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The Southport Inquiry

Wednesday, 29 October 2025

(9.30 am)
SHARON BARRETT (sworn)
Questioned by MR MOSS
SIR ADRIAN FULFORD: Thank you very much, please have
a seat.
Yes, Mr Moss.
MR MOSS: Thank you, sir.
Just start by giving us your full name if you would?

A. It's Sharon Louise Barrett.

Q. Thank you, Ms Barrett, if we could have on screen,
please, LCC001771. Can you just confirm for us that
this is your statement to the Inquiry. It is dated
28 August of this year?

A. Yes.

Q. Are the contents of that statement true to the best of
your knowledge and belief?

A. Yes.

Q. Thank you. You tell us in the early paragraphs of your
statement something about your qualifications, your
background and your experience. You are a senior family
support worker; is that right?

A. Yes.

Q. You effectively would have been a supervisor -- being

a Senior Support Worker -- for the Family Support
1

and then we get additional autism awareness training
through the job that | do now.

Q. Thank you. Can you just give us the headlines of what
you have taken away from that training, it's probably
a big subject but can you just give us some of the key
points that you have taken from that training?

A. Yes, so | would say that the way that we need to
communicate with people with autism can vary, that not
all autistic people are the same, that you have levels
or a scale of autism, if you will, and that we need to
be looking at working with people holistically with
an awareness of autism but without prejudice of what
autism is.

Q. Recognising that need for an individual person-by-person

approach, had your training in autism given you to

understand that, as regards the potential for risk to
others, in some individual cases an autism spectrum
disorder could actually be an increase in risk to
others?

| would say not -- no.

Are you now aware of that?

| am aware of it but not through the training.

Thank you. So that wasn't covered in the training?

No.

Were you aware of it prior to the attack, that that
3
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Workers such as Ms Lewis, from whom we heard yesterday?
Yes.

Thank you. You tell us that you have a level 6, that is

to say a degree level qualification in professional
supervision and professional practice from Lancaster
University?

| do, | also have a postgraduate in leadership and
management.

Thank you. Is that the qualification that you refer to

in paragraph 5 at the bottom of the page?

Yes.

Shall we deal with that because you say that that was
specific to managing people in children's centres but is
relevant to the Children and Family Wellbeing Service
work. Just tell us what the crossover was?

It's about managing people and understanding how
vicarious trauma might impact on staff and
decision-making.

Thank you. You also tell us in your background section
that you completed an autism awareness course in 2011.
Was that when you started working in this area or was
that with your previous work?

So, that would have been in the children's centres but
we have had updated autism awareness training. So that
was a more -- a big block of autism awareness training

2
could be the case?
No.
So that's something you've come to understand more
recently?
Yes.

From this case or has the training improved?

| would say partly from this case but then from more
research that | have personally done as well.

Thank you. Also relevant to your background, | think
you have extensive working in special education needs
schools and with children with special education needs
within mainstream schools; is that right?

Yes.

Was that early in your career?

Yes, it was very early in my career, it was when | was
20.

From being a Family Support Worker, you progressed to
being the Senior Family Support Worker. When did you
gain that promotion?

So, | gained that promotion when | was in the Children's
Centre, so about 15 years ago and then we were TUPE'd
over from the NHS through the transformation of the
services into what was Wellbeing Prevention and Early
Help, which then became the CFW service.

Thank you. If we go over, please, to page 2, there's
4
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a section in your statement that deals with your role
and the structure of the Child and Family Welfare
service. You are somewhat in the middle between two
witnesses, so we've dealt with some of that, with

Ms Lewis, and we have Ms Ashworth, the head of the
service to come. So I'm not going to cover most of that
with you but | do want to pick out one or two aspects of
it.

Could we just look, please, at paragraph 41 of your
statement. It is on page 6. We can pick this up with
Ms Ashworth but, in paragraph 41, you are dealing with
the second period of time, September 2020 to February
2021.

41, did you say?

Paragraph 41, but if you look at the heading, you'll see
that the context for this is your second period of
involvement. I'm just helping you to orient yourself.

I'm not asking you about this because of the detail of
the second involvement, we'll come onto that, but what
you do say is that, in the context of a particular

record here, you are saying:

"This is done by other professionals outside the
CFW. Atthe time, CFW sat at level 2b on the [Continuum
of Need]. Low-level Early Help was level 2a, CFW was at

level 2b and [Child in Need (Children's Social Care)]
5

Please feel free to mention that. The other aspect in
terms of roles and how things were organised that | want
to ask you about is, if a case sat at level 3 and was
being dealt with by the Family Support Workers within
your team, what was the process and permissions that
would be required to, in the language that | think was
used, step it up back to level 4, who would instigate it
and what would the process be and who would need to
authorise it?

So that would depend on the situation. If it was

an immediate risk of harm, then the agency who
identified that immediate risk would immediately deal
with that through Children's Social Care or the police.
Just pausing there. In that scenario, it wouldn't even
need to go through CFW, the outside agency could just
say, "This is currently at level 3 but this is very
worrying", and refer it in at level 4. Have

| understood it correctly?

Absolutely. Yes.

Sorry, you were going to go on to say?

If there are concerns -- we sit in a TAF, which is

a Team Around the Family and we have all agencies
talking at that point, so if we are identifying risks

that are heightening, if we're concerned that risks are

increasing, we would discuss that as TAF members and
7
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was level 3."

Yes.

Should we understand that there was a change in the
levels and how they were applied with the 2a and 2b?
So there wasn't a change in the levels. There was

a change in the structure to the CON to make it clearer.
So, basically, level 1 is universal. So that's --

Yes, we've seen that, don't worry about that. Go to the
next level?

Yeabh, so level 2 is your Early Help, in terms of
additional support within the school or maybe a service
working at a very low level with a child with a single
need, and then level 3 is more complex where maybe
multi-agencies are involved, others are complex need
within that, but it doesn't meet a safeguarding concern.
So that's where we sit now.

The safeguarding concern, in terms of potential for
Section 47, that would be at level 4?

Level 4, yes.

But if, at any time, those changes -- during the course
of your evidence -- and the labelling of them becomes
relevant, please take a moment to explain it, if we see
2a or 2b and there is a difference of distinction at the
time.

Of course.

then we can discuss that with the social worker. We do
that through allocations meetings, we have family
discussions meetings with a social worker and we can
discuss those concerns with a social worker.

Who makes the decision?

Ultimately, at that point, the social worker would make
the decision. It's usually the team lead for the social
worker.

