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Chapter 1
Introduction
1. When Tyra Henry died of extensi% e and appalling
in the early hours of the 1st September 1984. the public
concern generated by press coverage \ea matched by the
concern of members and officers of the London korough tlt
Lambeth in whose care Tvra had been throughout practically all of the year and ten months of her life. Two inquiries
were held within the town hall. The first. known as the
Coker inquiry, was conducted b\ senior officers tram
outside the social services directorate. The second. known as
the Pope inquiry, was conducted by the borough's asskhint
director of social services. The reports (A- both inquiries \vete
unacceptable to the staff and to the local branch of their
union. NALGO, with the result that the independent panel
whose report this is was invited by the council to condu:t a
public inquiry with the following terms of refererk:e set by a
resolution of the 16th December 1985:
To inquire in public into all the circumstances
surrounding the death of Tyra Henry and their
relationship to the work of the agencies concerned
with her welfare; to draw both particular and general
conclusions, and to report.
Further terms were added to govern the panel's procedures.
in particular a power to take evidence in private. We will say
something about these in chapter 12 where we comment on
our experience of conducting this inquiry. The membership
of the panel in its eventual form, with a short account
of members' experience and qualifications, is set out in
appendix A
2. We made it clear at the opening of our proceedings that
our purpose was investigative only. We said
"This inquiry is not a trial of any individu:d
individuals; nor is it a piece of litigation beiWel,'CT
parties, even though we shall permit separate FT7escn •
ration where appropriate; nor is it a disciplinary pro_,-.,
or a process with any executive power. The panel is not
a policy-making body. It does. however, have kh.!'.1'n•
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‘k hid', it \t ill do us best to hon,nit. to
individuals to, hose conduct may he sclininised: to
the local authorit yyhose statolory duties fo rm t he
backdrop to the tragedy: to the public t% ho in a variety
of ua\s are attested directly and indire,...tly by the
matter~ to Wilkti this inquiry relates. and above all to
children like Tyra Henry, whose violent death has
necessarily prompted an appraisal of the roles of all
those people and institutions in whose hands our
society places what is perhaps the must important and
the most difficult of all tasks. the protection of children
at risk."

3. We opened our proceedings promptly after our initial
appointment, sitting in public on the 9th January 1986 to
decide on representation 'and to hear submissions on procedure. A list of persons and bodies granted rights of
representation at the inquiry is contained in appendix B to
this report. We hoped ar that time to begin our hearings in
the following month, but because of further disagreements
between Lambeth NALGO and the council, which it is not
relevant or profitable to recount in this report, we were
unable to begin sitting until Monday 27th October 1986. We
have tried throughout our work to keep in mind the effects of
the passage of time on the quality of recall and on the stress
experienced by those involved.
4. In response to submissions made at the opening sitting,
and in spite of strong submissions to the contrary made
originally by the council and later by the two former
councillors who gave evidence, we decided not to read either
of the two earlier internal reports on the case. It seemed to us
that any value there might he in seeing the views of other
experts on issues central to our inquiry was wholly outweighed by these considerations: first, that we would have to
clear our minds of their conclusions in order to reach our
own; secondly, that if any of our conclusions did coincide
with theirs — and it may turn out that they do — suspicion
about our effective independence would result if we had seen
their reports; thirdly, that to admit the reports would risk
transforming our work from an investigation of the facts into
an investigation of the correctness of the reports; and
fourthly, that there might well he endless arugments as
4

to precisely what e% idence had been given to the
earlier inquiries — a fear later borne oh( by our
discovery that neither inquiry had had a running transcript,
that one had made a precis of each tritness- evidence which
the witness had then been able to correct, and that the other
had had notes taken in question-and-answer form but that its
report quoted passages of evidence which were not to be
found in the notes. To ensure that nothing of evidential value
was lost from the two earlier inquiries, we asked counsel to
the inquiry to read the two reports and to ensure. together
with other representatives, that any relevant source material
available to them was also made available to us.
5. We sat for a total of 14 working days -. between the 27th
October and the 14th November 1986 and on the 19th and
20th January 1987), and in that time took a substantial body
of written, oral and documentary evidence. Because of the
problems experienced by the council in putting before us the
evidence of its housing department, which we considered
essential to the fulfillment of our mandate, and in order not
to delay our work on the rest of the issues, we adjourned that
element of the inquiry with a view to holding a further sitting
if appropriate and making supplementary report.
The directorate of housing and property services Finally
submitted its evidence in writing in the second week of
March 1987, accompanied by a statement that no officer
would he tendered to give oral evidence. We therefore
decided to circulate the written evidence, to allow 28 days for
further submissions (taking us to the 22nd May 1987) and to
include the housing aspect in this report. It has inevitably
added to the time taken, but it means that this report is now
as complete as we can make it.
6. Appendix C lists the witnesses whose evidence we read
and heard. We sent a "Salmon letter" to the Association of
British Agencies for Fostering and Adoption when, in the
course of compiling our report, we considered that we ought
to comment on a form issued by them. Paragraph 25 of
chapter 6 is written with the benefit of their reply, which has
been added to the inquiry's documents. Among the people
from whom we would have liked to hear oral evidence but
who did not come forward, one of the most significant was
* A letter inviting comment
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,
the ,ocial worker with immediate respon.
!,;h",
throughout inosi. of her life. Avon
lic.rps• 'as represented throughout the inquiry
by
counsel a n4.1 submitted a full written stateme nt
•
c but she did not attend. Her reasons were firs
t
in het 1 iew too loni.r had now gone by to make a
fair
igation possible, and secondly that in any event she ad
h
ce,i badly inure,! in a motor accident during the summ
er of
I'>•!!h and as unable on medical advice to undergo
the stress
piiing oral evidence. We have done the best we can
in her
ahsirl*:e lo be tair in our appraisal of the documentar
y and
,Ira!
.cncerning her and of her own written
Her :Aow social worker Rosemary Mohan was
r, •:;•:',-r.7-.1 with her and likewise declined to give
or.i1
ho West Lambeth Health Authority
e through its director of nursing services
comrou
jean Fairs, and the Inner London Probation
an d Aft .,1 -„-ii r e Service was repre
sented during our hearings.
and suppbcd document:iry evidence to us, but no
healtht
visitor or probation officer came forward to give
oral
I

7. We wort ak unable to obtain direct evidence from
any of
Tyra II.•prv's own fam
From an early date the inquiry's
ith help from others in closer contact with the
family, made repeated efforts to contact Tyra's
mother,
(Thiudette Henry. hut %;.ithout success. Contact was
made
with Tvia's grandmother, Beatrice Henry, but
she was I
unwilling to become involved in examining this painf
ul part
of her life. Tyra's father. Andrcw Neil, is servi
ng a life
sentence. \\'e feat ned that he had been moved to
Grendon
Underwood psychiatric prison. We asked the solici
tors who
acted for him in the murder trial if they could either
arrange•
for him to see us of obtain authority to release their
papers; in
pa- ivular any psychiatric and other expert rcpor[S
on him,,
to the inquiry. However, on their advice, _And
res Neil
declined to give us any co-operation.
44

One particular problem which arose during and after
the
hearings wa whether we should admit a,: evidence
the
its ised policies and procedures which the council's
officers
were. stilt working On as and after we sat. On balan
ce it

,

seemed to us better that the council should respond to oar
report in finalising its new policies and proceJures than that
our report should be in part a response to documents which
were themselves still partly in draft. While we recognise, or
at least hope, that the latter course might have been helpful
to the council, it would have narrowed our role to that of an
advisory body, whereas our terms of reference require us to
be considerably wider-ranging than this. We have therefore
drawn a necessarily arbitrary but practical line in our
reception of evidence from the council to give effect to our
terms of reference.
9, We could not have functioned so well, or probably at all.
without the calm and efficient work of our Secretary, Sarah
Cross, a solicitor in the council's legal department who was
seconded to us, together with Newford Shillineford, an
articled clerk with the council likewise seconded to us,
and the four shorthand writers, Jennifer Chandler, I .ynn
Gifford, Sally Mitchell and Robyn \ott, who worked in
tireless relays to produce a daily transcript of very high
quality. We express our gratitude to all the people who took
the time and trouble to come and give evidence to us, to our
own counsel Elizabeth Lawson and to the other lawyers who
worked hard and conscientiously to assist their clients and
the inquiry. We are also indebted to the employing bodies of
those panel members who are not self-employed for releasing
them in order to take part in the inquiry.

7

Chapter 2
History
I. The history with which this inquiry is conc
erned goes
back some years before Tyra Henry's birth. Wha
t happened
to her can in our view best be understood by
looking first at
the backgrounds of her father, Andrew
Neil, and her
mother, Claudette Henry. From there we will
turn to the
story which culminates in Tyra's death, start
ing with the
maiming of her older brother Tyrone and
following the
subsequent events, so far as we can, in sequence
.
Andrew Neil
2. Andrew Neil, who is black British, of
Caribbean parents,
was born on the 29th July 1964. He had a siste
r five years his
senior who moved away from home in her late
teens, and a
younger sister, Denise, born about two years
after him. They
lived with their father, an electrician, and initia
lly with their
mother too in council accommodation. Whe
n Andrew was
seven years old, in March 1972, his mot
her left home,
eventually emigrating to the United States. We
do not know
what caused her to leave. Andrew began
truanting. His
father became unemployed and got into rent
arrears during
1973, and the family was finally rehoused on
the Bonham
Estate by the London Borough of Lambeth
, in flat 22,
Evelyn House, Harter Road, Brixton. It was at
this time that
the family came to the notice of Lambeth's
social services
directorate, when they were referred for assis
tance under
section 1 of the Children and Young Persons Act
1963, which
provides for financial assistance to diminish
the need for
children to come into care or before the cour
ts.
3. In June 1975, when he was 10, Andrew
went on a youth
club holiday for a week. On the first day he
had what the
volunteer youth worker in charge described later
as
"a hysterical fit, screaming, banging his head, hittin
g
out if anyone touched him."
It went on for about three hours, and less serio
us repetitions
occurred on two occasions. There was no disce
rnible cause,
8

and Andrew could not explain what had happened. The
youth worker was concerned enough to tell social services,
and the social worker who noted the call wrote:
"Said I would call round to see the family after my hols.
& have a talk to dad & see what I could find out".
Although there are no extant records of contacts, it is clear
from the entry that the social worker by then knew Andrew,
and from other entries that the family were known to social
services; but there is no record that the proposed visit was
made.
4. By the age of 11 Andrew was in trouble with the police,
and by his early teens was truanting continuously. In July
1978, when Andrew was 13, his father's woman friend
reported to social services that while Andrew's younger sister
was babysitting with the friend's child, Andrew had arrived
and had kicked the two-year-old baby in the face and hit him
with a shoe or a belt, causing considerable bruising. The
police were called but the baby's mother decided not to
prosecute.
5. His father was now working long hours. His older sister
tried to fill in as mother until she too left home. Andrew
continued on the path of truancy and petty non-violent
crime, until in January 1979 a court supervision order was
made against him. Although attempts to get him back to
school failed and he was uncooperative in response to
supervision by social workers, Andrew responded well to the
associated order for 60 days' intermediate treatment, taking
a positive part in group activities. The picture here corresponds with his school's assessment that his behaviour in class
was usually good, but that outside school it was a ground for
serious concern.
6. A review conference on the supervision order was held in
November 1980, two months before the order expired. It
was chaired by Charles Doherty, the social services area
coordinator. At it, Andrew's social worker, Sheb Khan,
described how Andrew rarely missed an intermediate treatment group meeting but was volatile in his conduct there. He
is recorded as commenting that Andrew appeared to be
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House. on the Bonham Road estate whert_ the Neil lama \
also came to live in the mid-70s.
9. The father. Criel. worked as a labourer: the mk.ither.
Beatrice, went out to work as a night cleaner as soon as the
youngest child was at nursery school. But before this time
came the family found they could not live on the father's
earnings. There is a desperate letter datestamped July 1977
from Beatrice Henry tor somebody writing for her . on the
housing department's file:
"About my arrears... I am trying my best to pay it up. I
have 5 children my husband is alone working I am
asking you please before you take him to court.. . I will
try my very best to see that it come down by the ending
of the year."
In March 1978 the family had to seek the help of social
services. They were given £5 "section 1 money" see
paragraph 2 above'!. IT is not insignificant that both families,
Neil and Henry, first became clients of social services
because of poverty.
10. By the time Claudette was 14 she was barely attending
school. In February 1981, when she was still 15, she, became
pregnant by Andrew Neil. Her parents' application for
rehousing on grounds of damp and overcrowding had failed
to earn enough points in 1980; in 1981 it lost the support of
area 5 social services and was finally cancelled in March 1982
because of rent arrears. The following month Claudette's
father, Uriel Henry, died. In their overcrowded flat
Claudette and her mother had repeated rows, and in August
Claudette went to social services to try to get rehoused before
November when her baby was due. She said she was willing
to go into bed and breakfast accommodation, but it was
pointed out to her that she must be homeless to qualify. The
duty social worker's note reads:
"Discussed mother] and b[abyl home — but it's too
soon for this anyway".
It concludes:
"I feel that Claudette is nist alter getting a flat for
herself & isn't really in a particularly difficult situation
at home."
11
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There is no reference to the child's father; indeed, given
Claudette's age, the whole treatment of the case looks
perfunctory. The mother and baby home idea was rejected
by the social worker after discussion with Welcare, but a
letter was sent to Claudette referring her to the social worker
at \Velcare* for "general help with the difficulties involved in
having a baby". A month before Tyrone was born Claudette
went to the Homeless Persons Unit to seek emergency
accommodation because her mother had allegedly put her
out and she was staying temporarily with a friend's family.
She was given the occupancy of a two-bedroomed flat at 13
Harris House on the Loughborough Estate, S.W.9., but she
never moved in. The reason Claudette gave later was that the
flat was first squatted and then left uninhabitable, and her
recorded account of her attempts to gain entry to it are
convincing; but it seems self-evident that even if she had
been able to occupy the flat Claudette had neither the means
nor the ability to furnish it and independently bring up a
baby there.
11. In trying to form a picture of Claudette Henry we refrain
from quoting the physical description in the family placement form (see paragraph 7 above) which would look
patronising and offensive in this context. The entry, however, concludes:
"She presents as very flat and uninterested and
detached."
The form also records:
"She is still in a childlike relationship to her mother...
She was reputedly her father's favourite and was
especially affected by his death in April 1982."
\Xlen Avon Pailthorpe, the assigned social worker, collected
Tyra and Claudette Henry from the maternity ward and took
them home, she noted how Claudette opened up. She talked
about her father's illness and how her mother was coping
with being widowed, and said "I'm proud of my mum — I
wouldn't tell her so!" The picture we have is of a not
particularly mature teenager, wanting both to enter a
confusing adult world and to retain the security of her family
life, who finds herself thrust not only into motherhood but
into an area of adult violence which she cannot deal with.
* A voluntary welfare organisation.
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Both tor her own sake and her children's she needed ail the
help and support she could get. even more so following the
death of her father.
12. Claudette Henry's and Andrew Neil's son Tyrone was
born on the 17th November 1981 in St. Thomas' Hospital.
His mother was 16, his father 17.

