Plans in days

Time period n*' | Mean length Std. Min Max
dev
1. Designing, developing and testing | 20 246.4 186.31 17 582
2. Developing and integrating 22 245.27 174.74 1 658
3. Re-design and service disruption 8(1) | 305.5 321.31 1 853
4. Delivery and further re-design 12(3) | 213.17 77.52 83 313
Total | 67

Care placement patterns

During the four-year period 116 children and young people classified as EFRH experienced
episodes in care. For the majority of these (n=79: 68%), the care episode was subsequent
to the identification of EFRH. As shown in Table 10, there were substantially more care
episodes in the first and second time periods, reducing from 50 episodes in the first 12
months to 15 episodes in the final 16 months up to March 2022.

A small number of children and young people (n=15) were in care when EFRH was
identified, and then ceased to be looked after. The remainder of the children and young
people (n=22) were in care prior to the identification of EFRH and remained in care. Overall,
the number of care episodes reduced over the four-year period, although the reduction was
not statistically significant.

Table 10 Days in care by time period

Time period n Mean days | Std. dev | Min Max
1. Designing, developing and testing | 48(2) | 386.72 307.31 4 1204
2. Developing and integrating 38(1) | 231.07 255.42 1 1015
3. Re-design and service disruption 12 206.08 154.11 1 420
4. Delivery and further re-design 14(1) | 79.35 182.20 1 694
Total | 112(4)

41 The figures in brackets in this column denote child protection plans that had started, and were considered to still be
open at the end of March 2022.
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As well as the number of episodes, we also examined the number of days in care, and
whether this reduced over each of the time periods. The data indicated that four children
and young people were still in care at the end of March 2022. The data for these children in
displayed in parenthesis in Table 10. The mean number of days reduced from just over a
year (n=386.72) in period 1 to less than three months (n=79.35) in period 4. The difference
between periods 1 and 4 was statistically significant (p<0.0001).

We also explored the length of care episodes, specifically looking at the proportion (and
percentage) of days in care before and after identification of EFRH. As shown in Table 11,
the percentage of days in care after EFRH was identified reduced over the four periods: In
period 1 it was an average of 87% of care days occurring after the identification of EFRH,
and by period 4 this had reduced to 61%. The reduction in the length of care episodes was
statistically significant (p<0.001).

Table 11 Percentage of days in care after EFRH was identified

Time period n Mean Std. dev

1. Designing, developing and testing 50 86.9336 29.9949

2. Developing and integrating 39 84.0088 34.2954

3. Re-design and service disruption 12 87.2965 29.3071

4. Delivery and further re-design 15 61.2693 61.2693

Total | 116

Out of borough placements

The data show that, since 2018 there has been a decline in the use of out of borough
placements in Hackney for those children and young people identified as experiencing
EFRH. The number and duration of out of borough placements for each of the four periods
are shown in Table 12. There were 87 children and young people who experienced an out
of borough placement; this reduced from 40 in the first period to 9 in period 4. There was
also a substantial reduction in the number of placement days spent in out of borough
placements, reducing from a mean of close to 200 days to 43 days. There is a statistically
significant difference in the use of out of borough placements between period 1 and period
4 (p<0.001)42.

42 Further details of the multiple regression are provided in Appendix 7.
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Table 12 Out of borough placements

Time period n Mean days | Std.dev | Min | Max
1. Designing, developing and testing | 40 | 198.42 211.84 4 946
2. Developing and integrating 27 | 140.66 185.92 1 728
3. Re-design and service disruption 11 | 137.90 80.20 6 251
4. Delivery and further re-design 9 43.33 43.39 2 135

This reduction is also in line with a recognition in Hackney of the importance of
psychological safety to achieve physical safety, and a wider systemic emphasis to reduce
the use of out of borough placements to support this.

Use of residential care

The types of placements experienced by the cohort of children who had an episode of care
are shown in Figure 8 below. The data indicates that the use of residential care reduced
over the four time periods. There was also a reduction in the number of children and young
people who were living in a youth offender institution (YOI) or prison establishment (from 18
to 4). Conversely there was a greater use of foster care placements including those with
kinship carers. This increase in the use of family-based care aligns with the introduction of
the "fostering first’ approach in Hackney over the past couple of years.
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Children going missing from care

Data were provided about children and young people going missing from their placements
for the smaller cohort who experienced a period of care (n=123). Of this group, 600 missing
episodes were recorded for 52 young people. As shown in Table 13 the number of
episodes of going missing by children during the latter periods was lower than during the
earlier periods. Data were also provided on the duration of the missing episodes; as this
data was not available for the third time period, it is not shown in Table 13. There was also
substantial variation in the length of the missing episodes ranging from 1 to 43 days, e.g. a
single incident of a young person going missing for 43 days occurred during period 4.
Despite this anomaly, the mean duration of the missing episodes reduced over the periods,
and the difference between Time period 1 and Time period 4 was statistically significant
(p<0.001).

Table 13 Number of ‘missing from care’ episodes by child

Time period n Mean | Std.dev | Min Max
1. Designing, developing and testing | 23 15.86 20.98 1 82
2. Developing and integrating 18 6.44 7.36 1 29
3. Re-design and service disruption 3 28 19.46 13 50
4. Delivery and further re-design 8 4.25 2.60 1 8
Total | 52

Involvement in offending

Between 2018 and 2022, 145 children and young people classified as EFRH were recorded
as having committed a criminal offence. Of this group, just over a third (n=57) did not have
any offences recorded prior to EFRH having been identified. Following identification of
EFRH, there were no further criminal offences recorded for 35 children and young people.
Furthermore, the proportion of offences committed following identification of EFRH reduced
over the time period, from 72% in period 1 to 34% in period 4. The proportion of offences
after identification of EFRH showed a significant reduction.

A slightly higher number of children and young people (n=149) were recorded as receiving
support from the Youth Offending Team. The breakdown of support across the four periods
is shown in Table 14. Running a linear regression analysis, Youth Offending Team
episodes significantly reduced during phase four of implementing the contextual
safeguarding framework (p<0.001).

85



Table 14 Receipt of support from the YOT team

Time period n Mean | Std.dev | Max | Min
1. Designing, developing and testing 51 2.23 2.24 1 13
2. Developing and integrating 65 1.53 1.61 1 7
3. Re-design and service disruption 18 1.44 1.19 1 7
4. Delivery and further re-design 15 .53 91 1 4
Total | 149

7.4 Have outcomes for children and young people been
impacted by the Contextual Safeguarding system?

The analysis of system pattern and outcome data for Hackney indicates a number of
positive changes in journeys through children’s social care for children and young people
experiencing EFRH, some of which are statistically significant. We emphasise again that
our attempts to conduct comparative analysis of Hackney’s data with that of the other
London Boroughs was severely constrained by the limited nature of the Hackney dataset as
a result of the cyber-attack.

There has been a decrease in the average length of time between an assessment in
children’s social care and a referral to the specialist arm of the Contextual Safeguarding
system. We suggest that this pattern change signals an increased awareness by
professionals over time of what the unit could offer young people at a context-level, and not
just in respect of family-level intervention. This, in our view, is a strong indicator of the
embedding of Contextual Safeguarding.

