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RESTRICTED WHEN COMPLETED: 
Failure to comply with the restriction is in 
breach of data protection and confidentiality.



Multi agency audit tool – Early Intervention 

An audit tool of the Common Assessment Framework (CAF) process is already in place in Annex 6: CAF Quality Assurance Framework, part of the suite of documents contained within  Mobility and Young London: Integrated Working Without Boundaries – The London Common Assessment Framework (CAF) protocol. This audit tool complements the one contained within that document. It draws on the features of the London quality assurance framework, but is designed explicitly to enable Local Safeguarding Children Boards (LSCBs) to fulfil their remit of monitoring the effectiveness of what is done to protect children and promote their welfare. To ensure that role is effective when carried out through early intervention work and within the Common Assessment Framework.

This audit tool should be used when a Common Assessment is in place, i.e. when a child’s needs are considered to be at Level 2 (Low to Vulnerable) of the London Continuum of Need protocol and some targeted support is needed for that child in addition to universally available support.  

The audit tool is to be completed by each agency or service involved in working with the child and their family as part of the ‘team around the child’. Children’s social care services are unlikely to be involved with a child with Level 2 needs. The audit tool will provide an analysis of the effectiveness of the work carried out by the auditor’s own agency and on a partnership working basis. Analysis of equality issues should be integrated as appropriate within each section.

Each section should be graded, according to the following scale (which will be used in Ofsted inspections):

Outstanding = 1

Good = 2

Adequate = 3

Inadequate = 4

Grading each section will enable areas of concern and areas of good practice across agencies to be readily identified.

Decision to be made about the start-point for the audit, e.g. 3 months prior to the completion of a CAF.
	1. Case/child’s details
	To be completed centrally

	Initials of subject child
	

	Gender
	

	Age
	

	Episode identifier number
	

	Ethnicity
	

	Language:
	

	Religion:
	

	Family members – initials and relationships, ages of children
	


	Name of worker from agency being audited involved with the case
	To be completed by agency auditor

	Agency/School/Team
	


	2. Early Identification
	This section applies to all relevant agencies

	
	Auditor Comments
	Evidenced by: name and date of relevant document; recorded decision; or other evidence.

	Who first identified the child?
	
	

	What was the initial concern/issue?
	
	

	Were the child’s need identified in a timely way?
	
	

	Was there a history of previous concerns/involvements?
	
	

	Overall judgement on early identification work?
	Impact (What has changed/ improved and is this sustainable):

Grade:
	


	3. Assessment
	This section applies to all relevant agencies

	
	Auditor Comments
	Evidenced by: name and date of relevant document; recorded decision; or other evidence.

	Was it appropriate to begin the CAF process for this child, and was it undertaken at the right time?
	
	

	Is there evidence that checks were made as to whether a Common Assessment was already in place, or child known to children’s social care?
	
	

	Did the CAF process appropriately involve all professionals concerned with the child’s welfare?
	
	

	Has the child and parent(s) been fully involved in the CAF process?
	
	

	Has an assessment been made of the needs and strengths and what needs to change? Does it cover all 3 domains of the Assessment Framework?  Have the child’s additional needs been identified? Is it a child-centred assessment?
	
	

	Is there evidence of active consideration of risks to the child?  
	
	

	Has consent been given by parent(s) (and child) to share the Common Assessment with specific agencies?

Where potential safeguarding concerns have been identified, has appropriate consideration been given to over-riding withholding of consent?
	
	

	Overall judgement on assessment work?
	Impact (What has changed/ improved and is this sustainable):

Grade:




	4. Planning
	This section applies to all relevant agencies

	
	Auditor Comments
	Evidenced by: name and date of relevant document; recorded decision; or other evidence.

	Does the action plan reflect and address the needs identified in the body of the assessment? 
	
	

	Is there evidence of good cross-borough working where relevant?
	
	

	Have indicators of successful improvement been recorded? Are the outcomes focused on impact on child/young person?
	
	

	Is the agency/service being  audited fulfilling its responsibilities under the plan effectively?
	
	

	Is there a lead professional in place who is taking responsibility for coordination of the work?
	
	

	Is there an effective ‘Team around the child’  (regular network meetings, united approach, good communication and information-sharing, working together as appropriate) 
Have any differences between agencies been resolved?
	
	

	Are appropriate services/resources identified, available and engaged, to meet the child or family needs (with their consent)?
	
	

	Has an effective partnership been built up with child and family, including their full involvement as part of the Team Around the Child?
	
	

	Overall judgement on planning and implementation of plan?
	Impact  (What has changed/ improved and is this sustainable):

Grade:




	5. Review
	This section applies to all relevant agencies

	
	Auditor Comments
	Evidenced by: name and date of relevant document; recorded decision; or other evidence.

	Is the plan reviewed at appropriate intervals?
	
	

	Do all partners continue to engage?
	
	

	Is the effectiveness of the actions set in the plan evaluated and amended?
Is the issue of parental/child consent to sharing of information with specific agencies revisited at each review?
	
	

	Is the plan having a positive impact on safeguarding the child and promoting their welfare?
	
	

	Is risk to the child reassessed as part of the review? Was the use of the Common Assessment able to adequately meet the needs of the child and family or was it necessary to refer to a targeted service, and if so why? 
	
	

	Overall judgement on the work on monitoring, evaluation and review?
	Impact  (What has changed/ improved and is this sustainable):

Grade:


	6. Management Oversight and recording
	This section applies to all relevant agencies

	
	Auditor Comments
	Evidenced by: name and date of relevant document; recorded decision; or other evidence.

	Is the front-line worker appropriately supported and directed by their line manager (through supervision, presence at key meetings, management decisions, consultation or decisions by senior managers etc.)
	
	

	Are the records kept for this child complete, up to date, show sound assessment and decision-making, effective planning, and good practice in implementing plans? 
	
	

	All relevant agencies:

Are records fit for purpose, and meet requirements?
	
	

	All relevant agencies:

Is there evidence of file audit or other quality assurance measures?
	
	

	Overall judgement of the work on Management Oversight and Recording?
	Impact  (What has changed/ improved and is this sustainable):

Grade:


	Judgement on quality of work
	

	1= Outstanding
	

	2= Good
	

	3= Adequate 
	

	4 = Inadequate 
	


	Auditor recommendations on how work on this case can be improved:

 


	Any additional auditor feedback:




	Name, job title and agency of auditor
	

	Date of audit
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