Tyrone Henry
13. What we now have on record about Tyrone is entirely
retrospective from the time of his injury, because he was not
picked up as being at risk. By the time of his birth his father,
Andrew Neil, was in custody awaiting trial on robbery and
theft charges. Tyrone was born at 36 weeks and was small at
birth, but an ultrasound scan showed no brain abornmality.
The maternity social worker at the hospital saw Claudette,
who apparently told her that things were a bit difficult at
home but that there were no major problems. Tyrone had
some post-natal respiratory trouble, and in December 1981
on his second hospital clinic visit was admitted because of a
chest infection, which responded well to treatment. For the
rest, his development seemed normal.
14. Andrew Neil was released from prison on the 26th
January 1982, having pleaded guilty to attempted robbery
and been given a sentence which was offset by his time in
custody. He must have returned to live at his family's flat in
the same block as Claudette, and such evidence as we have is
that Claudette and Tyrone moved in with him.
15. Tyrone was again admitted to hospital on the 24th
February 1982 with gastric trouble, which responded to
treatment. X-ray on this admission showed no abnormality,
and no suspicious signs were noted by hospital staff, but
Claudette gave an account of the baby's eyes rolling back.
The parents also appear to have volunteered an account of
two accidents to Tyrone, which thee• placed "six weeks
previously" (since Andrew had been in prison then, it seems
more probable that the "accidents" occurred very shortly
after his release): first. Tyrone had fallen off the bed when
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Andrew was out of the room; secondly the bath stand had
collapsed while Andrew was bathing him, and he dropped
the baby in panic. The suspicions of hospital staff were
apparently not aroused by this history; the second episode
was said at the subsequent case conference to have
-seemed a
reasonable account". However, the paediatrician, Dr.
Lawrence, is recorded as having told the case conference that
one reason for admitting Tyrone on this occasion was "to
give the parents a break as they seemed not to be coping".
Differing accounts of Claudette's show of concern for
Tyrone during this admission were given to the case
conference, but both mother and father came to see Tyrone
in hospital. He was discharged on the 1st March 1982.
16. Within a day Tyrone was back in hospital with terrible
and permanent injuries. He had fractures of both thighs,
retinal haemorrhages, a fracture of the skull and brain
damage causing fits. He was transferred to Great Ormond
Street children's hospital where life-support intervention
was needed, and then on the 11 th March was transferred
back to King's College Hospital. A place of safety order was
obtained. A fortnight later the police had to be called to
prevent Claudette from removing Tyrone from hospital. He
was moved and shortly afterwards satisfactorily fostered. He
is blind for life and mentally handicapped.
17. There was substantial discussion and speculation about
the mechanism of Tyrone's injuries, but it is sufficient for
present purposes to say that they were not intelligibly
explained by either parent and must have involved both a
severe blow to head and violent and prolonged shaking. A
week after the injuries were sustained Lambeth was formally
notified by Great Ormond Street that this was a case of
suspected child abuse, and the case conference referred to
above was convened on the 15th March. It was decided to
seek a care order and to place Tyrone's name on the nonaccidental injury (NAI) register. At a follow-up conference
at the end of the month it was decided that Tyrone should be
fostered and his case was allocated to a social worker, Avon
Pailthorpe, in area 5 of Lambeth's social services directorate.
18. Andrew Neil was eventually prosecuted for cruelty to
14

Tyrone and tier assault causing him grievous bodily harm. In
May 1983 at Inner London Crown Court his counsel
submitted that there was insufficient evidence to allow either
count to go to the jury. Specifically it was submitted that the
admissible evidence did not implicate Andrew Neil rather
than anybody else in the flat at. the time. The judge accepted
the submission in relation to the grievous bodily harm charge
but rejected it in relation to the cruelty charge, on which the
jury went on to convict. On appeal this conviction had to be
quashed because by parity of reasoning the cruelty count
could not stand once the assault count had been withdrawn
from the jury: the same evidential problems, if they existed,
applied to both.

Avon Pailthorpe
19. Because she features centrally in Tvra's story, and
because we have not had the opportunity to see and hear her
at first hand, we will reproduce here the account of herself
which Avon Pailthorpe, Tyrone's and then Tyra's key social
worker, gave the inquiry in her written statement.
". . . I am 45 years old. I am a graduate of Edinburgh
University, but after graduating at the age of 21 [II did
not work because by then I had married and had two
children.
I became a foster parent at the age of 26 and have
fostered many children for the London Borough of
Lambeth (LBL1 — young children, babies and teenagers. I have a family of six children, my eldest son
being 26 and my youngest daughter 15. The youngest is
an adopted mixed race child and the family includes
two foster daughters who are now aged 20 and 22 and
who have lived with me for many years. They are black
girls.
In 1975 I was taken on to the staff of the LBL Social
Services Department as a salaried foster parent and
continued for 3 years and then in 1978 I started
working in the Child Minding Team as an unqualified
Social Worker with responsibility for private fostering
arrangements. I continued on this until I went on my
qualification course for which I was seconded by the
I.BL-, the CQSW qualification. The course input on
15

child abuse was one 2 hour lecture and 2 seminars. I
also read a book entitled "Children in Danger" but did
not make a special study of it. During the course I did a
residential placement in the West Indies because of my
particular interest in working with black families,
mostly from the West Indies; I had a study visit in
Jamaica. I felt that many white social workers had a
problem in working with first generation black British
children in than it was much easier to understand the
position of the children than it was to understand the
attitudes of their parents and I therefore wanted to
study the dynamics of West Indian families living in the
West Indies. I found this experience helped me very
much to get in touch with the parents of West Indian
children in Britain. I qualified in July 1981 and started
work in Area 5 Lambeth at that time. To begin with m•
case load was predominantly children in need of
fostering and adoption placement and working with
teenagers. I had a particular interest obviously in
fostering and adoption because of my own experiences
of them but I was also very much interested in family
work. I worked with a number of children who had lost
contact with their parents entirely many years ago and
this strengthened my conviction in the child care policy
in Lambeth that children should not be removed from
their family of origin if it was possible to keep them
with them."

Events until Tyra's birth
20. It is clear from a number of recorded sources that
Claudette Henry did not willingly part from her first child.
Then, during the month following Tyrone's injury and
removal from her, Claudette's father died. She appears to
have been close to him. In the same month Claudette became
pregnant again by Andrew Neil.
21. In June 1982 Avon Pailthorpe paid a home visit to the
Henry household with Mike Blake, the paediatric social
worker attached to King's College Hospital. They saw
Claudette and her mother, Beatrice, and discussed with
Beatrice Henry the extent of Tyrone's injuries and the
difficulties of undertaking his care in her circumstances.
(The file note, it must be said, suggests that the counselling
16

was somewhat direetive, but understandably so. Beatrice
Henry agreed that she would not be able to cope. Claudette
Henry played only a minor and negative part in the
discussion. It appeared that she was living with her mother
but sleeping at Andrew Neil's fiat. and that the families
themselves were not familiar with each other. Subsequently.
in July, when Avon Pailthorpe was on leave. and following
the making of a full care order. Mike Blake visited them
again to explain what had happened and seemed to secure the
acceptance of both mother and daughter of the need to place
Tyrone elsewhere. However, Claudette remained res;stant
to the fact that Tyrone had actually been iniured as ne had
been. Later in the year, when Tyrone had been placed with
foster parents, his grandmother, Beatrice Henry, told
Pauline Robertson, the solicitor representing Tyrone, that
she would like to be able to see him, a wish which Pauline
Robertson supported.
22. On the same visit Mike Blake told Claudette that in view
of what had happened to Tyrone it would he a matter of
conern if she resumed her relationship with Andrew and had
another baby. His note concludes:
". . . I could not predict at the moment what the
outcome would he. I did suggest to her, however, that
she thought long and hard about what she felt would be
best for her and any future children.-
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23. The reason why Mike Blake could speak in terms of
"resuming" the relationship with Andrew Neil was that
Andrew was once again in custody, this time on a mixed bag
of charges (offensive weapon, criminal damage and actual
bodily harm — these suggestive of a fight — possession of
cannabis and failure to answer bail). At the end of July he was
convicted on the first and last two of these and given a
sentence which enabled him to be released immediately.
News of the charges and of the sentences was in each case
sent by letter — accompanied on the second occasion by a
telephone call — by Jim Gritton „Nndrew's probation officer,
to Avon Pailthorpe, Tyrone's social worker. In September
Jim Gritton wrote to tell Avon Pailthorpe that Andrew Neil
was out of contact with him and that the attempt to supervise
him on licence was being abandoned.
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24. A case conference on Tyrone in August 1982, chaired by
Ann Daniels, Avon Pailthorpe's team leader, considered the
implications of Claudette's second pregnancy. The minutes
record that the baby was thought to be due in January, and
that Claudette was saving that she had split up with Andrew,
"but it was felt that she may still he seeing him - - a view with
which Avon Pailthorpe in her written evidence expressly
associates herself. Mike Blake formally bowed out of the
case, which was now outside his remit. The police were still
putting together a case against Andrew relating to Tyrone's
injuries. Detective Inspector Hemmings said that the police
did not know Andrew Neil's present whereabouts; but there
was nothing positive to suggest that he was not living in his
father's flat. The minuted assessment included these
passages:

-Once the necessary forms have been completed with
Claudette no further useful social work function can be offered to Claudette so Mrs Pailthorpe will probably
withdraw direct contact with her. It will he up to
Claudette, who is in a difficult situation, to ensure that
her baby is protected from Andrew Neil by ceasing
their further relationship, unless he leaves.her first. .
Another conference should . . . be convened following
the birth of the new baby so that consideration can be
given to placing that child on the [NAI] register,
depending on the family circumstances."
25. On the 8th October Avon Pailthorpe visited the Henry
family and saw Beatrice, Claudette and Claudette's young
sister. She noted:
"Initially very wary, they became quite forthcoming.
Claudette has now left Andrew (reading between the
lines, for the sake of the coming baby) and set tied back
at home; Mrs Henry is not working and plans to stay at
home with C and baby to look after them. They both
asked to see Tyrone. I feel that Claudette no longer
being with Andrew Neil puts a different light on the
access question. .."
She went on to discuss with Claudette the possibility of
putting the new baby on the at-risk register.
"but explained that this did not mean anybody would
want to take the baby away from her."
18
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26. On the 8th November 1982 Tvra Henry was h: rtl
Thomas' Hospital.

Commentary
27. This is an appropriate point at which to pause and take
stock, because we think that the seeds of the tragedy had
been sown before Tyra was born — not in an abstract or
fatalistic sense but in that avoidable errors had by then been
made which left the new baby exposed to a known risk. We
also think it may be helpful to draw attention to points in the
history which have not been the subject-matter of our
inquiry but which in retrospect can offer future guidance.
28, Even before Tyrone was horn social services had two files
containing related information which was never dovetailed: a
file which recorded a history of family break-up and
personality disturbance culminating in Andrew Neil's attack
on a baby at the age of 13, and a file recording that Claudette
Henry was pregnant. There were reasons for establishing
from Claudette who the father was which were unrelated to
any risk to the expected baby. If Andrew had been identified
as the father and his history or his social workers consulted,
an alarm bell would or should have rung. We do not consider
that the evidence then available should have led to Tyrone's
removal at birth or even necessarily to a care order, but it
might very well have resulted in Tyrone's being identified as
at risk from the start. It would thus have cast a crucially
different light on the story that Tyrone had fallen off the bed
and out of a bath, and have prompted intervention at a time
early enough to have possibly saved him from being maimed.
In passing, it is worrying that Andrew appears to have been
offered no professional help with the profound personality
problems which manifested themselves as he reached
puberty.
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29. Doubts have been voiced on the question
of Claudette's
possible complicity in the injuries to her children.
So far as
Tyrone is concerned, we have no worthwhile evide
nce that
she played any active part. We are not prepared
to criticise
her for letting Andrew bath or look after the baby
; nor do we
think it justifiable to blame her for the self-eviden
t fact that
she failed to protect her child from injury. All that
can be said
is that, either by deliberate absention or 'more prob
ably': by
inability to intervene, she proved unequal to
the job of
protecting Tyrone from Andrew, and that subse
quently she
was defensive and unprepared to accept what had
happened
to Tyrone, giving little hope that she could turn
over a new
leaf with a new child.
30. It followed that Tyra was at risk from
the moment she
was conceived. (We will consider later the view
that the risk
demonstrated by Tyrone's history would be spen
t once the
baby became a toddler.) In these circumstances
we cannot
but be critical of the laid-back attitude of socia
l services
during Claudette Henry's pregnancy. There is
a striking
contrast between the clear indication given by Mike
Blake in
June 1982 that any further pregnancy by Andrew
Neil would
be a matter of concern to social services and the lack
of active
interest displayed at the August case conferen
ce when it
became known that this was exactly what had happ
ened —
Claudette was again pregnant by Andrew and there
was no
reason to suppose that Andrew would stay or be
kept away
from the child. We cannot understand how those
responsible
for taking the ensuing decisions can simultane
ously have
appreciated that Claudette had probably not seve
red her
links with Andrew, have recognised that she was in
a difficult
situation, and have then explicitly placed on her
the entire
responsibility for preparing to protect the second
child from
the man who had gravely injured the first, defe
rring any
social services action until after the baby's
birth. The
decisions seem to us at best contradictory, at wors
t irresponsible and on any view inexplicable.
31. Further, we note that Avon Pailthorpe did
not simply
drop Claudette as the case conference decision
might have
allowed her to do. She went to see her in early Octo
ber. But
we are disturbed at the readiness, amounting in
our view to
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naivete. with which she accepted that Claudette had "left"
Andrew . We have seen no convincing or even tangible
evidence that Claudette had parted from Andrew, much less
that she could keep her new baby safe from him — a quite
distinct problem. Claudeue's ovu word vas of course
entitled to weight, hut anybody knowing the previous
history of her relationship with Andrew and the fact that
when not in custody he was likely to he living in the same
block of flats as Claudette would have realised that even if she
meant what she said at the time there could be no assurance
whatever that Andrew would not get at and assault the new
baby. There was also now the fact that Mike Blake had made
clear that continued association with Andrew would attract
the concern of social services, giving Claudette an incentive
to he economical with her admissions about him. There is a
sense of cosiness in Avon Pailthorpe's note of the family
interview which we think is symptomatic of a perennial
problem of "style" in social work — to find the appropriate
balance between representing officialdom and befriending
people in real difficulties. For reasons which we will come to
we fear that Avon Pailthorpe either chose on this occasion to
adopt or else generally used a style which was not appropriate
to the needs of the Henry family as a whole and to Tyra's
situation in particular. In October 1982 she accepted a
reassurance affecting the new baby's safety, and herself gave
a near-assurance of non-intervention, in a way which
was insufficiently professional and was to have long-term
consequences. In doing so she was reflecting the approach of
the August case conference which formed the conscious
bridge between Tyrone as he was removed from the field of
risk and Tyra as she entered it, and which had in our view
failed to respond to the perceptible needs of the situation.
32. Specifically, the unborn second child should have been
registered as at risk of non-accidental injury and the
maternity hospital and local clinics have been warned to be
particularly alert to any signs of physcial harm at check-ups
or on admissions. Urgent consideration should have been
given to means of preventing danger to the child from
Andrew Neil from the moment of her birth; in particular, for
reasons which we will develop later, a major effort should
have been made to involve Andrew Neil and his family
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constructively in plans for the child's welfare, and firm
protective steps should have been planned if (as was
distinctly possible) the effort failed. We do not say that any of
these measures would necessarily have saved Tyra, but the
failure to take them increased the risk she faced. It also set a
passive tone which in our view can be repeatedly discerned in
the subsequent decision-making and management of Tvra's
case.