The rate of children in care in Hackney remains consistently higher than for the average
across other London boroughs. However, over the four periods of analysis, there was a
substantial reduction in care episodes for young people experiencing EFRH. Both the
number of days in care per episode of care, and the percentage of days in care,
significantly decreased. The use of residential care reduced. There was also a reduction in
the number of children and young people who were living in a youth offender institution or
prison establishment. Conversely there was a greater use of foster care placements
including those with kinship carers.

Moreover, there was a significant decline in the use of out of borough placements and a
substantial reduction in the number of placement days spent in out of borough placements.
Placement of children out of borough has become a common recourse of local authorities in

response to EFRH, either as a way of ensuring a child is geographically distanced from
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contexts of risk, or because there are no local placements. However, these are commonly
recognised as problematic due to separating children from their families, local communities
and supportive peer networks, and also because of significant costs incurred (Wroe et al,
2023). Reducing such out of borough placements was, hence, a key outcome measure for
Hackney and has been achieved.

The number of episodes of children going missing from care in Hackney was lower by the
final time period by a statistically significant amount. As episodes of going missing are
considered an important indicator of EFRH risk (All-Party Parliamentary Group for Runaway
and Missing Children and Adults, 2017), this offers a positive indication regarding the
reduction in current risk to young people.

The proportion of criminal offences recorded for young people post-identification of EFRH
showed a significant reduction by the final time period. The number of episodes of
involvement with the Youth Offending Team also significantly reduced. These indicators are
in line with Hackney’s aspiration to reduce young people’s involvement in the criminal
justice system and might reflect the contribution made by the support and intervention
offered to young people categorised as experiencing EFRH.
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8. Findings (iv): Value for money offered by the service

The cost benefit analysis (CBA) has been constrained by the data limitations set out earlier
in this report, specifically the lack of detail about the types of services and support that were
provided to children and young people as part of the contextual safeguarding service.
Furthermore, the evolution of the service, and the potential impact of the provision of
indirect support (i.e., training) which is not necessarily monetisable, needs to be taken into
consideration when considering the value for money of introducing and embedding a
service such as Contextual Safeguarding.

8.1 Benefits

The benefits relate to the cost savings associated with improved outcomes for children and
young people supported by the contextual safeguarding service from April 2018 until March
2022. Monetisable outcomes have been ascertained from the analysis of the administrative
data set out in the previous section. Specifically, the following outcomes are included in our
analysis:

e Reduction in the use of out of borough and residential placements, and a reduction
in the length of these — annual unit cost of a residential placement £254,748 (Curtis
and Burns, 2018)%3.

e Reduction in the number of children going missing from care — unit cost £2,719
(Green and Pakes, 2012).

e Reduction in offending behaviour — unit cost £1,036 (Heeks et al., 2018).

Although the quantitative analysis also indicated positive changes (reductions) in the
number of Child Protection plans and s.47 enquiries, the difference was not statistically
different, so those indicators have not been included here. To account for the reduction in
the mean length of out of authority placements (12 months to three months), we have also
included a reduction in the costs associated with the placements of the nine young people
who were in residential placements in 2022 (£1,719, 549).

Table 15 Unadjusted reductions in unit costs

43 To avoid double counting we have combined the unit costs of residential, out of borough placements, and have also
used a daily unit cost of these to estimate the reduction in the costs associated with shorter placement lengths.
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Outcome 2018 2022 | Change | Unit cost Total (Cost
(n) (n) reduction)
Placement type and location 40 9 31 £254,748 | £7,897,188
Missing from placement 23 8 15 £2.719 £40,785
Criminal offence 51 15 36 £1,036 £37,296

The benefits need to be deflated to take account of existing practice, and the inception and
development of the Contextual Safeguarding Service prior to April 2018. We also need to
try to account for potential under-reporting following the cyber-attack, and wider
aforementioned changes in practice and policies in hackney (for example, the introduction
of the ‘fostering first’ initiative). Rather than assuming that the Contextual Safeguarding
service could be attributed to all incidences of costs being avoided, scenarios are included
for low attribution (20% of cases), medium (40%) and high (60%). The scenarios are
informed by the findings from the qualitative components of the evaluation.

Table 16 Attribution scenarios

Outcome Low (20%) Medium (40%) High (60%)
Placement type and location £1,579,438 £3,158,875 £4,738,313
Placement duration £8,157 £16,314 £24.471
Missing from placement £7,459 £14,918 £22,378
Criminal offence £343,910 £687,820 £1,031,729
Total costs avoided £1,938,964 £3,877,928 £5,816,891

8.2 Costs

Throughout the four-year period, Hackney received funds from the Department for
Education as part of the Children’s Social Care Innovation Programme. Any funds to set up
the service received by Hackney prior to April 2018 have been excluded. During the period
from April 2020 until March 2022 the Service, specifically the Context Intervention Unit was
partially funded by the Supporting Families budget.
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The funding from the Department for Education from April 2017 until March 2020 totalled
£1.7 million. We have assumed that these funds were equally split across the three-year
period, and as such use two-thirds of this total in our calculations (£1.13 million). Hackney
received additional funding (£378,243) for the financial year from April 2020 to March 2021,
and a further £396,092 for the following financial year to March 2022 and also used funding
from Supporting Families (£309,288) over the same duration. For our following calculations
we use the total of the funds received from the four-year period from April 2018 to March
2022: £2,213,623.

8.3 Return on investment

The return on investment (ROI) is calculated by dividing the programme costs by attributed
benefits, producing a benefit cost ratio (BCR). These results are shown in Table 15 for each
of the attribution scenarios set out earlier in this section.

Table 17 Return on investment by benefit attribution scenario

Attribution scenario Programme Benefit Return
costs
Low (20%) £2,213,623 £1,938,964 0.9
Medium (40%) £2,213,623 £3,877,928 1.8
High (60%) £2,213,623 £5,816,891 2.6

The ratios presented in Table 16 are greater than one for both the medium and high
scenarios indicating a positive return on investment. The medium scenario suggests that for
every £1 invested there is a potential cost avoided (or saving) of £1,80. While these results
are presented with caveats, particularly in relation to the quality of the data, and potential
under-reporting following the cyber-attack, they are promising and warrant further
exploration in the future.

8.4 What value for money is offered by the Hackney iteration of Contextual
Safeguarding?

Although the data underpinning the cost benefit analysis was limited, the potential costs
avoided associated with the reduction in out of borough residential placements provide
evidence of value for money. The analysis presented in the previous section focused on a
small cohort of children and young people referred to the service: either those that
experienced a period of time in care and/or were involved in offending behaviours, as such,
it is possible, that the potential benefits, or value, are an under-estimate. Attribution is
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problematic without data about the specifics of the service, and an understanding of
whether there are particular elements of the Contextual Safeguarding service that are more
effective, or cost effective than others, or whether it is the service in its entirety that can be
partially attributed to the positive outcomes reported in this section.
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9. Conclusions and implications of the evaluation

Back in 2017, Contextual Safeguarding existed only as a theory that would require
experimentation and reflexive trialling to concretise its possibilities and practicalities. The
ground-breaking work of Hackney in partnership with Firmin and colleagues in taking the
first courageous steps to articulate and develop Contextual Safeguarding in practice laid the
groundwork for the highly influential and accelerated uptake of Contextual Safeguarding
across the UK. The current report details the most recent leg of an extensive and complex
journey towards implementing and embedding a Contextual Safeguarding system. By the
end of the reporting period, it has become apparent that Contextual Safeguarding is not yet
fully implemented in its entirety nor embedded into mainstream organisational context and
delivery processes as ‘business-as-usual’. The current configuration of the system is not
viable and cannot operate fully without additional ring-fenced resource — which is not
available in the current financial climate. As a result, further work on embedding has largely
ground to a halt and the service is now entering a further period of re-design.

