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This is the Executive Summary of this report. A full version of the report can be 
obtained from the Daybreak website at www.daybreakfgc.org.uk in the “Brighton & 
Hove” section. 
 
Daybreak FGC has been funded by the Brighton & Hove Children’s Fund Partnership 
and the Brighton & Hove Children and Young peoples Trust to provide a Family 
Group Conference service in the City. The financial year 2005/2006 was the third 
year of operation of Daybreak in Brighton & Hove and the second full year of referrals 
on which we have reported. The outcomes for children & families for the year and the 
partnership working with agencies have been extremely positive. This report was 
written in November 2006, six months after the end of the financial year that it 
covers, allowing evaluation of the outcomes of our work with families referred during 
that year. 
 
Family group conferences (FGCs) are a process that places members of the 
extended family & and friends as the key decisions makers about the welfare of their 
children, with access to information, expertise and resources from agencies. The 
structure of the meetings and the local use of advocacy ensures children’s 
involvement in the family decision making process.  
 
In 2004/5 insufficient referrals had been received to allow Daybreak to meet its 
targets with regards to numbers of FGCs, although outcomes for children who did 
have FGCs had been good. In addition in previous years there has been a concern 
that referrals were coming to Daybreak late in the process of decision making about 
children, reducing the opportunity for family members to have an input into the key 
decision making about their children and potentially reducing the likelihood that 
families would find solutions that would enable their children to stay out of the LAC 
system. Daybreak had worked closely with Children & Families management to 
change this pattern during 2004/5 but this work had still to bear fruit. Work had also 
been done during 2004/5 to increase the proportion of referrals from workers other 
than social workers and to encourage self referrals by family members.  
 
Performance indicators and targets were set for Daybreak at the start of the financial 
year 2005/2006.in the area of numbers of referrals received and FGC meetings held, 
profile of families referred, outcomes for children and participation of adults and 
children. This report examines those targets and performance indicators and puts 
them within the wider context of the work of the project with families, children and 
professionals from April 2005 to March 2006. 
 
Referrals 
Target: In a full year of operation from April to March it is expected that the Project 
will receive at least 33 referrals, undertake 21 initial Family Group Conferences, and 
that 24 review meetings will be offered.  
(This target is examined in detail in Section 3.1 of the report)  
 
37 families with 76 children were referred in this period. Of these referrals 20 (54%) 
progressed to an initial FGC; those families had 10 review meetings. The number of 
review meetings was less than expected. On the basis of numbers of review meeting 
held in previous years. 
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26% of referrals came from sources other than social work teams and 74% from 
social work teams; this included the 12% of referrals that were self referrals. This is a 
higher proportion of non-social work referrals than in previous years, largely 
accounted for by the increased number of self referrals. Disappointingly only one 
referral was received direct from an education worker. This higher level of non social 
work referrals may have had an impact on the number of referrals not reaching FGC.  
 
Overall the referral statistics for this year indicate a movement towards referring for 
FGCs earlier in the process for families.  As this has been the main focus of 
interventions by Children & Families managers over the last year this change is 
gratifying. 
 
Profile of Families 
The emphasis of The Children's Fund is the involvement of socially excluded 
families; there has been an emphasis on ensuring that Black and Minority Ethnic 
(BME) families have good access to the service. 
 
Performance Indicator: 
10% of Children and families receiving family group conferences will come from black 
and minority ethnic backgrounds. 
(This target is examined in detail in Section 4.2.3of the full Report)  
15% of families receiving FGCs and 13% of children receiving FGC were from black 
& minority ethnic backgrounds. The percentage of BME families at referral was 11% 
so Daybreak was particularly successful in getting BME families through to having an 
FGC meeting  
 
Of the 76 children referred 25 (33%) were under five, below our 5 – 13 referral age 
range. This high proportion of children under the children’s fund age and the need for 
FGCs focussed on younger children has in the subsequent financial year resulted in 
changes in the funding and in referral criteria to Daybreak for the following year 
2006/2007. The families who were referred were experiencing a high level of 
difficulty, with an average of 4 identified risk factors occurring per family. The table 
indicates that the project was successful in getting families experiencing a high 
number of problems through to having an FGC;  
  
Outcomes  
Of 37 referrals received, 20 had an initial FGC; this is 54% of families. 17 families 
(46%) did not progress to an FGC. This is a slightly higher proportion than previously 
- last year 42% did not progress to an FGC. This slight increase may be explained by 
the increase in the proportion of referrals that were either self referrals or referrals 
from other agencies. 
 