Thank you. If we look at your paragraph 18, please, on
page 3, we remind ourselves that at level 3, that
service that is offered is subject to the consent, yes?
Yes.

Given that there will be children involved, can you just
help us with a couple of aspects of that. Isit,
technically speaking, the consent of the parents that's
required or of the child or both?

It depends on the age of the child and whether they're
competent to make that decision themselves. So, in the
main, we will be working with parents who would give
consent to share information or work with us, but
children who are competent to make those decisions
themselves can be given the option to work with us
without parental consent and, equally, if we're working
with children who are older who are saying they do not

consent to the support, we can't work with that child,
8
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they're not consenting, they've got a right to say no to
that support.

If consent is either not forthcoming or consent is only
nominally provided, and what | mean by that is the
family purport to consent but, in fact, they're not
seriously engaging, presumably, in some cases at

level 3, the view would be taken, well, this is a family
who are struggling to cope, by definition, but they are

not engaging or they're not consenting and we really
don't think, on a fair analysis, even in the absence of
their consent, we really don't think that there is

a need for social work involvement at level 4.
Presumably, if I'm right in that summary, there would be
some cases where the service would withdraw because of
the lack of consent and effectively would not do

anything further?

Yes, so we would try and chase consent, we'd try and
build the relationship --

Take that as read but with all of that being done --

Yeah, we wouldn't have a right to keep a family open, we
would have to close the case on the fact that they don't
give consent.

Now, would there, however, be some other cases, perhaps
at the more complex or the more marginal end, close to

level 4, where the withdrawal of consent, or only the
9

through the life of the case, we increased to be open
longer but we were still time limited. Now we are not
time limited.
So, as you look back, you think that that's only the
period that ended in February 2021 that, technically
speaking, it was a time limited service, that was the
end of Ms Fontaine-Smith's period?
No, that was a 12 to 20-week and then we went into
a 20-week and then as we have come up to when Ashleigh
held the case, we were less time limited but now we are
not time limited at all.
All right. So if we look at paragraph 20 of your
statement on page 3:

"Originally help was ... offered for a 12-week
period."
Yeah.
"If the matter was still open at 20 weeks, we would be
looking to close the case down ..."
Yes.
You are saying that around that time, 2021 there was
a change and the emphasis became 20 weeks rather than
12; is that right?
Yes.
If we look at LCC002302 at page 98, please, this is

March 2022. Do we see there, in the top entry, there's
11
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nominal consent, where they're really not engaging,
would itself mean, well, on analysis, because they're
not engaging or because they're now not consenting, that
pushing the case up to level 4 because, in the absence
of consent, we're really worried about what's going on
that we think this needs to be dealt with at level 4?

If there's significant risk of harm, then yes.

That withdrawal of consent or the not providing of
consent, would this be right, could tip the balance of
the assessment, to think, well, this was already close
to level 4 and now they're not consenting or they're
only purporting to consent. In looking at the risk,

that tips the assessment of risk because now there is
a significant risk of harm, given that they're not
prepared to deal with us?

In a general case, in any case, yes, that is the case.
The difference being that, potentially at level 4, one
is into the potential use of statutory powers?

Exactly.

Was the CFW a time-limited service?

At the point of Andrea Fontaine's -- | don't know the
word, sorry -- when Andrea Fontaine was working the
case --

In her period --

We were a 12 to 20-week service. We have increased --
10

a reference there to a reminder that it is

a time-limited service and that was still being said,

| think, in March 20227

Yes, but also within that period, the needs had been
met, so it wasn't that we were closing because it was

a time-limited service --

But focus on the question, if you would.

Sorry.

We will come back to whether the needs had been met?
Okay.

But there's still reference being given in March 2022 to
it being a time-limited service.

Yes.

Is that, by that stage, a reference to a slightly longer
period, the 20 weeks rather than the 12?

Yes.

Thank you.

That can come down from the screen. In terms of
your own role, as well as allocating cases to the
individual Family Support Workers, you supervised the
work that they are doing?

Yes.
We have seen some individual supervision notes,
including from you, but then sometimes they seem to go

on the case notes, on the Early Help module, | think,
12
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would be the technical --
So there was a change in how we did it. Originally, it

was through documents and then EHM changed to be able to

put the supervision onto the case notes. So there's two
different ways of putting it on, but the supervisions
themselves were done monthly.

Thank you. Would the degree of supervision that you
gave depend upon the experience of the Family Support
Worker?

Yes.

So, with somebody less experienced, you might go to more
meetings to lend support --

Yes.

-- in a common-sense way?

Yes.

Sometimes you would attend as the senior, | think, in
any event, but you never become the case holder
yourself?

Not the case holder, no.

Thank you. Against that background then, can we turn to
your different periods of involvement. If we start with
your first period of involvement, that was supervising
Andrea Fontaine-Smith in the period March 2020 to June
2020. If we can look at paragraph 26 of your statement,

please, at page 4.
13

please, and if we look at the bottom half of the page,
please. You were being forwarded, consistent with what
you've just told us, information here by Ms Cookson?
Yes.

"Info re AR, you might want to read up on for Andrea."
Yes.

Just help us with the context of that: why would you be
reading up on it for Andrea. Is that because you have
not yet allocated and you're going to say this is what

the case is all about?

| think that's the language that Anne's used. We both
read up on it so myself and Andrea, | would make sure
that | was au fait with all the information but also

that Andrea was also understanding of the information of
history of cases.

All right. | think you will be aware from this email
exchange, of which we have given you notice, that when
we look briefly, please, at page 4, that this would have
contained important information. For example, third
paragraph:

"Alphonse R saying that [AR] is not a risk at home
or to himself. However he [that is father] further
commented that he [AR] would be a risk elsewhere,
because if someone did something to him, he would do

something in return. He added that [AR] does not
15
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Did you say number 267?

Paragraph 26, page 4. It will come up on screen for
you. You say there that Ms Cookson -- just remind us
who she was?

So Ms Cookson was the senior who held the case in the
initial episode prior to escalation to Children's Social
Care at the point of the first Prevent referral.

Thank you. | think we can see that, in fact, it's also
before the first Prevent referral because she was
involved as early as October, yes?

Yes.

You deal in this paragraph with the fact that you were
able to have some conversations with her about AR's case
and previous referrals. Can you just help generally
with the timing of that. Do you know was that at the
actual time of the handover or had it been earlier?

So, it would have been when the case came back to us
from Children's Social Care. So at the point of the
episode opening for Andrea.

So whenabouts would that have been?

2020.