Our view is that this state of affairs does not reflect any lack of work or commitment on the
part of Hackney. An earlier learning report from Round 1 of the Children’s Social Care
Innovation Programme concluded that social care innovation generally requires substantial
lead-in time for process change to translate into enhanced service experiences and
outcomes for young people, families and communities (Sebba et al, 2017). Given that the
Contextual Safeguarding project constituted a highly ambitious programme of radical
innovation, involving substantial iterative process change in systems, cultures and
practices, then recursive loops of review and redesign should be expected, as with other
transformative social innovations (Lefevre et al, 2022).

In addition to such expected complexities, since 2020, Hackney has been dogged by the
exigencies of the Covid-19 pandemic and its cyber-attack. We have detailed through this
report how these factors cannot be over-estimated in their likely adverse effects on
practitioner wellbeing, staff churn, service delivery and the system change process.
Pandemic-related impacts (particularly of lockdowns) on young people’s wellbeing and
functioning, and the nature of risks within peer groups, public spaces and contexts, have
also likely played a significant confounding role within the data, limiting attributions that can
be made to observed effects.

Given these factors, it is impressive that, by the end of the reporting period, there were
many positive indicators of progress towards project aims in line with the theory of change.
Systems for managing EFRH have been transformed compared with those that pertained in
2017. Processes and toolkits are in place that enable professionals to manage risk and
progress plans for young people and contexts. Cultures and language are shifting and
shared understandings regarding EFRH are developing across agencies, although this is
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still work in progress. Knowledgeability and practice confidence for working with EFRH
have increased, although not consistently across all areas of practice.

Data limitations mean it is unclear whether these practice improvements might have
translated into enhanced service experiences for young people and families or exerted
clear positive effects on contexts. As a result, progression from improved practice through
enhanced service experiences to improved outcomes (as was hypothesised by the theory
of change) cannot be readily evidenced; this limits the attributions that can be made
regarding the contribution of the new system. Regardless, there are important indicators
within the quantitative administrative data of positive effects at a child-level since the
introduction of Contextual Safeguarding. Most notably, decreases are shown in: the
numbers and length of care placements (particularly out of borough) as a mechanism of
protection for young people affected by EFRH; episodes of young people going missing
from care (a common indicator of EFRH); and criminal offences recorded for young people
subsequent to identification of EFRH.

The Children and Families Service is now entering a further period of re-design to consider
how the system might be configured differently to meet the aims and principles of
Contextual Safeguarding in a way that is viable within existing resources. We have noted in
Section 4 that the system configuration developed in 2020 may have had unforeseen
adverse consequences. Following our prior evaluation report, Hackney had decided to
separate Level One and Level Two roles out into distinct parts of the Children and Families
service: Level One was made primarily the responsibility of children’s social care; Level
Two was largely held by the specialist Context Intervention Unit. This seemed a logical
approach at the time but is now associated with two problems. Not only is the unit more
expensive to run than current finances allow, but children’s social care staff are not
developing sufficient expertise and confidence in intervening with EFRH in contexts and
engaging with young people because they are doing such work too infrequently.

These challenges are now a priority for Hackney to resolve in its service redesign. The
borough is faced with several inter-related questions that have salience for any local
authority, network or organisation service seeking to implement Contextual Safeguarding.
Given that Contextual Safeguarding generates additional activities and objectives (e.g. peer
group mapping and risk assessment), will it necessarily be more expensive to operate than
a conventional approach to addressing EFRH? Do the increased costs of the additional
commitments offer value for money in terms of improving outcomes? Where should
responsibility for resourcing these lie? Where should roles and tasks at Levels One and
Two be located within and across agencies to support viability of the configuration?

For Hackney, one possible direction of travel under consideration is whether to integrate
Contextual Safeguarding processes within a wider adolescent service, in recognition of
substantial overlaps of young people experiencing EFRH with other individual, family and

environmental difficulties. This could better streamline existing resources and mean that a
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wider group of staff build expertise in a broader range of youth-focused issues and
approaches. It will be of value to learn whether an alternative configuration is more viable
and effective in Hackney and, if so, why.

Hackney had aspired to ensuring that the views of key stakeholders, including young
people and parents, have informed the development and ongoing evaluation of the
Contextual Safeguarding system. While the data made available from embedded research
reflects a good level of engagement with local communities, particularly as regards safety
mapping, the engagement in service review of young people at highest risk of EFRH
remains at an early stage of development in Hackney. As obtaining meaningful and regular
service feedback is essential to reflexive and responsive service development, we would
suggest that it is essential that any innovation project should have a well-established and
adequately funded ongoing engagement mechanism from the start which would enable
young person, parent and community views to be routinely collected in participatory and
meaningful ways, so that they can be fed iteratively into every stage of service design,
delivery, and review.

In conclusion, the findings do indicate that the Contextual Safeguarding framework provides
a workable framework upon which system development to address EFRH can be built and
hence, in our view, merits scaling and spreading. The Hackney pilot appears to have
contributed to improvements in practice and some positive effects on child outcomes,
hence offering value for money (return on investment). However, there remain unresolved
issues from the chosen configuration regarding how to best structure the system so that
costs can be managed within the available envelope, and roles and responsibilities
distributed in ways that do not silo the development of practice expertise.

This means that the Hackney configuration does not offer a model system template which
other local authorities should copy. It remains the case with the approach that scaling and
spreading will involve each new site interpreting the Contextual Safeguarding framework for
the specific contexts, needs, stressors and preferences within their setting. It is likely that
this will take considerable time and require input at a range of levels (training, new
processes and practices, adaptation of existing forums and so own) and resource to sustain
this until the medium term. However, the Contextual Safeguarding Toolkit** produced by
Firmin and colleagues, to which the learning in Hackney has contributed, means that other
sites will not need to start from scratch but can build on the considerable raft of policies,
guidance, tools and training materials available. This offers an excellent basis for further
development, trialling and learning regarding the possible benefits of Contextual
Safeguarding for addressing EFRH.

44 https://www.contextualsafeguarding.org.uk/toolkits/
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10. Appendices

Appendix 1: Project theory of change

The project’s theory of change is shown on the next page. Its first iteration was developed
in 2016 by the London Borough of Hackney working in partnership with Professor Carlene
Firmin and her team at the University of Bedfordshire, for their bid for innovation funding.
The revised version shown here was developed in 2018 following the consultation with
stakeholders by the Contextual Safeguarding project team. Those items shown in green
font are those added by stakeholders. In the diagram the abbreviation CFS refers to
Hackney’s Children and Families Service. YH refers to Young Hackney, a youth service
that goes across the borough.
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Theory of Change v.2
(Stakeholder additions in green)

Where are we now?

