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Summary 
A recent multi-agency case audit of MASH enquiries recommended that all practitioners should be mindful of 
the need to minimise delay in the progression of cases. It was noted that the majority of the cases audited 
progressed through the MASH process with minimal delay. However, for the cases that were delayed in the 
MASH there appeared to be difficulties in progressing some of the actions and getting updates on actions from 
contributing agencies. This was highlighted in the triennial analysis of serious case reviews in England as being 
one of the main systemic breakdowns in information sharing.1 

 

Key learning 
The negative impact of delays in addressing child 
safeguarding issues is well documented.  
In her review of the child protection system in 
England,2 Munro recognises that delays in court 
processes are a major concern because of the harmful 
effect it has on children.  
Ofsted3 also noted the harmful effects of drift and 
delay and possible causes such as:  

 stop/start interventions;  

 inconsistency in decisions on legal thresholds;  

 quality of evidence and repeated assessments;  

 legal proceedings;  

 families who frequently move; and,  

 frequent changes of social worker.  
Messages from research4 also identify legal 
proceedings as a cause of delay for looked after 
children, noting the repeated and sequential approach 
to assessments. However, delays are apparent at all 
stages of the process for looked after children.  
The Childhood Wellbeing Research Centre5 identified 
delays in plans for permanence brought about by 
reactive rather than proactive case management. There 
was an over-reliance on voluntary care and once  

temporary solutions were found, cases were allowed to 
drift. The study also found that evidence on the impact 
of neglect and emotional abuse was difficult to collate 
and the principle that a child is best brought up by their 
own family led to lengthy and time-consuming 
deliberations to identify the very few children who 
would need statutory care.  
The triennial analysis of serious case reviews1 identified 
- minimising delay in assessments - as being an area for 
improvement. Causes of delay were seen as:  

 delays in holding strategy discussions;  

 confusion over the status of meetings;  

 attendance at meetings;  

 availability of information;  

 lack of clear minutes; and,  

 failure to disseminate minutes.  
High and unmanageable workloads were also seen as a 
cause of delay, as well as a reduction in the number of 
administrative staff. They highlight the importance of 
managers recognising these pressures and ensuring 
staff can work effectively, so that delays do not build.  
Some systemic causes of delay are difficult to address 
but it is important that practitioners consider the 
negative impact of delay at all stages of the process.  

 

For more information on the Islands Safeguarding Children Partnership for Guernsey and Alderney please contact: 
David Foote, ISCP Business Manager – david.foote@gov.gg.  

Or visit the ISCP website for relevant local information and guidance: ISCP.GG.   
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