Fi

Chapter 3
Tyra's story: the first year
Events
1. On the 9th November 1982. the day Line! Tvra's birth. the
paediatric social worker at St. Thomas' Hospital notified
Lambeth's social services department of her birth. and the
day after that Avon Pailthorpe got in touch with the police to
see what the position was w ith Andrew Neil. She learnt that
he was just being served with summonses accusing him of
injuring Tyrone. A ease conference had been fixed for the
coming Wednesday. the 1 Tth November. and the police now
told her that Andrew was still at home. So the first concern
was to keep Andrew away lot a week from Claudette and the
baby. Because no prior steps had been taken, reliance had to
he placed on the hospital keeping Claudette in for 10 days; a
place of safety order would have created a separation which
‘vas not within any plan. Avon Pailthorpe noted:
. . The danger is whether Andrew's pull on her is
strom:er than her fears for the baby. Agreed to liaise
Muscly anal make sure hospital is hilly in the picture so
that C.C.. it Claudette on dis,harge gives s the
ambulance 22 Eveh n blouse [the Neils' flail as her
Scqination. alarm bells
She next noted that her area co-ordinator. Charles Doherty,
with whom she discussed the question, had said that if
Claudette left hospital before the Wednesday set for the
eonference, a place of safety order should be obtained.
Charles Doherty in his evidence says that he unconditionally
instructed Avon Pailthorpe to obtain a place of safety order.
In the light of the records of the ,•tibsequent case conference,
we doubt this and think the file note more reliable: but we do
accept from him, because it is corroborated by so much else,
that on the same occasion Avon Pailthorpe -described [to
Charles Doherty! plan: for Claudette to take care of Tyra in
her mother's home."
2. On the same day Avon Pailthorpe visited Beatrice Henry.
Her note reads:
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:. She was full of anxiety about the hab. and readily
accepted the seriousness of the situation, and the
danger that Claudette might lose the baby. I explained
about the conference and that the
only circumstances
under which Claudette may be able to keep the baby
would be if Mrs Henry accepts responsibility to keep
her and the baby with her — that Andrew could visit the
baby only
under her [i.e Beatrice Henry's] supervision.
If Claudettechooses to live with Andrew she would lose
the baby."

Beatrice Henry understood and agreed. She reaffirmed that
Claudette had severed her relationship with Andrew to
protect the baby. The reference in this note to "the
conference" must have been to to the coming conference, for
no firm decisions about Tvra had been taken at the previous
one in August; but equally, no decision of the kind apparently conveyed to Beatrice Henry on the 10th November had
vet been taken by any case conference.
3. The following day, the I lth November, Avon Pailthorpe
went to see Claudette Henry in hospital. She first saw the
social worker there, Sue Herman, who thought %yell of
Claudette's mothering. She next saw Claudette who was
anxious about the possibility (which was stressed to her) of
losing the baby and evidently willing to co-operate, initially
by staying in hospital until after the conference. The note of
the visit goes on:
"I was extremely pleased that Claudette was very frank
with me, and agreed readily to co-operate in every way.
She said Andrew had visited her & baby once but did
not seem very interested; their relationship is now just
friends, and she does not want to live with him again. If
she did, she knew she would have to choose between
Andrew and baby, and would unhesitatingly choose
baby."

Avon Pailthorpe was impressed and told Claudette that she
would recommend to the conference that the baby be put on
the at-risk register and given close supervision. Her note,
which went on "If the c[onferencej agrees to this . . .", shows
that she was not treating it as being as good as decided, albeit
her own views were pretty firm.
The reassurance given to
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1
kuldette seems to have worked, for sae
hospital and looked after Tyra well until Avon Pailthorpe
collected them both from hospital the following I ridgy and
took them home.
4. .rt. case conference took place on Wednesday 1;7 th
November 19S2. The conference concerned Tyrone ‘.e IA ell
a,. Tyra and therefore represented a statutory review Nee
chapter 6 for him as kvell as a consideration of the risk of
non-accidental injury to Tyra. By then Tyra was nine days
old and her father had been to visit her and her mother in
hospital. Andrew Neil was, however, on the run. He had
been charged at Nottingham with robbery and remanded to
the care of the local authority, but had absconded. A warrant
was issued for him, and he was arrested on it on the 16th
November, the day before the case conference took place.
His arrest on the robbery charges and the laying of charges
against him for injuring Tyrone were both reported to the
conference by Ian Dyos, the police constable who at that
time held the post of care officer in the L District Youth and
Juvenile Bureau and was responsible for liaison with social
services. The conference was chaired by Charles Doherty,
the area co-ordinator, and attended by Avon Pailthorpe, Sue
Herman (the hospital social worker Dr. Kyvelie Papas the
senior clinical medical officer, Shan Daniels the Belthorn
Clinic nursing officer) and Christine Cousins (educational
adviser for visually impaired children,, as well as P.C. Dvos
and Laurel Sayer, a senior care officer who took minutes.
Others who had been invited but were absent were the health
visitors attached to the Belthorn and Earlswoud clinics
respectively and Ann Daniels, Avon Pailthorpe's team
leader. Ann Daniels was unable to be present at either of the
first two conferences on Tyra, but following discussion with
Avon Pailthorpe she recorded her views in a memorandum
for the first conference. These were to the effect that Tyra
should be allowed to stay with her mother with a view to close
monitoring by the health services and the drawing up of a
"contract", to he reviewed after three months. Her grounds
were, among others, that
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"unlike when Tyrone was horn. the mother. Claudette
Henry, now has her own mother's support and is hying
with her. She w as living a ah Andrew ' hen Tyrone
was born. . Mrs. Henry senior ha• indicated that she
intends to be vigilant . . .
Claudette undoubtedly does see Andrew Neil they live in the same block,
she does now appear to understand that Andrew cannot
become involved with this child and will. with her
mother's help, keep the baby away from its father."
5. The conference first considered the birth and progress of
Tvra, then the injuries suffered by Tyrone, then the current
criminal proceedings against Andrew Neil, then the personal
and family histories of both parents and their likely
respective roles in the damage to Tyrone. Next it considered
what plans should he made for Tyra. The following passages
from the minutes are significant:
"Claudette left her mother to live with Andrew at the
beginning of January 1982."
"Neither Mrs. Pailthorpe or Mr. Blake
ever
believed that Claudette was involved with the injury."
"Andrew had been seen visiting the flat by a neighbour
and she [Claudette] certainly visited him though she
probably never stayed."
"Claudette has regressed to a child relationship with
her mother who would probably carry most of the
responsibility for the new baby's care if it was allowed
to return home. Claudette seems prepared to do
anything to keep the baby and has co-operated willingly with the Health Visitor and Social Services. Mrs.
Henry states that Andrew is scared of her and would
only he allowed to see the baby in her presence to
ensure it wasn't removed or hurt. Claudette is emotionally immature and allows other people to manage her."
From the chair Charles Doherty put forward three options:
permanent removal under a care order, placement under a
care order with the mother in the grandmother's home, and
support and monitoring without any lOrmal intervention.
The minute records:

.. All those present agreed that, as circumstances stood

at the moment, the baby should not be removed
permanently. though P.C. Duos was concerned about
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6. We shall be looking later in more detail at the proce
see
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for conducting conferences and recording their outco
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chapter 6) but it is necessary at this stage to refer to
. In
forms of record which emerged from this conference
have
addition to the formal typed minutes from which we
after
been quoting, and which were circulated some while
on
the conference took place, a manuscript record was made
isions
a cyclostyled sheet, form F.605, captioned "Dec
at the
sheet". This sheet records the following decisions
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emphasis added:
"1. Because of previous injury to Tyrone Lambeth
place
should seek a Care Order on the baby and
ette in
the child in care of grandmother with Claud
attendance.

The formal minuted decisions, in full, were these:
"1. Baby's name to be included on Lambeth's - At Risk'

register. Tyrone's name to remain on register.
Care
2. Mrs. Pailthorpe to seek immediate Interim
ssful
succe
On
.
Order
Safety
of
Order or 28-day Place
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application for Full Care Order is sit cessful ban\
should r emain In car:: of mother ttl grandmother's home and
F:Mild he wider her 5141,,TE1510t
association by the
mother with Andrew Neil would pro,:ipita;e a reVieW of
this caring arrangement for the baby
4. Mrs. Collins (peripatetic teacher of the visually
impaired .: to continue monthly visits to 'FsTune.
5. Health visitor to initiate visits once baby is discharged from hospital.
6. Miss Heber :health visitor, Redhill to continue
visits to Tyrone.
7. Juvenile Bureau to inform Social Services of outcome of Andrew Neil's two pending court appearances
on 4.11.82 and 1.12.82.
8. Mrs. Pail thurpe to remain key worker.
9. Review in January 1983 - Charles Doherty to Chair
the Conference. -

sj

Roth records of decision's were signed by Charles Doherty as
chair. It will he seen that there is a difference between item 3
of the formal minuted decisions on the one hand and item I
of the manuscript record and item 2 of the formal minutes on
the other. Whereas the latter two propose to place de facto
responsibility for Tyra on her grandmother, the former
proposes to place it on her mother. Although both formulations are subject to an interim or ft nal care order making the
council legally responsible, the distinction between them in
our view reflected a real difference, to which we shall return.
7. Avon Pailthorpe's own file note of this conference is
understandably brief. In relation to Andrew Neil it picks out
the fact that "if found guilty [he is] likely to be away for some
time-. In relation to the proposed care arrangements it
records:

ly

. . decision to get care order and allow her home with
mother and grandmother."
which has the virtue - if it was a virtue - of loyalty to both
versions of the key decision.
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The following day, the 18t1t ;November I'M, the interim
care order was applied for, and the day following that it was
granted. Avon Pailthorpe collected Claudette from the
hospital and took her home with the baby. Claudette had
decided to call her Tyra. On the way home she told Avon
Pailthorpe how proud she was of her mother, and Avon
Pailthorpe noted: -They do seem a united family. -

Commentary
9. We can briefly take stock at this point. By chance „-\ndrew
Neil was out of the N% ay, though for an un,:ertain period. But
it was clearly necessary to make arrangements in his absence
which would keep Tyra safe if and when he returned. Above
all this meant ensuring that the respnnsibility for Tvra's
wellbeing from day to day was in the hands of somebody who
could he relied on to keep her safe. One way of doing this was
for the local authority itself to assume the responsibility,
provided it then discharged it adequately. Another was for
Beatrice Henry to do so, again on condition that she could
adequately do the job. We agree entirely with the conference's majority opinion that the option of leaving it to
Claudette Henry and not considering intervention unless she
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failed was unacceptable: and we arc disturbed that Avon
Pailthorpe should even have considered it viable on the
information which she and the conference possessed.