CS5C have developed some ad hoc
contextual practices {and parts of the
existing system can be easily adapted to
be contextual) but currently deliver
them within a social work system
designed to respond to familial risk

Various multi-agency partners work
using a range of ad-hoc contextual
approaches e.g. voluntary sector,
Community Safety, Public Health
(strategic level), Housing (management
meetings) and schools. However some
e.g. Police, work at an individual level
but recognise the benefits of warking
contextually

Practitioners within CFS recognise the
contextual dynamics of adolescent
vulnerahility and collect data to
evidence this, but don't have access ta
tools, partnerships or practices to
address these e.g. meeting frameworks
are individual and family based

The threshold for a multi-agency
intervention e.g. Child Protection
Conference is high and there are limited
opportunities to respond as a multi-
agency team with young people that do
not meet the threshold.

Safeguarding remains largely perceived
as the responsibility of CSC. We have
access to a well-developed youth service
provision and systemic approaches but
have not applied them in a contextual
system

We have a range of strategies, policies
and principles across services that have
a role in safeguarding adolescents but
these are not always complimentary or
coordinated e.g. currently displacing
young people {from school/care) to
avoid risk

Whilst contextual safeguarding is
becoming more widely recognised as a
concept, there is still a lack of awareness
including at a political level

In order to achieve the desired outcomes, the social care system requires:

A safeguarding adolescent’s and social media strategy that reference contextual
safeguarding

Clear gavernance structures though the CHSCB and stronger partnerships with
community safety, the youth service, schools, community groups, local businesses, public
health, foster carers, semi-independent providers and other local autharities

Tools for mapping and assessing peer group dynamics using the learning from YH
evidence based interventions

CSC and multi-agency meeting structures which consider extra-familial context and work

with peer groups/families

A review of existing panels where adolescent’s cases are presented to ensure reduction
in duplication / increased efficiency

ICT development to enable referral processes — used by partners and the public — to refer
contextual cancerns

Tools and training for guiding contextual interventions across the multi-agency
partnership

On-going consultation with young people and families e.g. through Youth Parliament and
HGH

Robust data sharing protecols with wider council departments and multi-agency partners

A revised quality assurance framework to support Hackney’s learning culture and capture
contextual approaches e.g. audit templates are adapted so good practice/fareas for
improvement are regularly monitored and fed into service development

Frontline practice will need to:

Be informed by a shared understanding of adolescent develapment, cantextual
safeguarding theoary and existing intelligence and analysis (e.g. CCTV Intel / school
exclusions)

Be delivered by practitioners confident in applying contextual approaches, even when
these extend current parameters of child protection

Have named point of contacts within the community who will lead on the coordination
of a contextual response

Be supported by the strategic partnership

Demonstrate consistent recognition and understanding of extra-familial contexts in all
elements of child protection work and use this to consider where best interventions
should take place

Design and have access to interventions beyond families including utilisation of a
detached outreach approach

Have relatianships with businesses, schaols {e.g. safer schools officers} and community
groups that manage extra-familial contexts and understand their role and work together
to share and manage the risks to adolescents

Be fully informed and confident in understanding the local offer to support accurate
signposting

Engage in research and dissemination activities with embedded researcher

Local CSE, youth viclence and harmful sexual behaviour profiles, profile of looked-after population, content of intervention
plans and assessments, practitioner feedback from contextual safeguarding practice day, multi-agency engagement in bid

development. All of which are in keeping with SCRs and thematic inspection reports.

Robust and
dynamic
contextual
safeguarding
strategy in
place

Downw

trend in
relocation and
managed
school moves

Increased
number of
actions to
address
contextual
factors
recorded in
minutes of
meetings.
intervention
plans and
assessments

Increase in
joint
ownership of
plans across a
partnership

Increased
referrals from
community
sources

Increase
referrals of
peer groups
and contexts

Increase in
restorative
and hystander
approaches in
schools

A social care system is created that:

Shares a safeguarding vision with communities, businesses,
schools young people and families

Takes referrals on contexts and peer groups of concern and
maps peer relationships within social care assessments

Considers extra-familial contexts within all social care
meetings (where relevant}

Convenes meetings for multiple young people to address [N
shared relationships / contexts and these are jointly chaired I:}

where relevant (e.g. with YH)
Can access interventions to address contextual risks

Enhances the already well-developed models that focus on
individuals and their families by managing wider contextual
visks.

Allows and supports practitioners take risks in a safe
environment and supports innovative practice

Is supported by a strategic partnership between children’s
services and community safety

Can dynamically deploy reseurces in response to identified
contextual risks

Is both responsive and preventative
Empowers parents and carers

Can be scaled and replicated in other local authority areas

Children and families will experience a children’s social care
system that:

Recognises and seeks to address factors that undermineg
parental capacity to safeguard but are beyond parental
control

(I

Is culturally competent

Supports, empowers, and provides healthy challenge to
families, practitioners and public-space services

Can explore the extra-familial contexts that are undermining
their safety and seeks to address this without requiring them
to move

Recognises and engages with the significant peer
relationships in young people’s lives

Can offer restorative interventions across partner agencies
and not just CFS

Outcomes:

Fewer children taken inta care and/or
coming inta C5C as a result of extra-
familial risks

Fewer children requiring long-term
services from CSC as a result of extra-
familial risks

Fewer families relecated out of the local
authority due to extra-familial risks and
safe family relationships pratected

Reduced number of missing reports
from out of area placements

Increased participation of young people
in the planning of interventions and
identification of salutions and young
people feel more empowered in their
ahility te input into changing services

Young people, families and communities
have increased confidence to refer
concerns about contexts and repert
feeling safer in contexts previously
identified as presenting a risk of harm

Creation of resilient, protective peer
relationships and community contexts

Increased capacity and efficiency within
social care through creation of
mechanisms for managing contexts
affecting multigle young people beyond
1:1 case management

Schools are equipped to respond to
complex dynamics with peer groups
reducing school exclusions and
managed moves

Reduction in repeat terminations {under
75}

Health outcomes are improved for
young people

Reductionin STls

Reduction in re-offending and
victimisation

Contextual safeguarding theory and associated action research projects from 2013-2016,

international situational crime prevention approaches, multi-systemic therapy evaluations, research
into adolescent development, peer group influence and group offending, studies of CSE, teenage

relationships abuse and youth violence, as well as thematic reviews of SCRs




Appendix 2: Changes to the methods from those originally
planned

The following changes to the originally planned methods were necessitated by the
difficulties in accessing data, generally as a result of the impact of the Covid-19 pandemic
or the cyber-attack in Hackney:

Analysis and comparison of administrative service pattern and outcome data: The
cyber-attack had a profound impact on the availability of data for the analysis of service
pattern and outcomes. Many of the indicators that form part of the Children in Need Census
and were going to be compared with other local authorities were not available for
substantial duration of the evaluation period. Data was also not captured about the services
that individual children and young people received. Consequently our analysis focuses on
the pathways of children and young people and is centred on a pre-post analysis, in lieu of
a comparator group.

Changes to the collection and analysis of standardised measures with young people:
The original plan was to only collect data from a year 9 cohort. However, we took the
opportunity to add in the year 10 and 11 cohorts as the three years together offered insight
into two different kinds of Level Two intervention (Mentors in Violence Prevention — year 9 —
and child exploitation awareness — year 11) as well as no-intervention comparisons
(counterfactual) from 2018 and the current year 10 cohort.