Analysis shows that the key decision about whether a referral progresses to an FGC 
is made by family members, as would be expected from a family led decision making 
process. In general terms families are less likely to go ahead with the FGC process if 
the level of agency concern or intervention is lower.  Nevertheless some families with 
a lower level of agency concern do go on to benefit from the FGC process, and there 
are also indications that family members benefit from the process of considering an 
FGC but choosing to pursue other options to resolve their difficulties.  
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There are implications for the setting of referral criteria and for costing of the project 
here. Generally the Funders have wanted to offer FGCs to families earlier in the 
process in order to allow them to be used preventatively. Some families are 
benefiting from this approach. However there needs to be an acceptance that this 
approach will mean a lower referral to meeting ratio and that funding has to be 
allowed for the coordinator time taken on working with families who choose not to 
have an FGC. Referral criteria that focus on families with a high level of concern 
would not allow for so much preventative work, but would have a more apparent 
success in transfer to meetings and focus of funds on meetings.  
 
One helpful structure within which to examine the outcomes from the FGCs that do 
take place, alongside performance indicators, is that of the “Every Child Matters” 
outcomes - Be Healthy, Stay Safe, Enjoy and Achieve, Make a Positive Contribution 
and Achieve Economic Well-being. 
 
“Stay Safe” 
During this year 39 children in 20 families had FGCs. The resultant plans were 
agreed by professionals with a baseline of agreement being that they did not place 
the children at risk of significant harm. 
 
Performance Indicator: 
75% of children and young people receiving family group conferences will remain 
living with their families or communities. 
 
(This Performance Indicator is examined in more detail in Section 5.4.2 of the report) 
 
Of the 39 children who had FGC about them, 37 children (95%) remained living 
with family and friends at the end of the FGC proce ss.   
 
One way of keeping children safe can be removal from the family into public care. 
One performance indicator for the project was focussed around the use of FGCs to 
fully explore other options of keeping children safe with in the family network. 
 
Performance Indicator: 
70% of children and young people identified at the point of referral as accommodated 
or at risk of accommodation will be diverted from public care, either through 
prevention of accommodation in stranger care or placement of children who are 
currently in stranger care within permanent family and friend’s carers instead. 
 
(This Performance Indicator is examined in detail in Section 5.4.2 of the report)  
 
Of the 39 children having FGCs 29 were identified at point of referral as in 
accommodation or at risk of accommodation. Of these 29 children 27 (93%) were 
diverted from public care as a result of plans made  at their FGC  
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“Enjoy and Achieve” 
“Every Child Matters” identifies the key importance of children being able to attend 
school and to benefit from the learning opportunities offered to them, so one of the 
performance indicators was focussed around this issue.  
 
Performance Indicator: 
70% of children and young people receiving family group conferences will show 
improved school attendance, where this is an identified issue, as measured by co-
ordinators at referral and at review conferences 
 (This target is examined in detail in Section 5.4.3 of the report)  
5 children who had FGCs had education problems as an identified issue at the point 
of referral.  Plans were made for all of these five children a nd an additional four 
children, whom the coordinator considered directly aimed to tackle education 
problems.  None of these children had review meetings so it was not possible for the 
coordinator to review the impact of the plan on school performance or attendance. 
Overall though, as we saw in section 3.1 few referrals were made by education staff 
that would be in the best position to identify school attendance problems and refer for 
FGCs. 
 
“Make a Positive Contribution” 
 This section looks at the children’s contribution to the FGC meetings and the impact 
their views were felt to have had on the resulting family plan – in the opinion of the 
children themselves, adult family members and professionals.  Contributing can be 
about attendance at meetings but above all it is about having your views listened to 
and taken into account in the plans made. 
 