r

e,

10. The vice of the course decided on, leaving aside for the
moment its ambiguous formulation, was that it tried to
follow both routes at once: it accepted council responsibility
for Tvra but sought to discharge it by delegating it wholesale
to Beatrice Henry. Consideration was not given, as it should
have been, to a mother and baby placement for Claudette and
Tyra, which would have provided supervised care, relieved
some of the domestic stresses for a time, and allowed some
appraisal of Claudette's mothering ability to be made... We
make this point in the knowledge that in the event Tyra was
adequately cared for in her grandmother's home, because it
happened against the known odds:: The result was that the
council was going to be in no position directly to fulfil its own
mandate to protect the child, and that Beatrice Henry was
going to be coping on the council's behalf with all the
physical and emotional problems of protecting Tyra without
the necessary back-up. Indeed the decision made Beatrice
Henry's position almost impossible, because if danger arose
and she went to social services to warn them, the result might
well be that Tyra was taken away from both Claudette and
herself. Even allowing for hindsight, we are struck by the
failure to see the inherent contradictions and risks of the
arrangements. They would have appeared even sharper if
consideration had been given, as it should have been, to
whether Beatrice Henry's accommodation and income were
adequate to discharge the council's parental responsibility
for Tyra's welfare (we stress this fomulation). As events
showed, they were not; and in our view the placement should
not have been embarked upon at all unless and until Beatrice
Henry had been provided with the wherewithal to cope.
I I . These problems could have been more realistically faced
by Beatrice Henry becoming Tyra's foster-mother, a solution which appears at no time to have been considered. The
omission is the more surprising because Avon Pailthorpe
herself was an experienced foster-parent. We cannot say for
certain that it would have saved Tvra or even that Beatrice
Henry would have agreed to it, but it would certainly have
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made a marked difference to the risk. We think it highly
probable that Beatrice Henry would have accepted and
possible that she would have welcomed the arrangement.
First of all it would have narrowed the confusing gap
between legal and factual responsibility tier l ra. Secondly it
ould have gi ,. en Tyra's grandmother both the incentive and
the authorit \ to prevent T ra trout getting into Andrew
Neil's hands. Thirdly it would have enabled her to call on
social services for support without fear of being penalised by
the removal of T ra. Fourthly it would have entitled her to
much-needed financial assistance as a foster-parent to help to
give Tyra the care and security she required. Finally, it
would have crystallised the housing issue, because an
application for fostering would or should have been refused
on grourick of overcrowding, bringing home to social
services the fact that the placement was not viable without
adequate accommodation. From Tyra's and Lambeth's
point of view it would have enabled Tyra to form bonds with
Claudette if that was how Claudette was disposed to respond,
enabling the formal arrangements to be replaced or abandoned in later years, but have made an optimum contribution to her wellbeing in the meantime.
12. The preceding paragraph gives no consideration to the
possibility either of institutional care or of permanent
removal from the family with a view to fostering and
adoption. Institutional care is. in our view rightly, considered neither emotionally nor economically worthwhile except
in extremities. Permanent removal and adoption were an
undoubted possibility, but we do not criticise those concerned for not exploring them when gentler expedients appeared
appropriate. We are, however, critical of the unclear thinking and planning that characterised the choice. It may well be
that if the patent and latent contradictions of the recorded
decisions had been appreciated. some careful thought about
how to resolve them would have led the conference to the
solution we have suggested.
Events
13. Avon Pailthorpe notified Sian Daniels, the health isitor.
of Claudette's and Tyra's return. Health visitors called on
the 18th, 19th and 22nd November but got no reply. Avon
Pailthorpe herself visited the Henrys' flat briefly on the 23rd
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November and at greater length on the 6th December.
Between the,e two visits, on the 30th November, Claudette
had finally been seen be Sian Daniels and had taken Tyra to
the Brockwell Health Clinic where Tvra was found to weigh
61h 14ot and where the health visitor discussed feeding with
Claudette. On Avon Pailthorpe's second visit she spent an
hour watching "Uvra being fed, bathed and dressed. She
thought Claudette Henry handled the baby well. - though is a
little heavy-handed in winding her''; but she also noted:
"Baby has birthmarks on lower belly and buttock - the
one on buttock looks like a bruise. Doubt it is a bruise,
but worth watching."
We should say at once that the clinical evidence we have read •
and heard makes us reasonably certain that these were
birthmarks. But we are disturbed that Avon Pailthorpe
seems to have made no attempt to check with either the clinic
or Sian Daniels as to their knowledge or opinion of these
marks. Had she clone so, the records we have seen suggest
that it would have been news to them and might well have
prompted further inquiry.
14. The next day a message was left for Avon Pailthorpe by
P. C. Dyos. Because he was in custody at Nottingham,
Andrew Neil had been unable to appear on the child abuse
charges at Camberwell Green magistrates' court on the 1st
December. The police thought social services should know
that this had been conveyed to them by Claudette Henry on
Andrew Neil's behalf, because it might give some indication
of the degree of contact continuing between Tvra's parents.
Three days later a letter from the Nottinghamshire probation
service, asking for a report, reminded Avon Pailthorpe that
Andrew himself was still formally in care.
15. We now know, although social services apparently did
nor know, that on the 22nd November 1982, two weeks after
Tvra's birth, Beatrice Henry made a fresh application for a
housing transfer on grounds of overcrowding. We will look
in more detail in chapter 8 at what happened in the housing
department, but the application appears to have remained
blocked until at least September 1983 by the rem arrears
owed by Uriel Henry at his death in April 1982 in spite of the
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•rai-islei- Of the tenancy to his widow. It is pos:sihle that the
same Nock was .encountered ht applications made
hysc Li services on Beatrice Henry's behalt. although. as we
shall see. the reasons gis en to us by the housing department
for the failure of those applicaii.ifis are quite if -therein.
16. Avon Pailthorpe next visited on the 27th January l9h3.
leaving a space of over 7 weeks since the previous visit. and
coinciding with the case conference fixed for later that day.
The stress she lays in her evidence on her having made eight
visits since Tvra's birth has to he tempered with the
distribution of the visits.. She was pleased with the standard
Of care Tvra was receiving from both her mother and her
grandmother. She noted that Claudette had applied for a
place on a year's clerical course and for a flat of her own, and
noted that the plan would he for Claudet to to bring Tvra and
leave her with her mother each day. Rosemary Green, the
health visitor. also visited on the 27th following an abortive
visit the day before.+ and was satisfied that Tyra appeared to
be well and warm and of average weight for her age.
Claudette, whom she found -friendly although rather
quiet", told her she was thinking of moving out on her own,
although she had not vet found a flat. Rosemary Green
stressed to her the importance of regular clinic visits and gave
her a card showing the opening times when Claudette said
the clinic had been shut when she went.
i 7. Later the same day Charles Doherty again chaired the
conference. Avon Pailthorpe was of course present. Ann
Daniels, the team leader, was again absent. Dr. Papas and
the two health visitors Shan Daniels and Rosemary Green
were present; so were Bethan Jones, the council's solicitor,
and P. C. Dvos. By now the minutes were recording Tvra's
status as 'Interim care order to Lambeth - joint custody to
Claudette Henry and maternal grandmother'', but the report
of the discussion records:
''She was placed in the care of the mother. in the
maternal grandmother's honk as recommended at the
last review."
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The minutes include the

following passages:
"Brixton CID were inform
ed that he [Andrew Neil]
would he unable to attend
by Claudette and were ver
y
concerned as to how she had
come by this knowledge
since she was thought to hav
e ceased any association
with him. Claudette maint
ains, however, that apart
from Andrew's sister she has
no contact with the rest of
the Neil family."

"Claudette recently made an
application for transfer to
a flat because of the existin
g overcrowded situation at
7
Evelyn House, where four
other members of the family
are living, as %yell as Mr
s. Henry and the baby.
Claudette also wishes to ass
ert her independence. Mrs.
Henry approves of this move
and says she would also be
agreeable to looking after
Tyra if Claudette's applica
tion for a place on a fifty we
ek clerical course, starting in
March, is accepted."
18. The minutes go

on to record that apart from
the one visit
which Claudette Henry wa
s persuaded to make on the
30th
November, Tyra had not bee
n seen at the clinic, Claud
ette
giving as a reason that it had
been closed whenever she
had
gone there. The minutes rec
ord that on home visits Ty
ra's
development seemed norm
al, and they set out the inf
ormation about the question
ed birthmarks, ascribing
their
discovery to the health visito
r (though, as indicated abo
ve, it
looks as if it was Avon Pai
lthorpe who noticed them and
not
the health visitor) and com
menting:
". . no record of such
ma
rks has been seen on the
hospital records, so this
discrepancy needs to be
clarified."

The conference was remind
ed that Tyra had missed her
7week developmental check
and was due for immunis
ation
shortly. It was also told tha
t Claudette has taken Tyra
to the
GP shortly after Christmas
with a cold and had becom
e very
upset when told the surger
y was closed. We quote in
full the
minuted assessment made
by the conference:
"Miss Daniels Nursing Of
ficer) was concerned at
Claudette's failure to attend
the clinic and felt that, as
Tyra is on the At Risk' reg
ister certain commitments
should be demanded and kep
t by Claudette. Considerable concern was also exp
ressed at the possibility of

h;21- ,v,‘ II fiat If Andrew wa s
released and «ished to rene' his relationship with her.
Claudette might be unable In resist his forceful personalit . It was agreed that Tyra w ould undoubtedly be
ra's
at risk ii this occurred. Pauline Robertson.
solicitor. who was unable to attend this review. concurred with this view. As Claudette would refuse to
move out and leave Tort in the care of Mrs. Henry it
was suggested that a housing transfer for the whole
family should be supported instead. Though this
would need to be discussed with them, it would at least
alleviate the overcrowding and perhaps reduce the
number of arguments between Claudette and her
mother. It must also be noted that Claudette's degree of
involvement or otherwise in Tyrone's injury was never

clarified.
We now know from the health authority's records of a home
a
visit that on the ith January Shari Daniels had had
her
disturbing conversation with Claudette Henry, of which
subsequent note included this:
"Claudette seemed rather moody. Said she was bored
over Christmas and fed up with being in such cramped
accommodation. Said she was going to move out as
soon as possible with the baby. On asking Claudette
whether she realised that Tyra was officially in the care
of her mother, she replied that she knew, but would
move out with the baby anyway. Talked about isolation
loneliness but Claudette said this was not a problem —
says she has plenty of friends and sees them regularly."
19. The minuted decisions included these:
"4. Claudette to be informed by Rosemary Green
Health Visitor) that she is to attend the Clinic at
specified times and dates to he given to her.
5. Avon Pailthorpe to inform Claudette and maternal
grandmother that Social Services will not support a
housing application on behalf of Claudette and the
child. We will review the situation in 6 months time.
6. Social Services will however support a housing
transfer on behalf of the Henry family on the grounds
that they are overcrowded.
7. Housing Department to be informed by Mrs.
Pailthorpe about our concerns and advised not to
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consider an application from Claudette tor the

time

Interim care orders had been made continuo
usly up to this
point: the conference noted that the hearing
of the application for a full care order was to be held on the
18th February
though in fact the full order was not made until
mid-April?.
It was agreed that P.C. DVOS would keep
Avon Pailthorpe
posted about Andrew Neil's case in Nottingh
am, and that
the next review would take place in 6 month's
time — that is to
say, by the end of July 1983.
20. Andrew Neil had in fact already been
convicted in
Nottingham on the 3rd January and give
n a sentence of
Borstal training. At the end of January he was
commited for
trial in London on the charges concerning
injury to Tyrone.
21. Avon Pailthorpe was by now under cons
iderable personal
stress because her husband had become term
inally ill. Her
record-keeping became perfunctory, altho
ugh her written
evidence is that she kept a fuller record in
her diary (which
we have not seen). She visited the family
with Rosemary
Green on the 9th February and they satisfied
themselves that
the "birthmarks" were a condition known
as "Monogolian
blue spot" and not bruises. On the 12th
February it was
decided that she should have compassionate
leave as from the
14th. From a note made by Bethan Jones it
also appears that
it was on the 14th that Avon Pailthorpe
learnt from her
husband that his condition was terminal. It
was not until the
4th March that a colleague, Rosemary Moh
an, was appointed to deputise for her, which she did until the
13th May.
22. There is no record that Avon Pailthorp
e or anybody else
conveyed to the housing department the
decision that
Claudette was not to be rehoused on her own
, and we are not
satisfied with Avon Pailthorpe's statement to
us that she was
"fairly sure" that she had telephoned the
housing department for this purpose. The failure is the
less surprising
because the case conference did not assi
gn the job to
anybody. The Homeless Persons Unit's reco
rds disturbingly
show a fresh appliation made about thre
e weeks later by
Claudette Henry which was routinely acce
pted and pro-

for the 18th February record.
soinedung else not kiltW a to social services that Claudette
wa , registered with the lettings section for a flat on St.
Martin's Estate_ but that she had had no offers: she had been
told that she would wait tor ever but that if she was homeless
should see the Homeless Persons Unit. She had
.
therefore presented with a letter from her mother which it
we have identified it correctly in the file read simply:

ii appli L:47
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do riot warn Claudette to remain part 01 my
LiNeholi.i from this day
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23. The Unit telephoned Beatrice Henry, who confirm
longer.
any
home
her
in
that she could not have Claudette
We deal in chapter K with the housing aspect of this inquiry.
but it is relevant to note here that the Homeless Persons Unit
was given the impression, we believe deliberately, that
Claudette now had two children in her mother's flat. The
and
previous August, when "Iy [one was in a foster home
the
ed
explain
Tyra not vet born. Claudette had gone to them,
flat
a
occupy
to
t
history of her previous abortive attemp
allocated to her, and told them she was living in her mother's
flat with her baby and with another on the way. Shortly
afterwards a member of the Unit's staff visited the Henrys'
flat and was told that Claudette's baby was in hospital, but
that the normal use of the three bedrooms was: Beatrice
Henry and the baby: the two sons: Claudette and her sister.
We cannot say who actually misled the Unit, but the result
was that when Claudette reapplied in February 1983 she was
able to produce Tvra's birth certificate and the child benefit
hook and leave the Unit with the impression that she now
had two children to care for.
made no
24. As it happened the Homeless Persons Unit
further move on the application during the succeeding three
weeks. On the 4th March Rosemary Mohan took over the
case from Avon Pailthorpe. She read the file and picked
up the omission to warn the housing department about
Claudette. She telephoned them on the 9th and followed up
with a memorandum the next day. Both appear on the
Ilomeless Persons Unit records, and Claudette's application
was accordingly halted.
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25. Claudette Henry duly took Tvra to the clinic on the 14th
February where she was given her first immunisation
injections and found to be developing satisfactorily. Ten
days later Tyra had a heavy cold and was vomiting; Claudette
took her to Kine's College Hospital where she was admitted
for 24 hours. Claudette had agreed with Rosemary Green
that after the 14th she would take Tyra to the clinic every
second Monday, but on the 28th February she failed to do so.
Rosemary Green went to the flat and left a message that Tyra
must be taken to the clinic that Friday; she was not, but she
was taken the following week. After a further reminder to
Claudette Tyra was taken there again on the 21st March, but
from that date Tyra was not seen at the clinic until the 20th
May. Christiane Englard, who took over responsibility as
health visitor in April, visited Tyra at home during April and
again in early May and considered her well cared for.
26. Rosie Mohan too was satisfied with what she saw of
Tyra's care. On the 1 1 th March she paid a visit. Claudette
indicated her upset at the block which Rosie Mohan had put
on her housing application and said that she was fed up living
at home with her mum and wanted her own place. Rosie
Mohan reiterated that this was not possible and reminded
Claudette Henry of the terms of the interim care order. She
checked on Tyra's attendance at the clinic in late March.
(Checking was complicated throughout by the fact that
Claudette had the option of attending the Brockwell Clinic or
the Belthorn Clinic.) Although Beatrice Henry had told
Rosie Mohan that Claudette's desire for independent housing was not a major• problem, Claudette came to the Area 5
office late in March after a row with her mother to press her
case for a flat of her own. Rosie Mohan was out when she first
came, so she telephoned Claudette's mother, who said that
although Claudette had stormed out with Tyra she had come
back for the night. When later Rosie Mohan saw Claudette,
Claudette told her that the problem was now her mother's
man friend; he had become involved in the argument, and
Claudette felt they didn't like her. She also said that she and
Tyra had stayed that night at a friend's house. Rosie Mohan
noted the discrepancy with what Beatrice Henry had told her
and warned Claudette Henry that she must on no account
take Tyra away again. Her note goes on:

"'l told Claudette that a she \ta reallyS.1% in:4 that she
felt unable to hive with her mother then we would have
to look [? book I for Claudette. but it would he in a 'care'
situation w here she codld he watched %kith the baby.She made an appointment to see Beatrice and Claudette
Henry next day, which neither of them kept. Rosie Mohan
telephoned and told Claudette that this was wholly unacceptable. that Tyra was on a care order, and that if they did not
co-operate she would have to remove the baby. She made a
fresh appointment for the 29th March, which had to be kept
at the flat because Beatrice Henry had back trouble. Tyra
played happily and seemed responsive and well cared for.
Rosie Mohan stressed that Tyra was not on any account to be
removed from her grandmother and that appointments must
be kept. She agreed to press the application for rehousing for
the entire family. Beatrice and Claudette Henry seemed to be
on better terms, and Claudette was looking forward to
starting on her work experience scheme.
27. On the I 1 th April Claudette went to the trouble of
telephoning Rosie Mohan to tell her that because she was
starting work she needed to alter the arrangement for taking
Tyra to the clinic. It turned out that the Brockwell clinic did
not hold baby clinics on 'Wednesdays, Claudette's only free
day, and that the only available one at Kirkstall Road in
Streatham was too far away. But Claudette said that her
mother was willing to take Tvra to the Brockwell clinic, and
Rosie Mohan agreed to this. She appears to have done so
without confirming or checking with Beatrice Henry. As we
have recounted, Tvra was in fact not seen at a clinic until late
in May. Nor did Claudette keep a further appointment with
Rosie Mohan in April. When Christiane Englard telephoned
on the 14th April to say that Tyra had not been taken to the
Streatham Hill clinic, Rosie Mohan explained that the
arrangement had been shifted back to the Brockwell.
28. On Friday 15th April 1983 Balham Juvenile Court made
a full care order in respect of Tyra. Pauline Robertson, a
solicitor with the specialist firm V'ilford NlcBain, represented Tyra in the proceedings and on her behalf accepted
the plan which was put before the court — that Tyra was to be
placed at home on trial, with her grandmother accepting
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responsibility as the prima
ry carer, Claudette in a sec
ondary
role, and Andrew Neil
wholly excluded. Havin
g earlier
represented Tyrone, she
was rightly anxious abo
ut these
arrangements for Tyra. Th
e basis of the order was
necessarily the injury to Tyrone,
about which medical eviden
ce was
called. Rosie Mohan gav
e evidence on behalf of La
mbeth's
social services directorate.
Bethan Jones' notes show
that she
was careful to present the
problems to the court, and
that the
magistrates took an act
ive part in the proceedin
gs. A
statement of evidence by
Avon Pailthorpe, who wa
s on
compassionate leave, includ
ed these passages:
understand that Andrew Ne
il the father of the child
is presently in custody. . but
when he is released I do
not at present feel confident
that Claudette would not
move back with him, and I wo
uld be even more anxious
about Tyra than if Claudette
moved out on her own.
I firmly believe that Tyra
should remain with her
mother and grandmother as
at present and the Council
would continue to support
that placement as much as
possible. I believe that the Co
uncil needs the statutory
control of an order under
the Children and Young
Persons Act to. . . ensure tha
t Claudette and Tyra do
not move out on their own unl
ess and until it is felt that
they could cope. A formal ord
er would also enable the
Council to continue to mo
nitor and control the situation and to ensure that Cla
udette co-operates with all
the statutory agencies, for the
continued safety of the
baby.'
On paper this was adm
irable. At the end of the
day the
proposals must have appear
ed viable and the best tha
t could
be managed, and an order
was made accordingly. Th
e court
had no further automatic
role in either reviewing or
supervising the implementatio
n of the order.
29. Eleven days later Ro
sie Mohan visited the He
nrys.
Claudette was just home
from work and seemed hap
py
and
positive about the order,
her job and Tyra. Beatrice
He
nry
thought things were stable
. The note of the visit con
cludes:
"Mrs Henry will take Tyra to
clinic on a Friday. Didn't
go last week as it was raining
. Said I would follow up
rehousing application and vis
it again in 2 weeks."
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( )n the llth Ma \ Rosie Mohan recorded t hat Beatrice Henry
had again not taken Tyra to the clinic because it had been
raining. However. Christiane Englard had visited and been
satisfied with T\ ra.N health. although the recorded observations do nut include anY regular indications of who it was
that Tyra was forming her emotional links with. On the same
day Rosie Mohan wrote to the district housing office to
support the family's application for transfer to a larger flat,
explaining that Tyra was subject to a care order and that
overcrowding was placing a strain on the family which made
rehousing urgent.
30. It was at this time that Andrew Neil was convicted of
cruelty to Tyrone but acquitted of causing him grievous
bodily harm (see chapter 2, paragraph 18 and was sentenced
to Borstal training concurrently with the sentence imposed
for robbery in Nottingham.
31. Avon Pailthorpe returned to work on the 20th May 1983.
On the 25th she visited the Henry family and noted
afterwards:
"This was a difficult visit - Claudette not actually
hostile, but not very friendly, and bickering in a halfserious half-playful way with her mother. They are
obviously getting on each other's nerves. Claudette was
angry we had opposed her being housed separately. I
reiterated that it was early yet - that I was concerned
how she would he able to cope on her own when
Andrew is released probably September ,, and that we
have applied to housing. . . She asked what we would
do if she did take off on her own. I told her we would
need to conference it to decide whether Tyra should be
with her or Mrs. Henry since she is in their joint care."

Early in June Avon Pailthorpe spoke to Christiane Englard.
She recorded that neither of them had any worries about
Tyra's care at present,
"so will reduce the frequency of supervision; I will go
once more before going on leave ,_29th June' and she
will visit twice before my return on 11th August.-
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Christiane Englard record
ed it as an agreement to
visit every
other fortnight. The de
cision was taken witho
ut reference
back to the case conferen
ce.
32. Later in June Avon
Pailthorpe went to chase
the housing
application. She was tol
d that there were no lar
ger properties
available at the mome
nt and that it was unlik
ely that the
family would get an of
fer soon. The housing
department's
evidence confirms tha
t Avon Pailthorpe str
essed the renewed risk on Andrew
Neil's release from Bo
rstal. In
its written evidence the
housing department rec
ords the
problem as "putting Cl
audette Henry [not Ty
ra] at risk",
and its response as:
"Noted, but as never rai
sed
with transfer nor confirm by tenant as connected
atory information receiv
ed
nor further contact by DS
S [social services] or house
hold until February 19
84, no further action wa taken."
s
33. Two days later,
on the 24th, Avon Pailth
orpe went to see
the family. Claudette an
d Tyra were out, and Be
atrice Henry
told her that they had
gone to the clinic for
the 7-month
check-up which Chris
tiane Englard had twice
reminded
them about. The clinic
's records show that thi
s was not the
case. Although it does
not follow that Beatrice
Henry was
deliberately deceiving
Avon Pailthorpe, it do
es not appear
that Avon Pailthorpe dis
covered that what she ha
d been told
was not true. She welco
med the opportunity,
however, to
speak to Beatrice Henry
on her own, and explaine
d to her the
position concerning ho
using, the care order an
d supervision.
As to the care order,
"which Claudette has tal
ke
after six months, I expla d of applying to discharge
ined again we don't envis
age
keeping Tyra on it indefi
nit
with the application to dis ely, but would not agree
charge it until some tim
after Claudette has set
e
tled on her own, and the situ
ation
is stable enough to give no
cause for anxiety (especial
vis-a-vis Andrew)."
ly
34. On the 27th Jul
y 1983, out of the blue so
far as can be seen
from the housing depa
rtment records availab
le to us, but
under the local lettings
system according to the
ir evidence, a
tenancy was offered to
Claudette Henry of a 3-b
edroom flat,
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20 Taylor House. Sr Martin's Estate. On the 4th August she
was granted the tenancy as from the 22nd, and signed
an acceptance. The authorised occupants were named as
Claudette. Tyrone and Tyra Henry. Her existing address, 7
Evelyn House. was accurately given.
35. On visits in September and October Avon Pailthorpe and
Christiane Englard found Tyra walking, starting to speak
and looking bonny. Although the 50-week course had not
finished, Claudette Henry had stopped work and was
content to stay at home. She affirmed that she had no contact
with Andrew Neil, who was believed to be imminently due
for release. She said not a word about the flat she had been
allocated; but it is a dramatic irony that Avon Pailthorpe's
note for the 20th September contains this passage:
"We discussed the housing problem; there is no
indication from Housing that a transfer is remotely
foreseeable. In view of this and she fact that Claudette is
very anxious to move out. I told her that I now feel the
time is right to consider our supporting her separate
housing application; a review is due, and I told her I
would put this forward. She was very pleased . .
36. On the 11th October 1983 Andrew Neil's conviction for
cruelty to Tyrone was quashed (see chapter 2, paragraph 18)
and he was released on licence.

Commentary
37. Tyra's first birthday was approaching, and she was
evidently thriving. For this reason, it seems to us, an air of
unconcern characterises the succession of failures to take
Tyra to the clinic and the continuous stress of the family and
housing situation. It seems to have escaped notice that any
failure which affected Tyra's wellbeing was both legally and
morally Lambeth's failure, even if it were a simple
omission to have Tyra immunised. So, crucially, does the
fact that it was not the risk of neglect that had led to the care
order in the first place, but the risk of sudden violence from
the father. Far from affording reassurance, the knowledge
that by October Andrew Neil was likely to be at large and
that the domestic pressures on Claudette to break away were
as strong as ever was a cause for escalating concern. It was

after all the fortuito
us fact of Andrew Ne
il being in prison,
not any voluntary ab
stention by Claudette
Henry, that was
keeping them apar
t. Yet the managem
ent and decisionmaking move stea
dily away from th
ese key factors in
proportion to their
growing imminence
. In September, in
contrast with what sh
e had written for the
juvenile court on
the care hearing, Av
on Pailthorpe openly
espoused separate
housing for Claudette
Henry and Tvra and —
as we shall see —
the October confer
ence, albeit hesitan
tly, endorsed this
critical shift.
38. We are struck by
two aspects of the pe
riod when Rosie
Mohan was standin
g in for Avon Pailt
horpe. There is a
distinct change of
tone from the pliant
response of Avon
Pailthorpe to Clau
dette Henry's noncooperation; Rosie
Mohan's notes show
a more professional
approach (see for
example paragraph
26 above). And, w
e believe as a consequence, Claudette
began to show signs
of taking social
services' involvem
ent seriously (par
ag
ra
ph 27 above)
though, it has to be
said, without any im
m
ed
effect on clinic atten
iate or lasting
dance. By contrast Av
on Pailthorpe took
an improper risk (p
aragraph 35 above)
by telling Claudette
that she now suppor
ted separate rehous
ing before the case
conference had met.
It may well have conv
eyed the impression to Claudette that
the decision was as
good as made.
39. The history we
have recounted show
s at several points
the effects of incoor
dination between ho
using and social
services. We shall be
looking separately at
the causes of it,
but it certainly did no
t make things any ea
sier for the social
workers. There is a
constant sense of ne
ar-impotence in
relation to housin
g: rather than bein
g an essential and
reliable adjunct of
social work, it appe
ars from social
services' standpoin
t like the weather,
always there, often
unpredictable and en
tirely beyond influen
ce or control. We
can understand how
this came about in th
e period from 1982
to 1984 (see chapte
r 8) but we also co
nsider that a less
fatalistic approach to
housing in the presen
t case would have
yielded significant re
sults, as we hope to
explain. Nevertheless, the reaction
of the housing de
partment to Avon
Pailthorpe's pressure
in July 1983 (paragra
ph 32 above, was
obtuse enough — even
though it has only no
w come to light —
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Chapter 4
Tyra's story: the la
Events