Changes to the community mapping: The original community mapping plan was for
analysis of four focus groups in secondary schools and youth clubs to be held in EFRH
‘hotspots’ where Level Two interventions had been conducted. However, the disruption to
schools and youth services meant there were long delays to such interventions being
conducted, and then schools and youth services being unable to prioritise the support of
such focus groups. An analysis of youth neighbourhood safety survey data proved a useful
alternative contribution to our understanding of contexts of risk and safety in Hackney,
drawing on the views of a wide range of young people. In addition, we were able to analyse
data from surveys with parents, neighbourhoods, and businesses.

Interviews with young people: Given the difficulties experienced in the 2020 evaluation in
us gaining access to young people interview as outsiders to the service, our evaluation
proposal had made a recommendation that our evaluation team would not this time attempt
conduct these interviews ourselves. We had recommended instead that Hackney employ a
participation worker as part of the additional Department for Education grant who would
engage with young people over time to build their trust, so that their participation in more
meaningful interviews would be likely. We were then to have subjected transcripts to
secondary analysis. However, financial constraints in Hackney following the disruption
caused by the Pandemic meant that taking on a dedicated participation worker was not
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possible. Hackney had still intended to identify an appropriate worker to conduct the
interviews but, at a late stage, it became clear that, given the intense pressures on local
services, it was not possible to identify someone sufficiently distanced from service
provision to undertake these. At this point the evaluation team worked with Hackney staff to
attempt to gain access to young people to conduct the interviews ourselves but, despite
numerous attempts, this approach resulted in only two interviews being completed with
young people.

Interviews with parents: Similarly, the Hackney Children and Families Service was unable
to resource the conducting of these interviews, and our evaluation team stepped in at a late
stage. Despite numerous attempts, this approach resulted in only two interviews being
completed with parents.

Interviews with practitioners: the original plan had been for interviews with six
practitioners involved in Level One work and six involved at Level Two, but only eleven
professionals came forward, and only three of these were working at Level One.

Interviews with service leads across agencies: Five interviews had been planned, but
this was increased to eight to better reflect the complexity across and within services and
take account of the extended time period of the evaluation. Representatives of the police
did not respond to any of the invitations to be interviewed.

Systems change review: This was largely to have been covered by the system review
conducted by the University of Bedfordshire’s embedded researcher in Autumn 2021.
However, as the timeline for our outcome evaluation was extended, we also conducted
further elements of ‘arms-length’ system review through reviewing case files and
documentation and considering what these revealed regarding system change within the
staff survey and interviews with practitioners and leaders.

Comparative work on system change: Qualitative interviews had been planned with one
or two senior leaders in up to three comparator local authorities who were responsible for
EFRH-related work and where Contextual Safeguarding had not been introduced.
Combined with a documentary review of each local authority’s policy and practice guidance,
this was to provide a snapshot of their current systems for EFRH work at Levels One and
Two, so a comparison with the Hackney Contextual Safeguarding system could be made. It
had also been planned to survey staff in one of these comparator local authorities to
ascertain their views on: whether their referral processes relating to EFRH were working;
whether interagency collaboration was effective; and how confident staff felt to work with
EFRH within their systems. This was then to have been compared with the Hackney staff
survey. We approached the three comparator local authorities involved in the 2020
evaluation, for consistency, but received no interest in them participating again. Hackney
also approached two other local authorities to see if they might take part, but again were
unsuccessful. It is important here to note again the high level of strain all local authorities
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have been under through 2020-22, so it is unsurprising that participation in an external
valuation would be very far down the priority list. As a mitigating factor, we made system
comparisons with five children’s social care departments implementing Contextual
Safeguarding by drawing on findings from an ethnographic research project conducted by
Firmin and Lloyd (2022).

Cost Effectiveness Analysis: The lack of administrative data also impacted on our
analysis to ascertain whether the service offers value for money. Our approach remained
as intended, however, we have included different attribution scenarios in an attempt to
account for the lack of a comparator group, and data limitations.
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Appendix 3: The subscales for the standardised measures with
young people

The questionnaire administered to the young people included the following subscales.

Short Warwick Edinburgh Mental Wellbeing Scale (SWEMWBS) (NHS Health Scotland,
University of Warwick & University of Edinburgh, 2008): this is a widely used 7-item
measure of wellbeing, particularly capturing how somebody evaluates their feelings and
functioning over the previous two weeks. Example items are, ‘I've been dealing with
problems well’, ‘I've been thinking clearly’, and ‘I've been feeling relaxed’.

Life Satisfaction scale: this is a one-item measure — ‘All things considered, how satisfied
are you with your life as a whole?’

KidCOPE questionnaire (adapted) (Spirito, Stark & Williams, 1988): an 11-item
questionnaire measuring coping strategies. Our analyses identified three main clusters of
coping strategies: social support (e.g., ‘I turned to my friends to help me feel better’);
ruminating/worrying and avoidance (e.g., | kept thinking and wishing this had never
happened; and/or that | could change what happened); and cognitive/self-regulation (I tried
to calm myself by taking to myself, thinking, taking a walk or trying to relax’).

Psychological Sense of School Membership Scale (shortened version) (Goodenow,
1993): a 9-item questionnaire measuring adolescent students’ perceived belonging or
sense of membership in the school environment. These clustered into three scales: school
belonging (e.g., ‘I feel like a real part of my school’); school acceptance (e.g., ‘I can really
be myself at school’), and school safety (e.g., ‘| feel safe in my school during
break/lunchtime’).

Sense of Community in Adolescents scale (SoC-A) (adapted brief version) (Chiessi,
Cicognani, & Sonn, 2010): a 20-item measure of how adolescents perceive their local area.
These clustered into four scales: Opportunities (e.g., ‘In Hackney there are enough positive
activities available for young people’); Community (e.g., ‘People in Hackney work together
to improve things’); Pride (e.g., ‘| think Hackney is a good place to live’) and Social Support
(e.g., ‘If  need help or advice | know where to find someone to talk to in Hackney’).
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Appendix 4 Descriptive statistics from the analysis of standardised measures

Two tables are provided here that provide further detail of the statistical analysis conducted.

Table 4 shows the descriptive statistics (mean and standard deviation) for all questionnaire scores, subdivided by year group and gender
categories. Note that summary statistics for the group where male or female gender was not specified were suppressed for the historical
comparison cohort from 2018 as the numbers were very small. Note also that the year group and gender sample sizes for each
questionnaire subscale varied slightly due to small amounts of missing data.