So this is around the March 2020 period. It's not much
earlier on than that?

No, it will only be when the case is stepped back to us.

Thank you. Then if we can have LCC000973 on the screen,
14

understand when to let go, he holds onto things."

This was helpful and relevant information; would you
agree?
Yes. Am | allowed to add?
Yes.
| think that we've -- we were going off a -- also
an assessment from Children's Social Care. So this was
historic information that | was keeping in mind and
Andrea was keeping in mind but we were also working from
an assessment that's a current assessment.
| understand that. I'm not saying this was the only
information, the current assessment --
Okay.
-- but let's be clear from the outset: historical
information could be important?
Yes, absolutely.
There should be a longitudinal assessment of risk, yes?
Absolutely.
You don't just look at the current position --
No.
-- because, in AR's case, if you did that, you'd miss
the information about what he did at the tail end of
2019, yes?
Yes.

All right. Now, against that background, so | think you
16
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agree that this is relevant information as to risk --
Yes.
-- but you're saying there would have been other
material, including an up-to-date assessment?
Yes.
All right. Against that background, if we go back to
page 1, we can see at the top of the page, could we have
that expanded, please, now, that it comes back saying,
from you to Ms Fontaine:

"I've read through the email, starting at the
bottom, as directed."

| think that was a bit of a joke because there was
a slightly directive thing saying "Start at the bottom
and read up", which perhaps you were indicating with
your winky face was a bit obvious. Anyway, you've done
that.
Yes.
"I think you need to read it for yourself and then we
will have a chat about the actions, what you have
already done and what we can do now in the current
climate."

We remind ourselves that this is March 2020, so
that's probably a reference to lockdown?
Yes.

"Thanks. Once you have digested the email, please
17

emails from the school didn't need to go ... as we were
going to discuss their contents as part of

a supervision. The EHM general notes are AR's notes,
it's his story. The emails | was asking Andrea not to
add to the notes concerned a discussion whether it was
for FIS or SEND to do the risk assessment prior to AR's
return to school. Andrea needed to know about it, but
the information didn't need to go onto the EHM general
notes."

Your instruction wasn't "no need to put this on the
notes", it was to delete the email. Why did you go
further and ask for the email to be deleted? I'm asked
to explore that with you.

There's no other place for us to put an email on our
system like that. So it would either go on the child's
notes or it would be deleted and | would be transferring
information onto the system that's relevant for that
child.

You could have just given an instruction to say,
"There's no need to add this to the notes. This is for
your information only". It just seems somewhat curious
to direct the Family Support Worker to physically delete
the email. Why not just say, "There's no need to add
this to the notes, the relevant information is on there

already"?
19
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delete it."

Just help us with the "please delete it". Was that
a common practice?
So, information that's shared on a child's file is
relevant to the child only. So information that we are
given that a child wouldn't need to see when they
requested their file, would be spoken about in
supervision and put into notes but we wouldn't
necessarily put the full thing onto their file.
But as I've already taken you to, the information that
was contained within this was directly relevant to AR's
risk to others?
Yeah, but that information was already with us on his
file. So that information was already available to us
through -- because we worked in the same system, so
Anne's information was already written up in the file
and that was just an overview.
| understand. Just bearing in mind that instruction,
"Once you have digested the email, please delete it".
If we look at your statement at page 4, paragraph 29 --
can we have paragraph 29 expanded, please -- so you were
asked to address this and what you said in your
statement, second part of this paragraph:

"What | meant by [the instruction to delete] was not

to add the email to the [electronic note system]. The
18

| would say that's just my use of language. There was
no malice meant by it; it was just an instruction. We
work in the same office, we sit in the same office, she
was probably sat by me anyway when we were talking about
it.
I'm asked to explore with you just to check that it's
not the case that there was something in this email
chain that you didn't want to be recorded on the
systems?
No, because | know that you can bring the emails back as
it's relevant today, that that is the case.
Thank you. As you have touched on already, and | was
going to come to it, but as well as this informal
passage of information, you will have got information
from the referral from CSC itself, yes, LCC000238? So
would you have seen that and read it?
Yes.
Can we just make the top half of the page bigger, with
the referral to Early Help.
Yes.
Just leaving that on the page for the moment, we note
that, in the, "Please provide a brief summary of current
CSC involvement™:

"[AR] has assaulted another pupil in a school he

used to attend. He attended the school for the purpose
20
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of assaulting a particular pupil but assaulted another
with a hockey stick. [On arrival of the police] [AR]
said he had a knife in his bag. This was confirmed.
[He] was arrested. He later discussed
feelings/intentions of killing the pupil he was looking
for with the hockey stick or knife if the stick was not
enough."

Yes?
Yes.
So, at that stage, in fairness to the social work team,
that important information about the intent in relation
to the knife was being recorded; would you agree:

"He later discussed feelings/intentions of killing
the pupil."
Can you repeat the question, sorry?
That was being flagged up in clear language, right at
the top of this form, that AR had not just had a hockey
stick along with a knife but he had discussed, after his
arrest, "feelings/intentions of killing the pupil he was
looking for", that was flagged up?
That was my understanding, yes.
It leaps off the page, does it not?
Yes.
Thank you. | don't think we particularly need to go to

it but | think you can just confirm that, as part of all
21

"... but AR's behaviours were linked to his 'black and
white' thinking and his possible ASD."

Is that right?
That's what was coming out of the Prevent referral,
yeah, they were saying that it wasn't their -- it wasn't
for them, it wasn't extremist.
So that's what you had understood the position to be.
Did you know what the readout was in more formal terms?
From Prevent?
Yes.
No.
That they had addressed that he essentially wasn't
thought to be vulnerable to terrorist radicalisation but
he was very vulnerable and those needs were to be met by
other agencies, effectively?
| knew he was vulnerable and | knew he was open to CAMHS
and CYJS because of those vulnerabilities.
Thank you. Sticking with this paragraph. The reference
to the risk being assessed to be "medium but with a low
level of probability", where had you got that from?
From the CYJS report.
You are right that they had assessed the risk as medium
but the risk of re-offending was actually also medium,
rather than low?

On paperwork, | have seen documentation to say low.
23
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of this, there would also have been conversations going
on. We don't need to turn it up but if | tell you and,

for the Chair's note, that at LCC002302 at page 17,
there's a note of a step down telephone call from Anna
Jameson to Ms Fontaine, that's the sort of thing you
would expect?