st year

1. It was not until
six days after A
ndrew Neil's re
his probation of
lease that
ficer, Jim Gritto
n, wrote to soci
tell them of it. Th
al
se
rvices to
e letter is addres
sed to Avon Pailt
is captioned "R
horpe and
e Andrew Neil
(father of Tyrone
was filed — pres
Henry)"; it
umably for that
reason — with th
Tyrone. It is da
e papers on
ted the 17th Oct
ober 1983 but th
shows it was re
e datestamp
ceived on the 19
th, and in view
happened on that
of
what else
day we would ha
ve inferred that
seen until later
it
was not
by Avon Pailtho
rpe but for the fa
letter begins:
ct that the
"Further to our te
lephone conversa
tion earlier today,
am writing to conf
I
irm . . ."
2. On the 19th,
Avon Pailthorp
e visited the Hen
probably in an
ry family,
ticipation of th
e
case conference
the 21st. The
fixed for
reception she
got from Claud
uncharacteristic
ette was
.
"Claudette went an
d sat with her back
to me, watching
t.v. — I had to as
k her to turn roun
d and talk to me.
was very resentfu
She
l about "you lot be
ing on my back".
told her about th
I
e C.S.S. young
mothers' group,
which I hoped sh
in
e might be intereste
d, and explained
felt when she mov
I
es out of her mot
her's house she is
likely to need m
ore support in th
e community —
however, she was
totally unresponsiv
e to this. She said
when she's in a fla
t she might go to
college."
The causes for co
ncern began to
pile up.
"I was appalled
to find Claudette
does not give he
mother anything
r
at all towards her
own or Tyra's ke
but uses her sup[
ep
plementary] be
n[efitl as pocket
money (she rece
ives full allowan
ce) — but Mrs.
seems to accept
H.
this, although I
told them both
thought it was un
I
fair to Mrs. Henry
, and poor trainin
for Claudette to liv
g
e on her own late
r."
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then told Avon Pailthorpe that Claudette's
ikati e I
hail iust turned 15. was expecting a baby
who
sister.
younger
not talk to her mother or to Avon
would
She
.
it. Febata5
Pailthorpe noted:
Avon
U.
Pailthorpe
0.0% ioosk pin, even more strain ('ti the crowding
"
in the hoitehold and nukes it more pressing that
C. la u de t should be housed before Feb."
the time of the case conference two days later the news
.
of Andrew Neil's release was definitely known to social
services. The conference was attended by Avon Pailthorpe,
Dr. Papas, Christiane Englard, Jim Gritton and P.C. Mick
Fuller from the Juvenile Bureau. Laurel Saver again took the
minutes. This time Ann Daniels, Avon Pailthorpe's team
leader, was present and in the chair. It is worth recording the
opening paragraph of the minutes, headed "Background":
"Tyra..., name was included on Lambeth's NAI register
on 17.11.82 following her birth because of concerns
caring abilities and the possibility
over her nn
that she might resume contact with Andrew Neil, the
putative father, who seriously injured the elder child,
Tyrone. Tyrone is as a result mentally and physically
handicapped. He is awaiting adoption.In summary, the developments reported to the conference
were these. First, that the domestic situation was becoming
more cramped and tense, and that Claudette Henry was
increasingly anxious to move out and resentful of social
services for preventing it. Secondly, that Andrew Neil was
now at liberty, that he was on licence for another week, that
he had failed to see his probation officer Jim Gritton
meanwhile, and that it was not known where he was living —
it might be with his sister or with his father. Thirdly, that
although Tyra had missed her 7-month developmental check
she has been visited three days earlier by the health visitor;
she was progressing well and "relating well to grandmother".
Certain other passages merit quotation.
- *Claudette has reiterated that she is finished with
Andrew Neil. She had seen him on the street but said
they didn't talk, and he didn't ask to see Tvra etc.No source is given for this in the minutes. It does not
correspond with anything in Avon Pailthorpe's October
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notes, though the part about finis
hing with Andrew Neil
reflects earlier conversations with
Claudette. As to Andrew,
Jim Gritton contributed this:

"Andrew once told Mr. Gritton that his
relationship
with Claudette was probably finished,
but that it
depended on a lot of things, so" the minu
te continues
"it is not known whether he will in fact
try to see her
again."
4. Two distinct and opposite tendenci
es emerge from the
recorded discussion. Avon Pailthorpe
"considered that Tyra's lack of atten
dance [at the
clinic] should not be viewed with any conc
ern as there
has been no anxiety about the standards of
her care, and
she is well stimulted and advanced for
her age. Tyra
looks 'upon Claudette and Airs. Hen
ry equally, as
mother figures. . .[Shel felt that Claudette
's housing
application should not be blocked by socia
l services any
longer, as there was no reason to be conc
erned about
her care of Tyra. The only concern shou
ld be with the
possibility of Andrew returning on the scen
e. Claudette
is not communicative or an easy girl to
work with, but
this shouldn't be held against her. Inste
ad she should
be given the benefit of the doubt and allow
led] to set up
home with the proper support. . . Mrs. Pailt
horpe said
that in her opinion, Tyra could be almo
st more at risk
with the situation at present, than out on
her own, but
acknowledged that Claudette would have
to cope with
Tvra's demands alone. Monitoring of moth
er and baby
could be carried out through, for exam
ple, part-time
day care, or the FWA. If Claudette failie
d] to cooperate
with these arrangements there would be
more grounds
to remove the child. However, to date
Claudette has
kept to her contract except for the
Health clinic
visiting."
By contrast Dr. Papas

"was very concerned about making a majo
r decision for
Claudette and Tyra to move into their
own flat while
there was a possibility that Andrew migh
t get in touch
again. She felt Claudette couldn't be
trusted not to
resume a relationship with him."
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Between these tw 0 pole, the ,- iJnference, without the help of
a legal adviser, tried to assess the significance of the quashing
of Andrew Yeil', eonvietion for cruelty to Tyrone II wa,
thought that the decision would make it hard to prevent him
from gaining access to Tyra if he wanted to. The possibility
of Claudette's complicity in Tyrone's injuries was again
raised. The conference proceeded to identify two options: to
keep Claudette at home in bad and deteriorating conditions,
or to "request housing for Mrs. Henry plus family, and a flat
for Claudette and Tyra nearby. In this regard it was noted:
"Social Services has pursued rehousing of the entire
family since the last review. without success. but more
pressure on the Housing department could he brought
to bear.

There is no indication of any awareness in the conference of
how this should be done. Instead, with reservations, the
conference chose the second option because it saw no viable
alternative. It noted'.
"Adequate supervision and support of mother and
child should minimise the risk, and the Care Order on
Tyra will enable Social Services to underline the
conditions by which Claudette will be allowed to
maintain Tyra oil her own.-

5. The recorded decisions were these:
"I. Tyra's name to remain on Lambeth's NM register.
2. Avon Pailthurpe to remain key worker.
3. Claudette and maternal grandmother to be informed
of conference's satisfaction with their care of Tyra
during the past year.
4. Key worker to follow up Claudette's wish to be
rehoused on her own with Tyra, but she is to be told
that we still have reservations about how she will cope
alone, and we will want to work closely with her once
she is rehoused.
5. An agreed contract to be drawn up between
Claudette and this agency about mutual expectations.
e.g. Tyra to return to Tulse Hill clink for final
immunisation. and twelve month developmental
check, plus possibilities of supervision via day nursery
placement. FAVA etc. Family Aide to be examined and
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discuswd with Claudette. Once agreement has been
reached, our expectation is that Claudette will work
operatively
cowith us. Failure to do so
l-operatively
en-tot-al of Tyra.
may result in
6.
Claudette to attend Health clink monthly. Health
visitor to visit two monthly.
7.

Next review to be held at Area 5 in six months."

It is appropriate to note at this point that Ann Daniels had
most recently held a supervision
Pailthorpe on the 3rd
session with Avon
summary of the situation:October, and had noted as her
"Claudette at home — no problems with Tyra."

Avon Pailthorpe's own file note of the case conference
outcome
reads:
It
was agreed tve should support Claudette moving out
imposing conditions rc support and suprvision — see notes."

6. Claudette had been twice charged with shoplifting during
1983. In August she was convicted and given a conditional
discharge. In October she wasarged
charged again, and in
Preparation for her court appearance on the 9th November
she was seen by a probation officer, Roger Frankland, who
had been asked to report on her to the court. He asked Avon
Pailthorpe if she would like to do the report, but she
declined:
"I don't want to do anyting that stresses further my
policing role with Claudette."

Roger Frankland then told her that Claudette had told him
about her tenancy of 20 Taylor House, together with this
further information of his own:
"She had not lived there, but had been seen by
neighbours going there with a baby and a young man,
several times."

Avon Pailthorpe noted her reaction:
"I was very disturbed about this, and told Roger we had
written to Housing asking
them not to make an offer to
Claudette — also very annoyed at Claudette for con-

cealing so much! But glad to have the information.
Roger said he will recommend probation for Claudette
- this will not affect our plans.She telephoned the housing department a few days later, but
they could not discover how the offer had come to be made,
though they confirmed the information.
lad
.on
!er
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7. Avon Pailthorpe's next note for the 7th November needs
to be cited in full:
"Claudette into office. She was shamefaced about not
having told me about the shoplifting or the flat - she
said she was afraid we'd stop her taking it. But she was
in quite a friendly open mood, and apparently prepared
to 'come clean'. I read to her the recommendation of
the case conference, and told her that as she already has
a flat we will now be prepared to support her moving
into it (there is no question, as she seemed to imagine,
that we will find her a better one!!) I explained that we
would want to make a contract with her, and that the
Family Aide would be part of this, and that we would
need to work out what community support or supervision would be acceptable both to her and us. I also
told her that was why I had suggested the C.S.S. group
- however, she was definitely not interested in this.
Claudette was quite happy about accepting Barbara's
help and apart from this a day nursery referral seems to
me the most appropriate form of supervision - also one
Claudette would like to have. She is talking of getting a
job if Tyra gets a nursery place.
"Claudette says she has not taken Tyra to the flat; she
goes there most days and Patrick [her sister's] boyfriend (presumably the father of her baby) goes too, as
he is doing it up; they have taken his little niece there
(this may well be true - I have seen them at Mrs.
Henry's). She says she is not in a hurry to move in would like to spend Christmas at home. We agreed to
set up a contract meeting with Barbara.
"I explained that I am seeing this in terms of about one
year's work; for the first six months of her living alone
we would want intensive support and supervision. then
for the second six months if all goes satisfactorily).
much more low-key supervision; at the end of a year we
would hope to be able to discharge the order.
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"Claudette seemed pleased with the plan, and relieved
that the
flat can now be acknowledged and plans to
move
made."
8. On the 24th November Christiane Englard, the health
visitor, found Tyra healthy and happy and noted:
-Claudette now works as a chambermaid".
On the 30th November Avon Pailthorpe introduced Barbara
Gillett, the family aide, to Claudette Henry, who told her
that she was applying for another job, having been sacked
from the last. About the same time Ann Daniels passed on to
her information from a neighbour that Andrew and
Claudette had been seen together in a group of young people.
Avon Pailthorpe noted this and put it to Beatrice Henry, who
said she knew nothing because Claudette told her nothing —
"but guesses Claudette is afraid of Andrew."

Commentary
9. Events had now reached and possibly passed the point of
no return. One can note and be critical of Avon Pailthorpe's
readiness to accept that Claudette Henry was not meetig
Andrew Neil at the Taylor House flat and taking Tyra with
her. We still do not know the truth about it, for nobody in
social services found out, but we do now know that within a
short time afterwards all three had
, ow moved in there, as we
shall describe.
The conference h ever, took no decision
to
make
an y inquiries
about where Andrew Neil was living.
Even without this information there were still major factors
pointing in the opposite direction to that taken by the
October conference. Prime among these, it seems to us, was
the striking change in Claudette's behaviour and attitude,
which by the time of the conference a few days later was
known to have coincided with Andrew's release from
Borstal. If the conference had been fully informed of the
surly and antagonistic reception which Avon Pailthorpe had
recorded Claudette as giving her, it would surely have put
two and two together and have at least suspected a link with
Andrew's return and resumption of influence over her.
Instead, the conference was steered, prpally by An
vo
Pailthorpe, away, from these disturbing inferences and dow
a road which she saw as preferable, the road of separaten
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enabled to do this
rehousing for Claudette and Tyra, She was
which paid very
by the format and focus of the conference,
great majority
the
little attention to Tyra and her needs and
e far from
wer
of attention to Claudette and hers. The two
Tyra, her
for
plan
synonymous. According to the original
t-anchor
shee
the
grandmother, not her mother, was to he
ort. But
supp
ices
and therefore the main subject of social serv
ingly
seem
her
Beatrice Henry was marginalised, along with
us
scio
con
t any
intractable housing problem. Withou
or
ed,
mov
been
decision or discussion, Claudette Henry had
Tyra
ng
taki
e,
allowed to move, into the centre of the stag
with her almost as an extra.
in the case conference
10. It is possible to pinpoint the shift
extracts set out
minutes. Without running right through the
osition that the
above, we draw attention to the illogical prop
ld be lifted
shou
block on Claudette's housing application
t her care
abou
d
because "there was no reason to be concerne
ent so
lopm
deve
's
of Tyra." This was based entirely on Tvra
of the
nce
abse
the
far as it had been possible to monitor it in
on
reas
the
with
necessary clinic visits; it had nothing to do
e
injur
t
migh
r
fathe
why Tyra was in care, which was that her
was
or
fact
ial
or kill her if he got near her. That cruc
the apparent
with
r,
avou
ende
wed
rene
the
overridden by
Claudette move
authority of Ann Daniels in the chair, to let
her from the only
out of her mother's flat, taking Tyra with
dation where the
shelter provided by Lambeth into accommo
rialise.
real risk to her safety was most likely to mate
. was limited to
11. We note that the proposal, as minuted
dette and Tyra
rehousing Beatrice Henry's family with Clau
, of the original
rehoused nearby — a feasible version, at least
rehousing of the
plan. The decision, as minuted, omitted the
f ambiguously to
rest of the family and committed itsel
on her own with
"follow up Claudette's wish to be rehoused
decision in favour
Tyra". This does not appear to be a firm
sing gave Avon
of her separate rehousing, but its phra
n Claudette, in
Pailthorpe the necessary space to assent whe
ady to have a
another moment of irony, turned out alre
separate flat.
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12. Perhaps most important, wit
hout any discernible proposal or conscious discussion or
decision, and in breach of
the basis on which the magistrates
had granted Lambeth the
care order, the case conference too
k the responsibility for
Tyra out of her grandmother's han
ds and silently placed it in
her mother's. It chose to do so
at a time when Claudette
Henry was visibly slipping away from
social services' powers
of supervision and intervention. It
was also a time when the
conference knew that Andrew Nei
l was at large and might
well be around, and when it believe
d (albeit mistakenly) that
his successful appeal might make
it hard to bar his access to
Tyra.
13. In the light of these commen
ts, the inconsistencies and
inadequacies of the passages of
the conference minutes
which we have quoted but not spe
cifically commented on
will, we hope, be apparent. Ou
r concern with them is
twofold. First, they represent a rail
roading of the conference
along a preconceived track: whe
ther the track turned out to
he right or wrong, this should not
have been allowed to
happen. Secondly, they contain
illogical propositions and
factual inadquacies: the forme
r could and should have
been spotted during the confere
nce; the latter were Avon
Pailthorpe's responsibility, but a sigh
t of her file notes would
have enabled the conference to spo
t them too.
Events.
14. It now seems reasonably
clear, though it was far from
clear at the time, that the new yea
r saw Claudette Henry
spending increasing periods of tim
e, including nights, away
from her mother's flat. She must hav
e been going to either or
both of the two other flats availab
le to her — her own at 20
Taylor House and Andrew Neil's
at 22 Evelyn House; we do
not have enough evidence to be
more precise. Nor do we
know how often Tvra was with
her there. Social services'
records cannot give us any hel
p about this critical shift,
because what social services kne
w about it was sketchy,
indirect and belated. Such other evid
ence as we have about it
comes from a summary of the info
rmation available to the
police, who have not been able to
release original statements
to us in the absence of the makers'
consent. It is impossible to
ascertain exactly what use Claude
tte was making of the flat at