Table 5 details the intercorrelations of questionnaire subscales across the whole sample of Year 9, Year 10, and Year 11 students in 2022
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Table 4 Means and standard deviations of measures for Year 9, Year 10, and Year 11 respondents in 2022, and historical comparison with Y9 respondents
at a different school in 2018, subdivided by gender (male. female or not specified)

Measures Possible 2022 Y9 2022 Y10 2022 Y11 2018 Y9
Range Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Mean (SD)
Male Female NS Male Female NS Male Female NS Male Female
n=74- n=58- n=17- n=59- n=59- n=11- n=33- n=36- n=11- n=56- n=44-
80 62 19 68 66 20 41 a1 16 69 51

3.49 314 289 3.38 2.88 3.34 3.46 3.07 3.19 3.51 3.20
(0.61) (0.66) (0.79) (0.71) (0.72) (0.82) (0.55) (0.64) (1.00)  (0.60)  (0.69)
6.67 574 453 6.59 5.36 4.72 6.42 5.50 4.50 7.18 6.17
(2.04) (1.98) (2.48) (2.32) (2.39) (3.53) (2.56) (1.97) (2.88) (2.04)  (2.28)
118 114 106 1.29 1.24 1.30 1.25 1.14 1.67 1.18 1.20
(0.75) (0.80) (0.90) (0.71) (0.79) (1.06) (0.91) (0.73) (1.02) (0.84)  (0.82)

Wellbeing (SWEWMBS) 1-5

Life satisfaction 0-10

KidCOPE — social support 0-3

KidCOPE — 0_3 159 165 144 1.48 1.58 2.15 1.53 1.89 2.20 1.41 1.69
ruminate/avoid - (0.75) (0.78) (0.93) (0.67) (0.83) (0.92) (0.64) (0.70) (0.76)  (0.76)  (0.77)
KidCOPE - cognitive/self- 151 135  1.25 1.46 1.31 1.39 1.36 1.32 1.68 1.53 1.37
regulation (0.60) (0.64) (0.76) (0.58) (0.66) (0.57) (0.74) (0.61) (0.89)  (0.65)  (0.55)

3.26 3.00 2.63 2.98 2.50 2.87 3.17 2.77 2.80 3.01 2.86

School = belonging 175 082) (091) (1.02) (0.83) (0.92) (1.27) (0.90) (0.74) (1.10) (0.84)  (1.10)
345 314 273 342 308 2.95 368 3.4 327 360 336
School —acceptance 125 081) (068 (118) (0.85) (0.72) (0.96) (0.72) (0.71) (1.13) (0.91)  (0.97)
School — safety L_s 390 366 313 394 359 3.63 441  4.04 362 393 381
(0.97) (0.85) (1.22) (0.90) (0.96) (1.10) (0.55) (0.84)  (1.33)  (0.96)  (1.12)
N 211 183 155 200 174 196 212 204 2.28 203 176
50C-A— opportunities 0-4° 077) (0.86) (0.99) (0.88) (0.91) (1L01) (0.72) (0.81) (0.98) (0.79)  (0.87)
, 184 169 156 177 145 131 199 161 1.88 1.90  1.50
50(-A — community 0=%4 " (089 (085 (1.08) (1.04) (0.99) (117) (0.75) (0.71) (1.00) (0.74)  (0.94)
_ 210 178 129 199 174 176 230 1.80 2.46 195 159
SoC-A — pride 0-4
(0.80) (0.91) (0.94) (0.87) (0.96) (1.05) (0.74)  (0.74)  (0.99)  (1.08)  (0.84)
. 209 176 139 199 169 1.90 219  1.86 2.28 187 160
SoC-A — social support 0-4

(0.83) (0.83) (1.03) (0.94) (0.86) (1.07) (0.69) (0.74) (100) (0.79) (0.99)
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Table 5 Intercorrelations of questionnaire subscales across the whole sample of Year 9, Year 10, and Year 11 students in 2022

KidCOPE

Well- , KidCOPE KidCOPE School School School SoC SoC SoC
. Life sat. soc. R . .

being Sa";"p rum/av  cog/self belonging  accept. safety  opport. comm. pride

Wellbeing (SWEWMBS) -

Life satisfaction BE**E* -

KidCOPE — social 3 33 3

support

KidCOPE — S18%*%  _19%k*  _0f -

ruminate/avoid

KidCOPE —

cognitive/self- I N R 2BH*E i 20%** -

regulation

School — belonging o R LQFE*E el - 11%* 3@HE* -

School — acceptance Sp¥¥* LS2%¥% J33Ex - 14%* 38%** 5g¥** -

School — safety ApF** LLEREE 21EE* -.02 2T HEE 10 bl KoK e -

SoC-A — opportunities ABHEHE AhFEEE AQFEE -.03 ALHEE L R LS1HE* ALHEE -

SoC-A — community 38*x* Rk Rk A -13* e Y Rl LTEEE 32%w* HYH** -

SoC-A - pride Y A et J2REE 01 T Al S0*** ATHREE R R B2Hx* T b -

SoC-A - social support LTEREE LLEREE 3g8Hx* -.05 3R Q7 EEE CE bl R A J3EEE T A 68***

Note: Sample sizes for the correlations varied between 343 and 401 due to small variations in the amount of missing data across questionnaire subscales.

*p<.05 **p<.0l ***p<.001
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Appendix 5: Surveys subjected to secondary analysis
Table 13 Surveys conducted within Hackney
Title of Survey | Participants Survey focus N° of
responses

Young Person Professionals | Completed by professionals at the start of 25
Safety working at work with a young person to help identify risks
Assessment Levels One and strengths and as part of reviews or
Tool and Two targeted support to capture change.
Have your Say! | Young To enable young people to feed back on their | 4

people involvement with the Context Intervention Unit

involved at (CIU)

Level Two
Team Around Professional | To evaluate the effectiveness of the Team 11
the Context - members of | around the Context and the work of the CIU in
Survey for Team order to continue to improve the approach to
Members Around the working with communities to increase safety

Context for children and young people.

(Level Two)
Team Around Professionals | To review the Level Two work conducted 3
the Context within a specific neighbourhood from 2020-22.
Survey - update
Case Professionals | Feedback form completed following 31
Consultation attendance at the CIU case consultation forum
Forum (CCF) (CCF) to establish the impact of the CIU's
Feedback work and enable improvements to the CCF.
Contextual Business To learn what issues they think young people | 6
Safeguarding owners face in the local area and how they see their
Survey for role within the community.
Businesses
Contextual Staff from To learn what issues they think young people | 25
Safeguarding schools in face in the local area and how they see their
Survey for Hackney role within the community.
schools
Parents and Parents and | To learn what issues they think young people | Area A — 31
Residents Residents in | face in the local area and how they see their respondents;
Neighbourhood | 4 areas role within the community. Area B — 14;
Safety Survey Area C - 6;

Area D - 53.
Youth Young To hear young people’s views on how safe Area B — 4;
Neighbourhood | people in 3 they feel as a young person in Hackney, when | Area C — 13;
Safety Survey areas they are online and when they are with your Area D —
friends. 115
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Appendix 6: Summarisation of Hackney’s review of the

Contextual Safeguarding Implementation Plan conducted at

September 2021

RAG rating system: Blue refers to completed activities; Green indicates activities that are

well underway towards objectives; Amber denotes that more work/development is required

to meet objectives. Red would have flagged that there was no progress towards the

objective.

Table 19: Progress towards child-level outcomes at September 2021

Indicators (how will we know this is

happening?)