A. Yes.

Q. Thank you. I think -- again, if you want me to go to
it, I'm happy to do so -- but | think you would also
have been aware at this time that it was known that AR
had accessed "hate crime material on the internet,
including beheadings" because --

A. Yes, because it was our service that was in the meetings
with Acorns, that advised Acorns to make the Prevent
referral.

MR MOSS: Sir, for your record, that's page 18 of the
detailed notes.

SIR ADRIAN FULFORD: Thank you very much.

MR MOSS:
paragraph 26. Those same notes, having referred to the
Prevent referral, what you say in paragraph 26, in

If we could look back in your statement at

relation to that, is that:
"There didn't seem to be concerns about AR being
involved in extremism ..."

A. Yes.
22

Q. Do you think that may have been at a later stage?

A. Possibly.

Q. Inany event, in relation to the risk of re-offending,
at this stage, did you understand that part of the
assessment that was going on was that there was little
opportunity at that precise moment in time because of
the lockdown --

A. Yes.

Q. -- and that when lockdown was eased, the opportunities
would increase?

A. Yes.

Q. You suggest here that your understanding was that "AR's
behaviours were linked to his 'black and white' thinking
and his possible [autism spectrum disorder]", although
he didn't have a formal diagnosis at the time. With the
increased knowledge that you have now, reflecting on
matters, do you think that that was too simplistic
a take on things?

A. We're an Early Help service and we were looking at other
professionals, such as CAMHS and CYJS, who were making
those judgements, based on their strengths and what
their role is. So, possibly, yes, but | would be
looking to those more --

Q. Forgive me. | just wonder if the noise could be kept

down a little, it's very distracting.
24
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| would be looking to those agencies who were making
those assessments of his needs at the time for more
information around that. I'm not qualified to make that
judgement on somebody with ASD at that point.

Yeah, and I'm not suggesting for a moment, Ms Barrett,
that this is an easy area nor am | raising this as

a matter of personal criticism of you, so much as
looking at the systemic issues, but looking at it now
reflectively, would you agree that a vulnerability or

a weakness in the thinking at the time may have been
that he's behaving in this way, he's likely to be

autistic and his behaviours are explained by the autism,
rather than that this is a youth who is likely to be
autistic and he's acting in a dangerous way, not
necessarily because, and it could go further to say the
fact that he is autistic means the risk could be even
higher?

| would say, from the information | know now from the
Inquiry, yes.

So, at the time, not you as an individual but a tendency
towards somewhat explaining away -- I'm not going to say
excusing, that would be unfair -- risk behaviours on the
basis of autism without perhaps sufficiently recognising
the potential increased risk?

Possibly, yes.
25

it's very easy, I'm afraid, to say, "it's only as good

as what other people tell us", but it's also about the
retention of corporate knowledge within your service.
Yes.

So we're going to be looking, during the course of the
evidence today, across five periods and we may see
evidence that the risk information of risk to others

gets diluted downstream. All right?

Yes.

Before one goes to, "well, what about others", | want to
focus on your agency and your systems.

Yes.

Having something that captured this information from
early on, of which we are partially sighted on at this
time, but, for example, he intended to kill the pupil

and he made a statement to that effect: that would have
been something very useful to keep on a page of key
warnings so that every person who opens the file would
see that without having to go fishing for it?

So we do have a chronology now that's been developed.
We weren't using a chronology at that point but, as

a service now, we do have a chronology and a front page
that does that.

So you would say that the problem with the chronology is

you might have to go searching in the chronology but
27
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Ms Ashworth in her written evidence, as the head of
service, has said that, in cases such as this, including
when there's a step down or a referral from the MASH,
your team quite often had to go fishing for the
necessary information in back records; would you agree
with that?

Sometimes, yes.

Would you think that this was one such case to

an extent?

Yes.

Would you agree that there would be significant
advantages in having a system of -- I'm not going to say
"at a glance" -- a single-view page that has warning
flags and warning signs for particular types of risk, so
that you wouldn't have to go fishing for the information
so much because there would be warning indicators about
use of violence, which could then have a page that gives
a clear synopsis of relevant historical information,
relevant to that risk?

That would only be as good as the information we were
given at the time. So, yes, | agree but we'd need to
have that information to be able to put those risk
factors on.

Yes, but as we are going to look at, part of what I'm

going to suggest is that, within your service -- because
26

does the front page have sufficient warnings that flags
that up?

That's where it should go, yes. That's there now.

It may be very helpful -- you don't need to do this
personally -- with the legal team to provide an example
of how that front page -- it can be anonymised -- looks
and has the warnings, please.

Yes.

Thank you. If we look at paragraph 32 of your statement
together, please, Ms Barrett, we'll see you give this
pithy synopsis. That:

"The referral to our service was in relation to AR's
independence, school attendance, family dynamics and his
anxiety/[autism]."

Is that right?

Yes.

Thank you. If we look at LCC000283, please. This is

the CAF assessment produced by Ms Fontaine on 9 April.
If we look at page 2, please. Forgive me, just go back

to page 1 just for one moment?

Can | make it clear that this isn't our CAF assessment,
this is our non-systems assessment. The assessment's
come from Children's Social Care and this is

a non-systems bit, where we just get the voice of the

family in addition to the assessment. So this is not
28

(7) Pages 25 - 28



0 N O O b~ W N =

NN RN NNDND = 2 8 3 s s s
a B WN -2 O © 0N g b~ WN - O

0 N O O b~ W N =

o »

>0 >0 >

> P

The Southport Inquiry

a CAF assessment, it is a non-systems. If you look

at -- it says, "What level of assessment is required?",

it says, "non-systems CAF assessment". So it's not

a CAF. The information that we were -- it's a step down
from CSC. So that means a C&F is in place. So that's
the assessment we're going off, is this C&F assessment
and the non-systems CAF is just getting the voice of the
family at that point.

The complexity of some of this is impenetrable to the
outsider. What's the title of the form?

It's called --

No, what's the title of the form. Forgive me, look at

the top left of the scene?

| understand that but that's on our --

What's the title --

| understand that, that's on our system.

What is the answer to my question: what's the title?

It says "CAF assessment", | agree, it does say that but
further down --

All right. I'm interested in the information.

Yeah.

So on page 1, if we look at the "assessed needs". We do
see that "being involved in knife crime" is an assessed
need, yes?

Yes, but it wasn't from the C&F assessment. So, from
29

Okay, sorry.

You don't need to apologise but how long ago was the
knife crime?

Yeah, sorry. The year before.

It wasn't the -- it was technically the year before but

it was right at the end of the year, it was about four
months before?

Yes.