20 Taylor House of which she was formally the tenant. The
housing department's evidence does not indicate that they
had either received any rent or had checked on the occupancy of the flat. Avon Pailthorpe gathered (see paragraph 17
below) that Claudette was not using it; and it is known that in
March 1984 (see paragraph 18 below) Claudette applied to
the Homeless Persons Unit again, stating that she was living
with her mother and had been since 1983.
15. Tyra's clinic attendance began to give rise to concern. On
the 16th January 1984 Jean Hunter, the senior clinical
medical officer for West Lambeth Health Authority, wrote
to Avon Pailthorpe:
"I was reviewing this child with her health visitor and
thought I should let You know that she still has not been
brought to an Infant Welfare Clinic for screening.
"I hope you will let us know as soon as her mother has
been rehoused."
Christiane Englard finally saw Tyra at home on the 31st
January and noted:
"Seems to he progressing well. Relates well to g'ma".
She saw Tyra again on the 9th February and noted:
"No clear single words - ? understimulated".
Christiane Englard arranged on the January visit that Tyra
would he taken in February for her 15-month check, and the
clinic records show that she was duly taken, though we do
not know by whom. The note of the cheek-up reads:
"Ht. 43 Cms (Wt. 12 kg.
Social history satis.
Sleeps c mum, cats well, plays with truck. Language symbolic satis. Says "Mummy- "out" "baby". Affectionate, happy little girl."
A fresh appointment was made for the 23rd February, which
was also kept. Tyra was then seen briefly on the 20th March.
There was no recorded attendance in April, but in May
Beatrice Henry told the clinic that Tyra was unwell,
presumably to explain why she was not bringing her for the
monthly check. The note on the clinic's record ends:
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"Tyra is apparently ca
MC', "

red [for] by Claudette

in between

We are satisfied th
at it was Beatrice,
not Claudette Hen
who was caring fo
ry
r Tyra during 1984
and whom Tyra w
calling "Mummy"
as
. We also think it
likely that it was
Claudette's mothe
r or younger sister
, not Claudette, w
was taking Tyra to
ho
the clinic. The entry
we have just quoted
is the clinic's la
st record of Tvr
a before her deat
h.
17. A week later
Avon Pailthorpe
was telephoned by
Christiane Englar
d who was concer
ned that the family
overcrowding wou
's
ld become intolera
ble once the second
daughter and her ne
w baby came hom
e. She also reporte
that there was a w
d
indow in the third
bedroom which ha
been broken since Se
d
ptember and was do
vered with a plastic
hag. A day or two
later Avon Pailtho
rpe telephoned Pe
Hall, the Clapham
ter
district housing man
ager, who turned ou
also to have seen M
t
rs. Henry recently (w
e infer that she mus
have gone to see hi
t
m) and to be equa
lly concerned at th
stress she was unde
e
r. He explained that
there was no hope of
a 5-bedroom prop
erty for the whole
family, and they
discussed separate
housing for Claude
tte. Avon Pailthorp
told him that Claude
e
tte Henry already ha
d a flat, at 20 Taylor
House, but was no
t using it "because
she wants a transfe
,.1We cannot dedu
r".
ce from the evidence
how Avon Pailthorp
knew this, but at a
e
number of points w
e find her contribut
otherwise unrecord
ing
ed pieces of inform
ation in this fashio
Her note goes on:
n.)
"Peter said he could
co
for Claudette, especia nsider a management transfer
lly
not, as at present, thre as she could have a two ,"and
e)
better chance of 4 be bedroom flat; there is a much
d
consider this a priorit for Mrs. Henry, and he will
y."
He also promised to
chase the contracted
-out window repair.
Avon Pailthorpe
followed the co
nversation with
letter pressing in ur
a
gent terms for sepa
rate rehousing for
Claudette and for Be
atrice Henry:
"Mrs. Henry is the [w
ord illegible but mea
of a large family and
I am concerned that sh ning clear]
able to cope with
e will not be
the
overcrowding for ve intolerable pressure of the
ry long. I know you
realise how
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serious the situation is: please let me know if there is
anything we can do at this end to speed up a rehousing
offer for them."
From then until May there is nothing on the social services
file note. Following the lifting of the rehousing block based
on her late husband's rent arrears, Beatrice Henry received
two offers of rehousing for her family without Claudette and
Tyra, one in February and one in May 1984. Both had
serious drawbacks and she declined them. But neither would
have had any effect on Tyra except to cast her and Claudette
more surely adrift had they been accepted.
18. As we have mentioned, Claudette Henry went back to the
Homeless Persons Unit in March 1984. They -had on file
Rosie Mohan's clear warning letter written in March 1983
(see chapter 3). They did not act until May 1984 when they
telephoned Area 5 social services and finally spoke to the
duty officer. The housing file note (for a badly written date
which must be the 9th May 1984) reads:
"There is not a lot of new family history apart from the
house is very overcrowded and that A ppl[icant] is quite
difficult to get on with. Appl. is known to have always
staved with parents apart from a few times she has gone
and stayed with friends. S services have requested that
if we do rehouse could we let them know address as
they don't think Claudette will.
"They are also a little worried about appl. care of Tyra,
but are not taking action re care order."
The duty officer's corresponding note on the social services
file reads:
c from HPU wanting background on Claudette who
has told them she will be homeless from tomorrow. I
confirmed she had Tyra at home and asked that A[von]
P[ailthorpe] be informed of new address if moved.
They can't do this - pprs. [papers] go to a different
section. File returned to A.P."
The housing office then got in touch with Peter Hall, the
Clapham district housing manager, who told them about the
root problem of overcrowding at 7 Evelyn House and about
the existing letting of 20 Taylor House to Claudette Henry.
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was still
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up and ad
as put to
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d changed
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e DHSS"
— to wha
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t know. T
interview
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s which C
ousing off
laudette w
burglaries
icer about
as eviden
and harass
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ment at th
to the offic
g about
e flat, but
e and her
she failed
applicatio
to come
n was filed
away.
19. The ne
xt case co
nference w
May. On th
as due to b
e 23rd Av
e held on
on Pailtho
flat. She p
the 24th
rpe paid a
refaced he
v
isit to the
r note of th
note cove
Henrys'
e visit wit
ring the m
h a retrosp
onths from
ective
F
e
b
ruary to M
"Because
Cla
ay:
Taylor Hou udette was still unw
il
se and awai
ting a transf ling to move into
not keepin
er and becau
g appts. w
se she is
e have ma
appointm
d
ents with
her. Instea e, I did not make
office, wit
d
she came
hout appoin
into the
tm
(who was
walking, n ents, usually bringin
ot in push
g Tyra
discuss ho
chair), an
using prob
d only to
lems. She
for a transf
continues
er although
to pre
she
to go the h
ousing offic has not taken the firs ssure
t step —
e and requ
repeatedly
est a transf
told her sh
er; I have
e needs to
do this.
. . Contact
was approx
imately 3-4
weekly."
This entr
y, which
must be
next one
contemp
dated the
oraneous
23rd May
Claudette
with the
; indicate
's contact
s no aware
with the
March and
ness of
H
o
meless P
early May
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, nor even
nit in
of the duty
officer's n
o
te for
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the 9th May, quoted above, on the preceding sheet of the
social services file.
20. The visit on the 23rd May again found Claudette not at
home. Her mother said that she was working in a Wimpey
Bar at King's Cross, and that her previous job as a
chambermaid had ended in a row after only two weeks.
"Mrs. Henry felt that Claudette is getting on with her
own life; she spends weekends at Taylor House sometimes but isn't moving in there. She nearly always
leaves Tyra with her mother, although has had
her at the flat overnight once or twice. I asked again
whether Andrew Neil was around at the
flat — Mrs. Henry said she wouldn't allow Tyra to go
there if he was, but Claudette did have other friends
there. Mrs. H. thinks she had a new boyfriend, but
Claudette doesn't tell her everything."
The domestic situation was getting worse and worse.
Beatrice Henry's son Richard, who shared a bed with his
brother Robert, had been knocked down by a car and had his
leg broken. He was going to be discharged from hospital, and
would have to be carried up and down to and from the flat,
where there was not even a bed for him alone. Beatrice
Henry, who had previously turned down an offer of rehousing because the place was unheated and cold, was now
so desperate that she agreed that she would take anything.
Avon Pailthorpe agreed to make a further urgent application. She noted:
"Tyra was toddling about happily as usual, asking for
things to eat (she has a big appetite!)".
21. The last case conference on Tyra took place next day, the
24th May. Attendance was low. Apart from Ann Daniels in
the chair, Avon Pailthorpe and Laurel Sayer it was attended
only by Roger Frankland, the probation officer assigned to
Claudette Henry on the shoplifting charge, and P.C. Ian
Dyos from the Juvenile Bureau. Dr. Papas sent apologies for
non-attendance. Peter Hall from the housing department
was invited but did not come; his department's evidence says
"apologies were sent and it was not considered necessary to
request DHPS [housing] to make alternative arrangements
to attend". Christiane Englard apologised for her absence
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and sent a letter
which containe
d these remarks
:
"I have only met
Claudette once
and \Tr\ briefly.
appears that she k
It
now working as a
chambermaid [th
was out of date]
is
hut I have never
been told clearly
where she works
.
"Tyra is progress
ing quite well. H
er 15-month deve
opmental was sa
ltisfactory except
for hearing and
language . .
"Tyra relates wel
l to her grandmot
her. but I shall ha
been unable to
ve
observe her inte
ractions with he
mother.
r
"I am still very co
ncerned about:
A. the housing situa
tion - overcrowdi
ng & broken
window pane.
B. the precarious
financial situatio
n.
C. it appears that
Mrs. Henry and
[her younger
daughter] are not
getting on very w
el
l
[The younger daug
hter] is getting a
lot of support fro
Mrs. Henry in th
m
e care of the baby
.22. The confer
ence was remin
ded of the reas
was in care an
on \thy Tyra
d on the NAI
register. It was
presumably by
then told,
Avon Pailthorp
e, that shortly
previous confer
after the
ence she had fo
und out that Cla
obtained but no
udette had
t taken up the Ta
ylor House flat
1983:
in August
"She obtained th
e tenancy deviou
sly by claiming sh
had two childre
e
n in her care. Sh
e stays there on
occasionally so th
ly
ere have been a nu
mber of break-in
Claudette now us
s.
es this as an excu
se not to live ther
and has applied
e
for a transfer. Sh
e is doing this fo
example by going
r
to Homeless Fam
ilies [the Homeles
Persons' Unit] sa
s
ying she is homel
ess. Claudette do
not know how to
es
play the system an
d does many such
stupid things."
It was reported
to the conference
that Claudette ha
seen on the prev
d not been
ious day's visit
bu
t that she was w
Wimpey bar at
orking in a
King's Cross. Th
e injury to Beatri
son, and her othe
ce Henry's
r daughter's new
baby, were also
reported.
"Mrs Henry acce
pted the present
accommodation
Bonham Road as
in
an emergency pl
acement after he
eldest son was ki
r
lled in a fire so un
derstandably she
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wishes to be more particular about accepting her next
house. Mrs. I-lenry wants to do paid child minding but
would only be allowed one child while Tvra and [the
other daughter's] baby are living with her. Mrs. Henry
said Claudette did look after Tyra in the flat for a few
days and seemed to cope o.k., but then returned
home.Christiane Englard's letter see paragraph 21 above) was
fully quoted. Avon Pailthorpe contributed this information:
"Tyra is getting to the clinic more because [Claudette's
sister] is taking her with her own baby. Claudette is
using contraception so she should not get pregnant.. .
"Claudette has had a few men at her fiat, perhaps
including Andrew Neil. Andrew was arrested for
T.D.A. [taking and driving away] of vehicles. In
February and in March he was picked up on a warrant
for one of these offences. It is not known how much
Claudette sees of him but she has certainly not visited
him with Tyra. Claudette is probably fascinated but
scared of Andrew. One reason why she has moved into
the flat might be that she is afraid Andrew would move
in too.The conference also learnt that a warrant was out for
Claudette's arrest because she had failed to answer bail on the
second shoplifting charge; that she had given the police her
Taylor House address and believed she would therefore not
be found; and that she was charged iointly with Andrew
Neil's sister, Denise.
"Evidently she views the agencies as a lot of mugs. Mr.
Frankland Probation Officer will be recommending a
conditional discharge again. Mr. Frankland was also
concerned about Claudette's working in such an unsavoury area as King's Cross."
23. The conference's minuted assessment of the situation
and its recommendations must be quoted in full.
"CASE CONFERENCE ASSESSMENT OF
SITUATION
"Mrs Pailthorpe said she had never felt Claudette
would hurt Tvra and did not consider the child was at
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risk. She never felt that commit
ted to the Care Order
on Tyra because the situation
had changed considerably by the time it was made.
However, the court
would probably not agree to
discharge it at present.
Ann Daniels concurred. Sh
e also considered that
housing should be informed
that this department is
unable to test Claudette's car
e of Tyra unless she is
rehoused. M. Daniels agreed
to write to Clapham
District Housing Office to ask
if they could negotiate
with West Norwood Housing
Office.
"Regarding Andrew Neil's pos
sible involvement Mr.
Frankland felt it was unlikely
she [sic] would injure
Tyra. Andrew injured Tyron
e, a very young and
difficult baby, in temper. Ty
ra is now beyond that
stage.
"Many of the decisions of the
last conference have still
yet to be carried out and have
therefore been included
in the recommendations below
.
-RECOMMENDATIONS
"I . Tyra's name to remain on
Lambeth's NAI register.
2. Avon Pailthorpe to remain
key worker.
3. Ann Daniels (Team Lea
der) to write to Housing
Department to ask for urgent
move for Henry family
with Claudette being offered sep
arate premises.
4. Mrs. Henn• to be asked
to ensure Tyra gets her
immunisation up to date.
5. Key worker to remind Cla
udette of warrant issued
by South Western Magistrates
Court, and encourage
her to go to Wandsworth Police
Station.
6. Key worker to discuss
with Claudette our mutual
expectations and possibility
of Supervision via Day
Nursery Placement, FWA, Fam
ily Aide etc.
7. Juvenile Bureau to be inv
ited to next review.
8. Next review to be held at
Area 5 in six months when
consideration should be giv
en to removal of Tvra's
name from the register."
24. Before moving on we
should record two things
about
these minutes. First, in her
oral evidence to the inquiry
Ann
Daniels stated that she did
not recollect Avon Pailthorp
e
telling the conference that Cla
udette was said by her mothe
r
to have looked after Tv
ra in "the flat" - that is to
say
Claudette's flat at 20 Taylor
House; her recollection was
that
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the information had been that Claudette was going to the flat,
but not with Tyra. We are disinclined to accept this.
The minute corresponds reasonably closely with Avon
Pailthorpe's file note for the 23rd May 1984 (see paragraph
20 above). Insofar as it paints a rather more alarming pictur
e
than the file notes, it shares this characteristic with other
factors reported by Avon Pailthorpe to the conference: for
example the news about Claudette Henry's sexual activity,
and her own views about the risk to Tvra. We therefore
consider the minute more reliable in this respect than Ann
Daniels' recollection. Secondly, we made clear during the
inquiry's hearings that we were concerned at the remar
k
about the risk to Tyra attributed to Roger Frankland, the
probation officer. It may be that "she" is a mistyping for
"he" in the phrase "unlikely she would injure Tyra", or that
it is correctly typed and was intended to refer back
to
Claudette, contrasting her with Andrew. In his recorded
evidence to the first internal inquiry Roger Frankland
explained it in this way:
"In the . . . case conference notes, it should be that
Claudette was unlikely to injure Tyra. I was not
qualified to make comment on Andrew Neil...
What is in our view beyond doubt is that the paragraph, read
as a whole, records an intervention which minimises the
known risk to Tyra from Andrew Neil. The Inner Londo
n
Probation Service was represented throughout the Inquir
y
and was invited to consider whether it wished to tender any
evidence about this passage; their counsel declined to do so,
and no other evidence before us has led us to think that the
passage is inaccurately recorded apart from the possible
typing error we have mentioned.
25. The following day Avon Pailthorpe wrote to Claudette
Henry to impress on her the unwisdom of failing to appear
at
court on the trial of the shoplifting charge, and Ann Danie
ls
wrote to Tom Tamplin, the Clapham District Housing
Manager, about the urgency of rehousing. The letter spelt
out that Tvra was in Lambeth's care and stated that she was
home on trial "with her mother". It included these passages:
"When we became involved with Claudette. she was
requesting a home for herself and Tyra. We requested
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k.
f.

