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	SERVICE AREA:
	
	NATURE OF AUDIT:

To take place 6 months after first presentation at Panel and 6 monthly thereafter OR 15 working days after matching Panel whichever is the sooner.

	ICS NUMBER:
	
	

	CHILD'S NAME/

FAMILY NAME:
	
	DATE OF BIRTH:
	

	TEAM:
	

	WORKER:
	

	WORKER ROLE:
	

	DATE AUDITED:
	

	NAME & DESIGNATION OF AUDITOR:
	

	CATEGORY OF CASE
	                    ADOPTIVE CARERS

	IN THE COMMENTS SECTIONS PLEASE EXPLAIN YOUR JUDGEMENT

	QUESTION



	1. Has contact with and support to carers been in line with the Matching Plan?
Is matching Panel evident and appropriate/has contact been regular? Is the Matching Plan involving multi-agency work if needed?


	1.COMMENT

	

	2. Where adopters have been considered for a match prior to matching Panel, were they provided with all relevant information?
Did they have the chance to raise queries?  Were any queries responded to quickly?  Were they supported in understanding information?  Were they supported if they or the service decided not to go ahead?



	2.COMMENT

	

	3. Have the carers been referred to the National Adoption Register?



	3.COMMENT


	

	4. Where a placement continues to be proposed, has an information sharing meeting taken place as required?
Has meeting happened/is one planned?  Is there a clear record of the meeting which is full, thorough and accurate?  Did the meeting provide all relevant material or information sharing to enable future planning?



	4.COMMENT
	

	5. With regard to supervision of carers, is this at expected levels?
Has it been at expected frequency?  Does supervision record focus on matching activity for the adopters and progressing the Matching Plan?



	5.COMMENT


	

	6. Is management oversight/supervision of staff/decision making evident within the record?
Supervision of worker on case/quality auditing/issues addressed
   

	6.COMMENT


	

	7. If adopters have withdrawn/or been withdrawn from process, is the reason for this evident – has the process been followed?
Is the reason for withdrawal understood?  Have discussions taken place with all those concerned? Has the level of support to carers been evident?
   

	7.COMMENT


	

	8. Have any concerns regarding carers which have arisen post approval been dealt with as expected?
Have any concerns been recorded and addressed?  Is there an analysis of the situation?
   

	8.COMMENT


	

	9. How have any children of the household been involved in the Matching Plan?
Have the wishes and feelings of any child/children within the household been sought, recorded, and acted upon where possible? Are the needs of any children within the household addressed?


	9.COMMENT


	

	10. Please describe good practice you have observed.


	10.COMMENT


	

	

	RESTORATIVE ACTIONS REQUIRED  – by whom and what and when

Where there are no 'Restorative Actions Required', a full audit response is not required, instead a case note under 'Quality Audit Response' should be made to note the audit has been received "Audit of ---- (date) Received"

	

	OVERALL GRADING (SEE GUIDANCE) AND PLEASE EXPLAIN YOUR JUDGEMENT


	OUTSTANDING


	

	GOOD

	

	REQUIRES IMPROVEMENT


	

	INADEQUATE

	


Grading Key for all Quality Audits
	Outstanding 
	Direct work with children, young people and families is of the highest quality and is delivering measurably improved outcomes, for some children progress exceeds expectations. 

Early help is in place and has been as effective as possible. 

Professional challenge and leadership inspires high quality work with the family that helps protect and promotes the welfare of children and young people. 

The views and experiences of children, young people and their families are at the centre of thinking and planning. 

	Good 
	Children and young people are protected, the risks to them are identified and managed through timely decisions and the help provided reduces the risk of or actual, harm to them. 

The Local Authority works with partners (including commissioned services) to plan and deliver early help, to protect the child/young person to improve educational attainment and narrow the gap for the most disadvantaged children. 

	Requires Improvement 
	No serious failures on the case, and child is safeguarded but the child and family are not yet supported through delivery of good protection, help and care, with more needing to be done to promote change, avoid drift and so on. (Plans are insufficiently developed, lack timeframes and focus). 

	Inadequate 
	Serious failures are in the case and the child has been left in a harmful situation at risk of harm. Management oversight/supervision has not identified or rectified this. There is a lack of authoritative practice. 


Quality Audits - Judgement Score
	Judgement

	Score
	Description


	Outstanding
	10
	Exceptionally strong with essentially no weaknesses



	
	9
	Extremely strong with negligible weaknesses



	Good
	8
	Very strong with only some minor weaknesses 

	
	7
	Strong but with numerous minor weaknesses 

	
	6
	Strong but with at least one moderate weakness 

	Requires Improvement
	5
	Some strengths but also some moderate weaknesses 

	
	4
	Some strengths but with at least one major weakness 

	Inadequate
	3
	A few strengths and a few major weaknesses 

	
	2
	Very few strengths and numerous major weaknesses 

	
	1
	No strengths and significant weaknesses 


Additional Notes for Completion





Audit response to be entered onto ICS within 5 working days


Answering with only 'Yes or 'No' to a question is not sufficient, please justify your  answer
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