What actions are needed to make this
happen?

police as being victims of EFRH will
have reduced

children or contexts of concern (peer
groups, schools, and locations) will be
screened and allocated in a timely way
and allocated the appropriate response,
thus reducing future harm. Data will
demonstrate a decrease in victimisation

The number of context intervention Context Assessments will lead to Context | Green
plans will have increased Intervention Plans
The number of children attending Contexts of concern (peer groups, Green
Homerton and RLH Accident and schools, and locations) will be assessed
emergency as a result of EFRH will and where intervention plans are created
have reduced these will be reviewed
The number of children excluded (fixed | Children identified by schools as being at | Green
term and permanent) from school as a | risk of permanent exclusion to receive
result of EFRH will have reduced safeguarding input on EFRH to identify
issues impacting on young person and
support available
Reviews of contexts of concern (peer ClU, EFRP, IGU and Partnership Tasking | Green
groups, schools, and locations) will to undertake context interventions,
have demonstrated an increase in Reviews of Context Assessments /
safety / reduction in EFRH Interventions along with EFRP and
Partnership Tasking minutes will be
analysed to ascertain reduction in risk
The number of children arrested due to | Children experiencing EFRH will be Amber
EFRH will have reduced identified (individually and relating to
contexts) by partner agencies and
community groups and referred to
Children and Families Service (CFS) for
early intervention. Data will demonstrate a
decrease in arrests
The number of children recorded by Referrals to CFS regarding individual Amber
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The number of children becoming
Looked After due to EFRH will have
reduced, and plans for those who
become looked after will demonstrate
measures to safeguard them in the
local area

Young people will be increasingly
safeguarded without needing to become
Looked After, this will generate large
savings for the LA. Data pertaining to
those young people who become Looked
After due to EFRH will be available and
analysed

Amber

Young people in foster care due to CIU work to upskill foster carers and semi- | Amber
EFRH will be better supported in their independent placements will lead to
placements, leading to less placement | carers being more confident to support
moves. Young people in residential young people who are at risk of extra
care due to EFRH will be supported to | familial harm. Thus creating more stable
move to a foster placement. foster placements and more opportunities
to move young people out of residential
care. This will also generate significant
savings.
The number of children identified as Evaluations of interventions capture the Amber
experiencing EFRH who report feeling | voice of children, families, and residents’
safer will have increased views on contexts of harm
The number of families and residents CIU to work with partners in obtaining Amber
who report that they feel their children | views of residents and families
are safer will have increased
The number of context assessments Referrals regarding contexts of concern Amber
will have increased will be screened and assessments will be
conducted as needed
Auditing of 20 children's case files will Multi agency auditing of 20 children's files | Green
demonstrate good identification and (cases heard at the Extra-Familial Risk
timely reduction of EFRH Panel) to look at intra- and inter-agency
processes / thresholds / learning
Auditing of 'context of concern' partner | Multi agency auditing of partner agency Amber

agency case files assessment and
interventions will demonstrate good
identification and timely reduction of
EFRH

assessment and intervention to look at
intra- and inter-agency processes /
thresholds / learning

Table 20 Progress towards system and structure outcomes at September 2021

Indicators (how will we know this is

happening?)

What actions are needed to make this
happen?

The Context Intervention Unit - able to
assess and intervene with contexts of
concern - will be fully operational

Advertising and recruitment to the agreed
posts constituting the Context Intervention
Unit

Blue

Hackney's Extra-Familial Risk Panel will

demonstrate good levels of partnership

reviewed

EFRP Protocol including membership to be

Green

106




engagement and effective screening and
reviewing of contexts of concern and
individual children experiencing EFRH,
allocating work within the partnership
and driving good safeguarding practice

Hackney's Partnership Tasking Meeting | Context Intervention Unit management to Green
will demonstrate good levels of join Partnership Tasking Meeting and work
partnership engagement regarding child | with them to revise operating protocol to
safeguarding issues with effective respond to contextual safeguarding more

screening and reviewing of contexts of effectively

concern, allocating work within the

partnership, and driving good

safeguarding practice

There will be a neighbourhood A neighbourhood assessment protocol will | Green
assessment protocol setting out practice | need to be created and agreed with key
expectations regarding EFRH and partners such as housing and community

contexts of concern. safety.

CFS will be capturing allocations, tasks, | The CFS Mosaic case management system | Amber
workflows, and reporting on data will be developed to enable increased

regarding the assessment of and context functionality

interventions in contexts of concern

using its Mosaic case management

system

There will be a new Integrated Gangs A revised IGU Protocol to be created and Amber
Unit Operating Manual which will set out | agreed by Community Safety Partnership

practice expectations regarding EFRH

and contexts of concern

The draft School Context Assessment Draft School Context Assessment Protocol | Amber
Protocol setting out practice to be adopted by schools across Hackney
expectations regarding EFRH and

contexts of concern (specifically schools)

will be embedded

There will be a new Protocol with A revised Housing Protocol to be created, Amber
Hackney Housing which will set out agreed, and implemented

practice expectations regarding EFRH

and contexts of concern (specifically

locations)

There will be a new Protocol with A revised Housing (Registered Social Amber
Registered Social Landlords which will Landlords) Protocol to be created, agreed,

set out practice expectations regarding and implemented

EFRH and contexts of concern

(specifically locations)

City and Hackney CCG and Homerton Any revisions needed to existing protocols | Amber

University Hospital NHS Trust will have
up to date protocols regarding the

will be made and implemented
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identification of and response to Extra
Familial Risk and Harm

Metropolitan Police Service will have up | Any revisions needed to existing protocols | Amber
to date protocols regarding Central East | will be made and implemented
Basic Command Unit's identification of
and response to Extra Familial Risk and
Harm, supported by Home Office's
Rescue and Respond
'Place Based' Initiatives across the Primary Care Networks and other place- Amber
Council and partner agencies will be based initiatives to have clear protocols
informed by contextual safeguarding regarding the identification of and response
principles to Extra Familial Risk and Harm
Key partner agencies will be able to An interactive map of the borough will be Amber
screen referrals, conduct assessments created with different layers of access for
and plan interventions using an different agencies; the map shows static
intelligence-led approach factors such as schools, parks, public
transport routes, community organisations
and housing estate offices and can be
overlaid with dynamic factors e.g., incidents
of concern, areas of gang operation and
locations which have been had context
assessments.
A 'Hackney Contextual Safeguarding / Accreditation standards to be agreed (e.g., | Amber

Community Guardian Kitemark' for
businesses will be considered and if
agreed will be able to be applied for by
those wishing to receive accreditation

half of workforce to have received an
established level of Contextual
Safeguarding training) along with incentives
for accreditation e.g. rebate on business
rates, publicity in Hackney Life and
Council's social media platforms

Table 21 Progress towards strategic embedding at September 2021

Indicators (how will we know this is

happening?)

What actions are needed to make this
happen?

Contextual Safeguarding Board will Meetings to take place quarterly with Green
demonstrate through minutes of attendance from Senior Officers who direct
meetings that it is providing leadership practice

and scrutiny of Contextual Safeguarding

in Hackney

Contextual Safeguarding Partnership Meetings to take place quarterly Green

Embedding meetings will demonstrate
through minutes of meetings that it is
generating ideas, sharing good practice,
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and providing scrutiny of Contextual
Safeguarding in Hackney

City and Hackney Safeguarding Children | Meetings where Contextual Safeguarding is | Green
Partnership meetings will demonstrate reviewed to take place bi-annually

through minutes of meetings that it is

providing scrutiny of Contextual

Safeguarding in Hackney

City and Hackney Safeguarding Children | Members of CHSCP and CHSAB need to Green

Partnership and City and Hackney
Safeguarding Adults Board will have an
agreed approach to Transitional
Safeguarding which embeds Contextual
Safeguarding approaches for 19-25-
year-olds

agree to Protocol / procedures pertaining to
safeguarding 18—25-year-olds from harm
outside the home and from exploitation
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Table 22 Progress towards training and development outcomes at September 2021

How will we know this is happening?