We're not talking about a risk long ago that no one
needs to be concerned with anymore, are we?

No, no, I'm not saying that. Sorry.

So that is an assessed need and, if we look at page 2,
can we have the whole of that text identified, please.
We will come onto the issue about which agencies are
dealing with that but, the focus of page 2 doesn't

really deal with that part of the assessed needs. There
may be a reason for that but just cast your eye down the
type of issues being raised here, and let's just take it

in stages. We'll come onto the reason why but the more
detailed assessment, under each of these headings on
page 2, doesn't really then deal with that assessed
need, does it?

No.

In fact, it gets some aspects wrong. So if you look at

"Boundaries and Behaviours", it says that:
31
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the C&F assessment, what had come down to us as

a service was around the need for education, social
isolation, parenting. So, | understand where your
misunderstanding is on that and where it doesn't seem
correct but we are going off a C&F assessment from a
social worker and the need --

Forgive me, | think this is becoming very
overcomplicated and if it's my fault, you're going to
have to simplify your answers. All I'm dealing with is
what this technical form was -- don't try to get ahead

to where I'm going, just focus on the issues that I'm
raising with you. This form shows there was an assessed
needs, under "Safe and sustainable places/reducing
crimes", it flags that AR was a young person involved in
knife crime?

Historically, yes.

Forgive me, why the "historically"?

Because the assessment had been done from Children's
Social Care. So we're flagging that that had happened
but we're not the service that's working with that --

We'll come onto that.

Okay.

But you emphasised -- and it's the second time, with the
greatest of respect, that you've done it in your

evidence, that you have emphasised "historically"?
30

"[AR] can throw things on the floor and stomp and
slam doors when angry but this is infrequent. There is
no physical aggression for either of the boys."

Now, that may be reflecting what has been said but,
objectively speaking, the suggestion that there's not
physical aggression being evidenced by AR is not
an accurate summary?

So this is the voice of the family. So this is a Radar,

which is the voice of the family, it's not

an assessment. | understand that it says "CAF
assessment” on it but it's not used as an assessment.

It wouldn't have been shared as an assessment. The C&F
assessment from Children's Social Care is the assessment
that's being used. When it comes down to us, we gain

the voice of the family and that's the recording that it

goes on.

Should this then have led to an Early Help plan?

So that -- the Early Help plan that was developed by the
social worker from the C&F assessment.

But what about now that it's in the CFW team? Should
there have been an Early Help plan --

So --

-- for you, for your team?

So when it steps down from Children's Social Care, the

social worker is the one who identifies the plan and we
32
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bring that plan forward.

Right. It may be in the break that if your legal

advisers think that there was a plan of that kind, they
can help us to identify it because we've not been able
to find one but there should have been a plan, should
there?

Yes.

All right. Would you have expected it to deal with the
assessed need in relation to AR being somebody who was
involved in knife crime?

So we would work from the social workers'
recommendations. So what the social workers recommended
at that point, | would expect to see it in the plan.

So, yes, | would have expected to see something but it
wouldn't be for our service.

But if it had been missed by their service, your service
should have picked it up. These are not, with respect,
difficult points. If a need is assessed that it's

a young man involved with knife crime, the service
should be including that within the plan of action. It
may be that other agencies would take forward the work
but that, surely, should be covered?

| can't see the -- | don't know where the plan is, at

the moment, that's the bit that I'm --

Don't worry about that.
33

Because the system didn't finalise the notes at that
point, so basically now, it finalises after five days

but it didn't finalise, so | think they did a full

finalisation at that point.

Thank you. If we look at LCC002302 on page 19, please.
Could we just highlight the top entry, please. It's

very difficult because of the format of these pages. We
see, don't we, starting on 8 April, that there are, by

Ms Fontaine or Ms Fontaine-Smith, a series of attempts
to contact the family, more often than not -- not

always -- ending up in failure that their calls went
unanswered, yes?

Yes.

MR MOSS: Sir, you will see those -- I'm not going to go

through them all -- but they are pages 21 to 22,
a series of phone calls, a couple are answered.

SIR ADRIAN FULFORD: Thank you very much.
MR MOSS: Thank you.

That, in fairness to all involved, is exactly what
you would expect in lockdown, can't do face to face but
at least efforts are being made by telephone, yes?
Yes.

If we go, please, to the top of page 22. We can see
that this is an email from the headteacher at Acorns

School, and | bring it up. It's been incorporated into
35
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Yes, | agree it should be covered --

You persistently seem to be looking for where I'm going

in my questions. Could you keep it simpler and focus on
the questions that I'm asking, all right? You would

expect an assessed need to be dealt with in the plan?
Yes.

Thank you. In general terms, what work was Ms Fontaine
able to do with AR and his family between March and May
at this time, going forward, in the very important

context of the difficulties of lockdown?

So unfortunately none because we weren't able to go into
the family home. The lockdowns in Lancashire were

tight. AR wasn't coming out of the family home at that
point, we weren't allowed to go into the family home and
he wouldn't do work on teams or anything like that.
Presumably, that was common to many of your cases at the
time?

Yes.

Thank you. | don't think | need to look up the record

for this, when we come to assess the records, we
sometimes see, and we get it in relation to this period,

for your case management notes, a big difference between
the date of the note and something called the finalised
date and, in this area, the finalised date is two years

on in 2022. Do you know why that comes up?
34

the notes. I've not gone through the early passage
because I'm interested in the section:

"My concerns regarding contact."

So this is Acorns to the parents:

"My colleagues [Ms Forster and Ms Rooney] are
contacting you daily to check that all is well and if AR
or anyone else in the family requires support. Carol
calls you on Tuesdays and Thursdays and Emily, Mondays,
Wednesdays and Fridays. Unfortunately, contact with you
is minimal, you do not answer the phone or return our
calls. Our records show that you do not respond to most
of the daily calls. It is really important that you
respond to these calls as this is how we can help you if
there are any issues around learning or general welfare.
We are working together with other services to assist
families during these circumstances and colleagues from
the YOT and Children and Family Wellbeing have shared
concerns that you have not responded to their calls
also."