Performance Indicator:  
100% of family group conferences will include the participation of the child or young 
person. This can be in a range of ways according to the needs and wishes of the 
child or young person. 
(This target is examined in detail in Section 5.4.4 of the report) 100% 0f FGCs for 
children aged five and above included the participation of the child or young person, 
by the children attending the meetings themselves and or having their views 
presented to the meeting. 70% of children aged five an over attended their meeting. 
About half of the children aged five and above were represented by an independent 
advocate (48%).  The rest represented themselves, had family support or support 
from another professional. For younger children their views or likely views were 
presented by adults who knew them  
 
Overall the children’s comments and answers to the questions on the feedback forms 
indicate that their experience of the meeting was a positive one – although clearly not 
an easy one. They felt listened to and felt that their views were included in the family 
plan. Adult family members and professionals reported that they had learnt a lot 
about the child’s views at the meeting and a high proportion found the involvement of 
advocates helpful. Adults involved in the meetings reported that the children’s views 
had had an impact on the family plan. 
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“Be Healthy”  
There were no specific performance indicators set for this area of outcomes. A key 
area of planning in FGCs however is that of children emotional well being. A key 
focus of many FGCs both for children and those looked after children was on the 
promotion of positive contact between the child and key family members – concern 
about this area was an issue at referral in 65% of families having FGCs. Family Plans 
are often extremely detailed about these issues, contributing to children’s emotional 
well being and to the stability of their placements with families and with alternative 
carers. 
 
“Achieve Economic Well-Being” 
Every Child Matters refers to over coming socio-economic disadvantage to achieve 
children’s full potential in life.  Although FGCs do not directly address poverty and 
deprivation, their focus is the well being of the child or young person, and ensuring 
that their needs are met.  To this end, FGCs contribute indirectly to this outcome, 
although we have not addressed it directly in the collection or analysis of the data in 
this report. 
 
Adult Participation 
Key to the FGC approach is the involvement of a wider family and friend’s network in 
the decision making, bringing together all possible family resources. 
 
Performance Indicator: 
100% of family group conferences will be attended by 2 or more adult family 
members 
At initial FGC meetings an average of 8 adult family members was invited to the 
meeting,  
An average of 6 adult family members attended. ( This target is examined in detail 
in Section 6.1.1 of the report)  
 
Of those adult family members who were not able to attend the meeting, some 
participated by sending letters or messages to the meeting about their response to 
the questions being addressed. If we combine those who both attended or made 
contributions to the meeting this was an average of 7 adult family members. Overall 
family members were happy with the FGC process itself; they appreciated the work 
of coordinators in convening the meeting and the positive involvement of the 
professionals. Despite frequent professionals concerns about whether family 
members would be able to handle the FGC process, feedback indicated that family 
members felt safe and heard at meetings. Family members’ views of the plans they 
made at the meetings was positive. 
 
Feedback form Professionals involved was positive both about their experience of 
the meeting itself and about the outcomes. 
 
Overall then Daybreak met its targets and performan ce indicators well over the 
year.  
 
During 2005/6 work progressed on the development of the Brighton & Hove Children 
& Young Peoples Trust. Daybreak was already working in partnership with key 
agencies and this work was developed further in this period. 
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As has been seen above a large proportion of referrals over the year came from 
workers from Children & Families (C&F). C&F agreed to fund Daybreak for 2006/7 
making up both the taper in Children's Fund funding but also increasing overall 
funding. This would then lead to a doubling of FGC referrals in 2006/7.  The decision 
was also made to extend the age range of referral in 2006/7 so that families with 
children aged 0 years to 5 years could also be referred, extending the age range to 
children from 0 to 13 years. 
 
In the latter part of the year funding was agreed for 2006/7 for a project based around 
Patcham High and two feeder schools, Carden Primary and Patcham Junior, to be 
funded in 2006/2007. This project is to focus on improvement in school attendance 
and behavioural problems in the target schools. Daybreak is one of three partner 
agencies working with education staff in the project to deliver services to families. 
This is particularly welcome as the issue of low referral by schools/education had 
been repeatedly noted throughout the year. The project will allow us to develop 
practice and experience to promote referral from other schools. 
 
In the latter part of 2005/6 the City’s Children and Young Person Plan was being 
developed. In relation to the ECM outcome “Stay Safe” the plan’s Priority 10 is “To 
support carers in providing care, security and stability for their children”   
 
Two of the success criteria for this priority are 
·  To increase in the number of families involved in FGC to 44 by 2006/7 and 

maintain this number to 2008/9 increase the percentage where children and 
young people who remain living with their families to 85% by 2006/7 and maintain 
this percentage to 2008/9 

·  Ensure that all family group conferences include the participation of the child or 
young person according to their needs and wishes   

 
Work in 2006/2007 has continued to go well. Daybreak is meeting its new targets for 
increased level of referrals for the extended age range. Outcomes continue to be 
good and work with the Children & Young People’s Trust is anticipated to continue 
into 2007/2008. 
 
 
Sheena Cameron 
Project Manager 
Daybreak – Brighton & Hove Project  