What actions are needed to make this

happen?

RAG
Rating

CFS staff when sampled will report CFS Practice Development Day dedicated | Blue
increased levels of confidence in their to Contextual Safeguarding to take place
understanding of EFRH and how to
identify and respond to it
CFS staff when sampled will report Context Intervention Unit and Contextual Blue
increased levels of confidence in their Safeguarding Champions to offer a twice
understanding of EFRH and how to weekly case consultation forum to staff
identify and respond to it within CFS and partner agencies across

Hackney to discuss dilemmas, answer

questions and encourage referrals into

FAST / EFRP
CFS staff when sampled will report Review of Theory of Change document and | Blue
increased levels of confidence in their of how Contextual safeguarding is
understanding of EFRH and how to progressing
identify and respond to it
CFS staff when sampled will report Contextual Safeguarding Champions to Green
increased levels of confidence in their meet monthly as a group to share practice
understanding of EFRH and how to dilemmas, interventions that have worked
identify and respond to it and help identify areas for improvement in

the Hackney system
CFS staff when sampled will report All 'new starters' in CFS to be given Green
increased levels of confidence in their contextual safeguarding training
understanding of EFRH and how to
identify and respond to it
CFS staff when sampled will report All Hackney practitioners to have access to | Green

increased levels of confidence in their
understanding of EFRH and how to
identify and respond to it

contextual safeguarding training via the City
and Hackney Safeguarding Children’s
Partnership

Table 23 Progress towards stakeholders feeling confident in identifying and responding to EFRH at

How will we know this is happening?

September 2021

What actions are needed to make this

happen?

Hackney Council Parks staff to be Training to be provided and support given Blue
trained on contextual safeguarding and to staff regarding making referrals to CFS
'bystander' approaches as needed

All Designated Safeguarding Leads DSL Forum and online sessions to be used | Green

within Hackney secondary schools will

to ensure all DSLs have received refresher
training
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have received updated training on
Contextual Safeguarding

Mentors in Violence Prevention training | Training will be designed and adapted to fit | Green
will have been delivered to 100 young any virtual / social distancing requirements

people across Hackney in a range of and delivered accordingly

settings (including schools and Youth

Hubs)

Community Guardians training will have | Training will be designed and adapted to fit | Amber

been delivered to 100 staff across
Hackney's business, community,
voluntary and faith groups in a range of
settings (including places of worship)

any virtual / social distancing requirements
and delivered accordingly

Table 24 Progress with sharing learning with other Local Authorities at September 2021

How will we know this is happening?

Other Local Authorities will have been
made aware of significant developments
in Hackney and Hackney will have
learned from those in other Local
Authorities

What actions are needed to make this
happen?

Hackney to contribute to and learn from
national events via the University of
Bedfordshire (who continue to support
Hackney's self-evaluation) and via the
Contextual Safeguarding Network

RAG
Rating

Amber
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Appendix 7: Further details regarding the analysis of
administrative data

In this appendix we provide further information about the availability and quality of the
administrative data included the analysis presented in Section 7 and the subsequent cost
effectiveness analysis set out in Section 8. The data limitations as a result of the cyber-
attack have already been well documented throughout this report.

As set out in Section 7 the data provided by Hackney comprise excerpts from their statutory
data returns to the Department for Education (SSDA 903 and Children in Need) as well as
anonymised child-level information captured as part of a data template developed for the
Contextual Safeguarding service. All data was anonymised and was provided at an
individual level for all children and young people who were identified as experiencing EFRH
between April 2018 and March 2022, with ID numbers used for matching across the
different datasets. Hackney was able to provide the majority of the SSDA 903 data items,
but these were not subject to the usual DfE validation process as part of their annual
submission, because data were not submitted for all years included in the analysis. The
data template included variables about referrals and assessments to the Contextual
Safeguarding Service and number of times the young person appeared at the EFRH panel.
Data were also included about YOT support, and offending behaviour, including a
breakdown of whether offences were committed before or after the identification of EFRH.

The data were examined in Excel and descriptive analyses were carried out to prepare for
analysis, and descriptive analyses were carried out to identify any anomalies. As detailed in
Section 7 this process resulted in the removal of children under the age of ten from our
analysis (this included the younger siblings of older children who had been identified as part
of a family assessment). The data were then analysed using Stata 17©. Multiple regression
analysis was used to explore whether the changes in outcomes over the four time periods
were statistically significant. The main model for the regression analysis is defined as

Y; = (Bo + P1x1 + Paxz + P3xz + faxs + &)

where Yi is the outcome at the child level, Bo is the regression intercept, x1 the first stage
(Designing, developing, and testing), x2 the second stage (Developing and integrating), x3
the third stage (Re-designing and service disruption), x4 the fourth stage (Delivery and
further re-design) and ¢; is the error term.

The tabulated results of these analyses are provided below. The reference category is the
first stage.

Table 25 Regression analysis results for days in care (n=112)
Days in care Coefficient Std.err. t P>t [95% conf. interval]
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Period
Developing and
integrating
Re-design and
service disruption

Delivery and -282.38 7432 -380 0000 -429.69 -135.08
further re-design

_cons 330.17 35.31 9.35 0.000 260.17 400.17

-144.18 53.13 -2.71 0.008 -249.49 -38.88

-124.28 7897 -157 0.118 -280.81 32.24

Table 26 Regression analysis results for out of borough placements (n=87)

. . o
Out of borough Coefficien Std. err. t P>t [95 % conf.
placements t interval]
Stage

Developing and

. . -46.67 27.08 -1.72 0.088  -100.53 7.18
integrating

Re-design and
service disruption
Delivery and further -80.34 4011 200 0.048 -160.12  -.573
re-design

_cons 122.98 17.19 7.15 0.000 88.79  157.17

14.83 37.01 0.40 0.690 -58.78 88.44

Table 27 Regression analysis results for missing from placements (n=600)

Missing days Coefficient Std.err. t P>t [95% conf. interval]
Period

Developing

and -478 107 -4.47 0.000 -.688 -.268
integrating

Delivery and

further re- -.227 .102 -2.22 0.027 -.428 -.026
design

_cons 2.102897 .094 22.28 0.000 1.918 2.288

Table 28 Regression analysis results for offences after EFRH was identified (n=600)

Proportion of

offences after EFRH  CO¢fficie g4 o t P>t [95% conf.
.. oe nt interval]

is identified

Stage

Developing and 17.5969  9.0739  -1.94 0054 355354  .3415
integrating

Re-design and

- - . -27.6501  13.1297 -2.11 0.037 53.6067 -1.6935
service disruption
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Delivery and further - oo/ 440572 338 0001 75.3447 -19.7644
re-design

_cons 78.7083 6.8054 11.57 0.000 65.2544 92.1621
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