So they were having very significant problems, of
which you're obviously aware --
Yes.
-- and they're reflecting that there have obviously been
conversations about how difficult it was to get this

family to respond to calls. Whether it was education,
36
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welfare or Youth Offending, they were not engaging well,
yes?
Yes. | agree.
Making allowance for the challenges of lockdown, and
obviously there would have been challenges for parents
in that too, this is not a family who are engaging well
with services at this time?
Not at that point, no.
Thank you.

| won't take you to it but, in fairness to you, you
note that in your supervision records -- | will just
give the reference, LCC002302 at page 24 at the top of
the page -- you refer to those difficulties.

| think you also identified, therefore, that AR
would need support when he returned to school in general
terms, yes?
Yes.
And in the meantime a TAF, Team Around the Family,
meeting was required to coordinate the work of the
various agencies, yes?
Yes.
That was arranged for 19 May. Again, | don't need to go
into the records because this is what you would expect,
yes?
Yes.

37

"rather than the perpetrator”. It seems to be the view
"that he is a very good child, very respectable”, and so
on. Had complete non-compliance with school work
provided and referring to the assessment of risk by the
YOT "that there was a medium risk of serious harm but,
because of lockdown, imminence wasn't there", and
raising concerns about that assessment of risk.

Now, that is a professional raising reasoned
concerns about the outcome of the TAF; would you agree?
Yes.

And anyone receiving that in CFW should have been very
concerned at the level of concern that that senior

teacher and a specialist referral unit had; would you
agree?

Yeah, we would talk about it.

If we look, please, at page 27. The response from

Ms Fontaine -- could we have the top of the page
highlighted:

"Courteous and civil. | don't suggest otherwise.

But | appreciate this concern and frustration around the
perceived mindset of Alphonse and [AR]. This can be
challenged through conversation with Alphonse, which I'm
happy to do. However, | don't feel that this increases

the risk posed by [AR], because there is appropriate

parenting in place."
39
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| think you weren't in attendance in the meeting. We'll
pick it up with others who were.

But after that, Mrs Hodson -- can we have LCC002302
back on the screen, please, at page 26. It is the
penultimate entry on the page.

So that long entry, please. | won't read it all out
but you will note that this is 20 May and it follows the
TAF and:

"l need to share my concerns with you following the
TAF meeting ... for [AR]: | would appreciate your input
as fellow professionals.”

She raises a pithy, but quite detailed, set of
concerns:

"They haven't moved on in their thinking. Dad is of
the opinion that [AR] carried out the attack because of
the events at the Acorns, specifically the fight that he
continues to refer to."

You can see by "fight" that they don't credit it.
Mm-hm.

Raising concerns that AR is not -- that father is

raising concerns about the amount of monitoring at the
school. The amount of monitoring might be thought to be
appropriate. Doesn't see any value of the work at the
school. Thinks that AR should be in mainstream

education. Seems to perceive that AR is the victim
38

What do you make of that?
So, at the time, AR was not coming out of the family
home and parents were aware that if he was to come out
and -- that we would -- we would support him and get
back involved.
But what do you make of Ms Fontaine's suggestion that
there was appropriate parenting in place --
That's what --
-- and that it doesn't increase the risk?
So that's what we'd observed as CFW going into the
family home. That was our observations at that time.
Ms Barrett, that response was lacking in logic and
wrong, wasn't it?
We can only go off what we are presented with.
Well, Ms Barrett, that's not accurate and it's not right
that you only go off what you are presented with. You
don't just take the word of the parents and the child.
You look at the total position on risk, surely?
We do --
Otherwise you're taking what they say on face value?
We do. And that's why Andrea -- | presume why Andrea
has said we are going to talk about it with Alphonse at
that point.
But the lack of understanding of what the school were

raising. This is a case, Ms Barrett, in which AR has
40
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taken a hockey stick and a knife, he has used the hockey
stick and he has made clear that he would have been
prepared to use the knife, yes? Yes?

Yes.

What is being raised by the school is that instead of
appropriate parenting, the father of the boy concerned
diminishes that, puts it down to bullying, which the

school is saying wasn't happening, and that that
increases the risk because, rather than father acting as
an appropriate role model and underlining how completely
unacceptable this was, what father was actually doing to
the school is blaming others and downplaying the
seriousness of what happened.

Surely you can see that that means that the risks
were increased because the desistance factor of an
appropriate approach by the father in the house was
lacking.

So | put it to you again that this response was
illogical and wrong.

So further down she does make reference to the risk
assessment and understanding the risk assessment and
being able to see the risk assessment herself. So

| would say that she's being professionally curious in
that and trying to put together --

It was dismissive of the concern because it wasn't
41

behaviour, if he was diminishing and accepting of it
rather than challenging of it, did not influence the

risk level? Is that your evidence?

No, I'm not saying that. What I'm saying is that she's
asking for a multi-agency meeting to be called to
discuss those concerns. So I'm not saying that --

| agree, | agree that that could increase the risk but
she is asking for that multi-agency meeting to take
place.

Well, she is asking for the multi-agency to take place
but she's also rejecting the appropriate concern being
raised by the school, isn't she? She's not agreeing
that those factors increase the risk.

Yes.

And she was wrong in that?

Yes.

Shortly after this point, the case was closed to CFW;
that's right, isn't it?

Itis, yeah.

And one understands that there was that difficulty in
face-to-face work and | should acknowledge that it
was -- the closure was supported by Alphonse R, who was
happy for it to be picked up only in September. Would
you agree?

Yes.
43
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focusing on the risk to others. The actual suggestion
that the father's approach to what his son has done
(which was effectively dismissive and downplaying it)
doesn't affect the risk is wrong and illogical. | do

feel | need to put that to you a third time. Could you
deal with it?

I'm not saying no. I'm saying that, based on what we
were seeing based on the information that we were
getting from all parties, she's asking to look at the

risk assessment, she's asking to see where exactly the
risk assessment is, what measures are already in place
and arrange another TAF meeting to discuss that, so that
we could, as an inter-agency, talk through those
concerns. It's beneficial for these concerns to be

raised during the meeting to allow appropriate challenge
on some of these issues so that all of us in a TAF
meeting would be able to get together and discuss the
concerns as a unit.

Later on in the email:

"In any case, the father's view of his son's
temperament and behaviour, and his expression of his
preferred educational placement, does not, in my
opinion, influence the risk level."

Are you really seeking to support the suggestion

that the father's view of his son's temperament and
42

But if we look, please, at LCC000998. If we go please
to page 5, there is a series of emails here which | just
want to deal with as quickly as | may.

It starts with Ms Fontaine at the bottom of the
page, saying:

"Thank you for the update. | have spoken to
Alphonse who has explained the difficulty he would have
getting [AR] to school as | believe transport would not
be provided; is that correct? ... what would be the plan
moving forward if [AR] does not return to school? Will
things continue as they are for the time being and then
pick up back in September."

Can we go to the previous page, page 4. Mrs Hodson
replies to that, explaining that they ask all parents to
bring their own pupils in because of the Covid risks:

"We have offered [AR] one-to-one with a specialist
teacher ... if [AR] and his family choose not to take up
this offer, he will be taught via the virtual team.

That is the only other option we have."

Then she says:

"I'm not sure what you mean by pick back up in
September. We are likely to be continuing with the
current model in September of a campus team and
a virtual team. We would not be able to consider

putting [AR] into a classroom with other children until
44
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he has engaged with 1-1 teaching and we have been able
to assess the response to this."
Then at the top of the page, Ms Fontaine replies:
"l don't think the transport was the only barrier
but | know it was the main issue due to the distance and
so on. | apologise if my language wasn't clear.
| simply meant with the offer for [AR] to attend school
would the one-to-one still be available in September ...
if [AR] does not return to school this half term, that
leaves little by way of a role for our service at
present. Once we are able to resume face-to-face
support or [AR] returns to school (whichever is sooner)
we could look at reopening the family to CFW service.
All right? Then if we go to page 3 to see how that

plays out, we see -- perhaps we should pick it up at
page 2:

"Good afternoon ..."

This is coming from the headteacher:

"Important to share that the school has had quite
a few issues in engaging with the family despite efforts
put in over the months. In view of your email below
indicating that it leaves little by way of a role for
our service at present, | am a bit concerned that if CFW
isn't involved over the summer, when schools will not be

in position to make any provision for students, we'll
45

Then if we go over the page:

"We feel the family need more support so that they
do engage ... We have made substantial efforts to
engage AR and indeed parents, to support him ... They
appear to be putting up barriers ... tried various
methods to provide learning ... he won't engage ..."

And explains that "today, colleagues went to a home
visit", asked parents to read and sign the agreement and
learnt that the father was refusing to sign it.

You see the flavour of what's being raised. If we
go back to page 2 -- back to page 1, the response to
this:

"Also struggled with engagement ...

"There was no direct work with [AR] specified when
the case stepped down from social care ... identified
that [AR] would benefit from some work around social
interaction and appropriate responses ..."

And that's because he was socially isolated?

Yes.

Even before lockdown?

Yes.

"As discussed in the last TAF meeting ... [AR] is
struggling to engage over the telephone and video call.
It was discussed and agreed that for [AR] to benefit

from the work it this would need to be carried out face
a7
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find it more challenging to reach [AR] in September if
he does not return soon."

Then these words:

"My understanding of Working Together to Safeguard
Children 2018 with regard to Early Help services such as
[your] service, is that services should improve family
functioning and build the family's own capability ..."

Why do you think the school felt that it was
necessary at this stage to seek to remind your team of
its duties under Working Together to Safeguard Children?
Because we were looking to close because we couldn't
have access to the family and, under the Covid
restrictions, it was very difficult to get access to the
family.

One understands that. But the fact that they were
seeking to remind you of that was, would you agree,
looking at it fairly now, an indication of the level of
their concern of your team's proposal to close?

Yes.

If we go over the page -- sorry, forgive me, totally my
fault:

"We are happy to work with you on this and you
appear to be having more success than school. It would
help us if you could continue to work directly with AR

over the summer?"
46

to face ...

"l have encouraged [father] to allow [AR] to return
to school earlier and | have informed him that [AR's]
transport is being looked into."

Then there is reference to father making the
decision following a conversation. He was given the
option to wait until September. He has chosen to take
that option.

"As a consensual service, if neither Alphonse or
[AR] want to engage with us until face-to-face support
is an option, then it's their choice to make. There are
no safeguarding concerns | am aware of that would
override the need for consent."

Then your comment in relation to that is that that
was very professional and well put. Do you stand by
that?

Yes, | do think it was professional and well put, yes.

In relation to this, for a child who had very recently
engaged in serious criminal conduct with an intention to
kill, who is socially isolated, where there is some
engagement but it is very limited and very patchy, but
there is a concern that that child is isolated, there's
now a lockdown going on and the school is voicing
concern about how difficult it is to get him engaged and

saying, "Your service is doing better than us. Please
48
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don't close. Please carry on what support that you can,
we feel it would be of benefit", how was stopping,
withdrawing completely, going to improve AR's social
isolation and the problems that he faced?

During Covid we couldn't work on the social isolation
aspect of it. Everything was locked down in Lancashire.
We couldn't get into the family home. We weren't
allowed to do a visit into the family home to build that
relationship up with AR to get him to come out into the
community. We were very limited in our -- in what we
could do at that point.

AR and his dad were -- also said that due to Covid
being more -- the impact of Covid on black people was
significantly higher than white people and they were
worried about the impact of Covid at that time.

We were unable to carry out what we needed to do to
get AR to engage with us.

Ms Barrett, | don't seek to diminish the difficulties of
Covid and no one would suggest, or could suggest fairly,
that the measures that you were able to do as a team,
which was encourage phone calls and keep trying to
engage, no one could suggest that that was ideal in
terms of what the goals would be.

But, forgive me again, you seem to be perhaps

missing the point of my question. It was limited and it
49

any more.
Thank you. Let's turn then to the second period of
involvement that you had and that was from September
2020 to February 2021 and, again, the family support
worker was Ms Fontaine. The case was re-opened on

14 September and, as had been anticipated, | questioned
you as to why it was closed but it was anticipated that

it would be re-opened. And, in fairness to those

working with you, Ms Fontaine was proactive because she
positively approached Alphonse to see if the support was
still wanted. Yes?

Yes.

MR MOSS: Sir, the reference for that is LCC002302 at

page 33. ltis the bottom entry.

SIR ADRIAN FULFORD: Thank you very much.
MR MOSS: You say in paragraph 42 of your statement, if we

can have that at page 6, that:

"As is FIS's practice, an assessment was needed and
Andrea as the key worker was to produce the assessment.
Months had passed since the previous assessment in April
... and the situation had changed."

Is that right?

Yes.
You say that one point that was in issue, in relation to

an assessment, was that the school had sent emails
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may have limited effect but here was the school pleading
with you not to take that away. So why not keep open --
even though it was limited, why not keep open what
limited further engagement there could be?

At that point, we were a time-limited service. We were
also not seeing the child, not seeing AR. If we're open
and not seeing someone, it's seen to be not appropriate
for us to be open. So that was our --

But there were, as I've mentioned, some occasions when
they did answer the calls and there was engagement with
the family and nobody could be expecting you to see them
face to face. Maybe the weight is in your answer, is in
the time-limited service. Was there pressure to close
cases?

At that point we were a time-limited service, so, yes.

And here can you not see that when you look through the
notes and look at the request that's being made, not by

a mainstream school having a bit of difficulty, but by

a Pupil Referral Unit in relation to a boy who's been
involved in serious knife crime, can you not see that

that doesn't look good, that in the interests of

pressure of closing cases the limited support to

a socially isolated boy was withdrawn?

Yeah, and | think that's been acknowledged by Lancashire

County Council and why we are not a time-limited service
50

raising concerns around AR's risk to others. Is that
a reference to the emails that | was taking you to

a moment ago?

Yes.

Thank you. If we look at paragraph 44, you say:

"The CAF assessment was used to identify AR's needs
and the key goals going forward. The document
identified AR's needs in respect of social
communication, family dynamics, relationships and
accessing education."

Is that right?

Yes.

What about the risks that AR posed to others?

So, we were working through the Early Help plan in hopes
that that working through the social isolation and the
education would support change at the Early Help stage
in that. CYJS and CAMHS were working on the risk
factors that he posed.

Would you nevertheless expect that to be noted and
addressed as a risk and to identify who was dealing with
it?

Yes, | acknowledge that that bit was missed but it was
brought back up in the TAF meetings.

So you think there was a failure to address that in the

assessments?
52
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In the assessments, yes.

Does the fact that that was missed in the assessments
and that your answers yourself say "CYJS and CAMHS were
working on the risk factors that he posed" mean that you
saw there was no role for your team in relation to those
risks?

There was no role in our team, we were an Early Help, we
work with children and families to help them to make
changes. I'm not saying that we don't have a role in
identifying risk but, in terms of the actions, our

actions were to work on helping AR to access education.
That's not very joined up, is it? Because the reason

why | suggest that is when you and the Family Support
Workers were having direct engagement, to put it in the
vernacular, you should be on the same page with CAMHS
and with the Criminal Youth Justice Service. So, for
example, if the concern is that father is underplaying

the seriousness of that, that's not something that

should be tolerated by the CFW, is it?

No. So that's why they come to the TAF meeting, so
CAMHS came to the TAF meetings.

So it's not accurate to say that there's no role for

your team in relation to those risks because, at the

very least, your team would need to be supportive of the

efforts being made by the agencies who are seeking to
53

But would you also agree that we see here the start of
dilution of the risk information?

Possibly, yes.

Well, is it "possibly” or is it "yes"?

| -

What's missing from here that was in the previous
version?

In the C&F assessment?

Yes. Let's not worry about the labels. | showed you
the early one for the first period; this is the second
period. What is strikingly missing?

The information around the attack and the --
Specifically?

-- referrals to Prevent and the referrals to the CYJS
and the work that's needed around that.

What about the intent to kill?

Yes.

So it's not "possibly", there's a very clear problem
with risk information being diluted; is that right? You
need to answer for the transcript.

Yes, sorry.

On page 3, could the entirety of the text please be
highlighted but it's under "Family and Environmental
Factors" that | want to look:

"Parents responded appropriately around the time of
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more directly deal with that risk?

| think that's the way I've said it. That isn't what

I mean in terms of that. What | mean is that the
actions for CFW -- not that we don't have a role in
risk, but the actions at that point in CFW are around
education, social isolation and parenting.

If we could look at LCC000306, please. That doesn't
look like the right document. (Pause)

Thank you. Let me try again, is this a CAF
assessment this time?

Yes.
All right. We are there.

Now, on page 1, if we can highlight the reasons for
the CAF assessment:

"The family were open at [Child in Need] level
following an incident last year when [AR] had repeatedly
taken a knife into school, and after being permanently
excluded he returned to school and assaulted another
young person. [AR] was convicted and received a youth
offending order and has been working with them over the
past year. The family were stepped down ..."

One sees here that, on the plus side, there is still
reference to the two sets of incidents, October 2019 and
December 2019; would you agree?

Yes.
54

the incident last year ..."

How could that be accurate?
They agreed to the Prevent referral. They were engaged
in the C&F assessment. They engaged in the support that
was offered to them from Children's Social Care.
What had the school been warning about?
That was after the incident but, at the incident -- the
parents responded around the time of the incident last
year. That was correct at that point. | agree with you
that, after that, there was a lack of vocalisation about
what he'd done but at the point of --
It wasn't a lack of vocalisation about what he'd done.
I'm going to suggest to you, Ms Barrett, that that's
mealy mouthed. It's mealy-mouthed. The school had
raised concerns that the father was constantly
downplaying the significance of what had happened and
that was on the records because there were endless
emails where the school making that point, saying that
it increased the risk.

So even if one sets aside the time point that you're
making, even if one allowed for that, you would expect
to say, "Parents responded appropriately around the time
of the incident but there is a major problem with father
not recognising the seriousness of what happened and

making excuses for his son"?
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Yes.

That would have been more accurate. Are you now aware
that AR's mother, in the police interview, when AR
laughed at inappropriate times and made inappropriate
comments, was noted not to challenge it at all and that
that behaviour was thought to be entirely inappropriate?
Are you aware of that?

No.

So would you agree that this assessment, in terms of the
risk to others, that the parents responded

appropriately, was both superficial and, at best, highly
incomplete and, at worst, plain wrong?

Yes.

Yes?

Yes.

Then, if we look, please, at page 4, could we have the
entirety of the text highlighted, please. The text in

the top right. Fourth paragraph, please, Ms Barrett, if
you would help us with this:

"[AR] has involvement with the Youth Offending Team
regarding incidents of carrying knives and assault.
Although it is relevant to mention this incident, it is
not the main focus of this assessment. [AR] has shared
that he is struggling with his anxiety, and he feels

that previous professional involvement has focused on
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those risks to others, you wouldn't have had that
dilution because, constantly, the assessments would have
been, "Team, don't forget that this is a boy who said
that he intended to use the knife to kill the perceived
bully in circumstances where the school were saying
there wasn't any bullying going on in the first place".

Do you think there has been something of a failure to
keep an eye on -- even if others are principally dealing
with it -- that issue, of the risk to others?

| would -- | would say that through this assessment,

yes; but through the work we were doing, no.

What work was done by your team specifically in relation
to the risk of violence to others?

So, we weren't, but we were talking about risk all the
time in the TAF meetings, we were talking about making
sure that we were aware that Prevent referrals might
need to go in, in future, if these behaviours were
happening again.

We'll come back to Prevent referrals but,