that she stay at ho
me v ith her mothe
r until the baby.
w as at least six m
onths old, in orde
r that Mrs. Henry
could supervise th
e care of the child
. Claudette did do
this but later pr
e-empted our su
pport to get her
rehoused by pres
enting herself at
the Homeless
Families Unit, savi
ng she had to leav
e her family. She
was, as a result. re
housed in Taylor
House. We would
not have suppor
ted this move, as
the flat is some
distance from Mrs
.H
considerable supp enry, who is offering Claudette
or
moved into We fla t. In fact Claudette has never
t because she quic
kly realised that
she needed her mot
he
has continued to liv r's help with babysitting etc. and
e at the Bonham Ro
ad address.. .
Then, after desc
ribing some of B
eatrice Henry's
problems:
pressing
"I am now concer
ne
sorted out, firstly d that this housing situation is
because I have a
child on a Care
Order, whom I wish
to test out with he
r mother caring
for her alone; Clau
de
"Secondly becaus tte has not so far done this.
e Mrs. Henry is un
pressure in her at
der increasing
tempts to care for
her children and
grandchildren in
very difficult surr
oundings. I am
fearful that she will
become severely de
pressed, give up
and be unable to ca
re for any of the fa
m
ily.
"I would like to
propose that the
H
en
offered a 4-bedroo
ry family be
m
away from Bonham property as a matter of urgency,
Road estate. say th
is be
father of
children also lives cause the
House, an
in Evelyn
and d was im
child). As soon as plicated in the abuse of the first
feasibly possible,
I would also ask
that Claudette be
offered a two-bedr
oom property for
herself and Tyra,
pref
Mrs. Henry's new erably within a short distance of
accommodation.
Mrs
then be able to offe
r Claudette the regu . Henry will
but at the same tim
la
e allow more respon r supervision,
sibility to fall on
her shoulders."
26. Before the ne
xt planned confer
ence could take pl
was dead. There
ace Tyra
is very little on re
co
rd about her in th
three months of
ese last
her life. We th
ink it probable
mother was spen
that her
ding substantial
periods of time w
Andrew Neil's co
ith her in
mpany. In a stat
ement read to th
which tried And
e court
rew Neil for mur
der Dr. Gupta, w
been both parent
ho had
s' general practit
ioner since their
and Tyra's since
childhood
May 1983, said:

"Claudette, Andrew and Tyra came as a family some
time in April or May 1984"
On the 10th July Avon Pailthorpe noted that she had met
Claudette in the street with Tvra.
"C. said she had only just received my letter ( !) and
intended to report to the police as I suggested. She
again asked about housing transfer — but had still not
made an application.
"She had been into the office to see me, but as she
hadn't made an appointment I was not there."
The note shows no observation of Tyra.
27. But Claudette had in fact made a recent application for
rehousing. On the 3rd July she had gone to the London
Borough of Southwark's homeless persons unit, and her
application had been accepted and processed. She gave
addresses and dates which appeared to establish eligibility,
and because of a slip in the checking procedures she was
given the tenancy of a flat for occupation by herself and Tyra
from the 27th August. After she applied she was visited by a
Southwark housing officer at an address in Southwark where
she appeared to be living with Tyra. She signed the tenancy
agreement on the 24th. Lambeth was later told that she had
been intending to move in on the weekend of the 31st, but
that on the 30th Southwark found that the application had
been fraudulent and re-possessed the flat.
28. A fortnight later Beatrice Henry telephoned Avon
Pailthorpe in desperation. She had missed three instalments
in paying off an old electricity debt because she had been
away for three weeks looking after her sister, who had
cancer. As a result the electricity supply to the flat had been
cut off. She told Avon Pailthorpe the amount of the debt,
£188.81, and the account number. The file note of the
conversation goes on:
"Claudette is spending a lot of time at her flat at Taylor
House so she won't contribute. Mrs. Henry has
widow's pension and D.H.S.S. don't do fuel direct
from this. She is still looking after Tyra and [her other
daughter's] baby and [her four other children]."
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Next day Avon
Pailthorpe teleph
oned the London
ricity Board. To
Electcut a long story
sh
ort, she encounte
response which
re
made it clear that
Beatrice Henry w d a
going to get her
as not
electricity readily
reconnected by he
efforts. She pass
r ow
ed on the L.E.B.s
re
quirements to Bea n
Henry and then
consulted Ann D
trice
aniels, her team
who considered
leader,
that social servic
es could use sect
money to pay the
ion 1
reconnection char
ge
, but not the bill,
interests of the tw
in the
o grandchildren.
Two days later B
Henry came to th
eatrice
e Area 5 office. A
vo
n Pailthorpe was
and the duty offic
away,
er whom she saw
made this note on
the file:
"Mrs. Henry to offic
e
actually pay towar — seemed to think that we could
ds the outstanding
the only bit we coul
bi
d possibly help with ll. Explained
actual reconnectio
would be the
n
find the portion of charge and that she would have to
th
they'd consider reco e arrears that LEB wanted before
nnection."
With this entry, da
ted the 27th July
1984, the file of
entries on Tyra H
current
enry ends. Avon
Pailthorpe had go
annual leave on th
ne on
e 26th July, and w
as to return on th
August. By then
e 20th
(and possibly fo
r some time be
Claudette Henry
fore)
had moved with
Ty
ra
flat and was livin
into the Neil fam
g there with Andre
ily's
w. A fortnight late
was dead.
r Tyra
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29. The pattern
which is appare
nt to us from th
services file durin
e social
g 1984 would, we
think, have been
apparent to anyb
equally
ody reading it at
the time. Lambe
position as Tyra'
th's own
s legal parent w
as effectively fo
Beatrice Henry's
rgotten.
position as the in
tended surrogate
both for legal an
parent,
d for practical pu
rposes, became m
alised as her ab
arginility to cope shra
nk. In social se
thinking and prac
rvices'
tice she in turn w
as replaced by C
as the primary ca
laudette
rer for Tyra. Yet
social services kn
perfectly well that
neither woman co
ew
uld possibly be re
for adequate pa
lied on
renting: Beatric
e Henry had a hu
growing weight
ge and
of problems on
her back, which
services were wel
social
l able to appraise
and convey in su
the rehousing ap
pport of
plication; Claudet
te Henry was repe
atedly
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a
r

showing herself to be devious in her dealings with the local
authority and irresponsible in her care of Tvra, so far as it
was proving possible to gather any worthwhile information
about her activities. It followed that, while Tvra was not
showing any signs of serious underdevelopment or
of physical harm, she could not possibly be said to
be adequately shielded from Andrew Neil. Yet his role as
the main source of risk was repeatedly overlooked or
underestimated.
30. We have remarked on the way in which Avon Pailthorpe
came up with new and often significant information which
cannot be found in her file notes. We think this matters.
Procedurally it meant that if anybody had to deputise for her
they would be under-informed about things which might
turn out to be important. Substantively it meant that she
maintained a personal hold on the case, because she had it in
her power to use or withhold information. We do not think
that she used this power in any Machiavellian or calculating
way — rather the reverse — but it helped her skew the case
conference appraisals. For example, she fed into the May
conference some fresh information which, with other new
data, was a ground for very considerable concern about what
Claudette was up to and so about her ability to protect Tvra
from Andrew Neil. She then expressed the view that
Claudette would not hurt Tyra, which was not the point, and
proceeded from that premise to criticise the care order,
which was based on the different and crucial premise that it
was Andrew Neil who might hurt her.
31. Her error was compounded, however, by the inexplicable intervention of Roger Frankland, the probation officer
whose involvement was recent and concerned Claudette
alone. Leaving entirely aside the contentious sentence, his
opinion (which we consider is reliably recorded) that Tyra
was now probably safe because Tyrone had been a very
young and difficult baby when Andrew injured him almost
defies comment. He had no basis of knowledge or of
expertise on which to make it and it was wrong in every
significant respect. We can find no worthwhile evidence that
Tyrone was a difficult baby; we can see no excuse, even if he
was difficult, for reacting by blinding and brain-damaging

him in temper;
and there existe
d hard evidence
Neil's conditio
that Andrew
n was deep-sea
ted and patholog
his aggression _w
ical and that
as not simply a
re
very young babi
es. Nor do we kn sponse to provocation by
ow of any empi
for thinking that
rical ground
the threat from
an "ordinary" ab
diminishes sign
using adult
ificantly during
the child's early
not suppose th
years. We do
at this interven
tion swung the
round, for it w
conference
as already well
down the road
ment; but an ac
of disengagecurate appraisa
l at that point of
risk from And
the ongoing
rew Neil to whi
ch events were
exposing Tyra m
increasingly
ight have at leas
t given the conf
and a chance to
erence pause
extricate itself.
As it was, the re
have taken its pl
mark seems to
ace in the litany
of excuses for le
to her fate.
aving Tyra
32. It seems cl
ear to us that
the breakdow
Daniels was pr
n whi
edicting when
she wrote in Ju ch Ann
l'amplin was
ly to Tom
finally precip
itated by the cu
Beatrice Henry
tting off of
's electricity in
July. The fact th
ing it Beatrice H
at in reportenry also reveal
ed that she had
three weeks (and
be
en away for
for a reason whi
ch will itself ha
the stresses on
ve added to
her) does not se
em to have rais
question in Avo
ed an
n
looking after T Pailthorpe's mind about who y fresh
yra during her
had been
abse
there any sign
of an active an nce, and where. Nor is
du
information that
a child in Lambe rgent response to the
where, on top
th's care was in
of all the other
a situation
known problem
now no electric
s, there was
ity and no near
prospect of rest
the council to
oring it unless
ok
appreciation that on the task. There was no
apparent
the possibility of
using candles fo
household whi
ch had earlier lo
r light in a
st a child in a fi
been a real sour
re must have
ce of fear. Altho
ugh we now be
chapter 5) that
Claudette had al
lieve (see
ready removed
flat to live with
Tvra from the
her and Andrew
, soci
this; and even so
they did not resp al services did not know
ond. By now th
of social services
e approach
w
as Tyra's primar as, we believe, to write off Bea
tr
y carer and to
ice Henry
respond to her
trying instead
problems by
to solve Claud
ette's. It is unsu
these circumst
rprising in all
ances that Cla
udette moved
Andrew's flat an
w
ith Tvra into
d that Beatrice
Henry let Tyra
Beatrice Henry
go
. To expect
to have gone to
social services
August 1984 w
about it in
ould be quite un
real. If they coul
d not help to

make the flat habitable, they were hardly likely to help to
bring Tyra back to it; and the only alternative, so far as she
knew, was that they would take Tyra away.
33. We are struck by the trapped and unimaginative reaction
to the electricity problem. Section 1 money is to prevent the
need arising for children to be taken into care. Tyra was
already in care, giving the local authority power to spend
whatever it considered reasonable and necessary on her
welfare. Avon Pailthorpe and Ann Daniels did not consider
this; neither of them asked the legal department about it; and
Avon Pailthorpe went on holiday leaving no instructions for
pursuing a solution and no deputy to look after the case. We
do not believe tht these were intentional omissions; nor do
we believe that they resulted from understaffing. V'e believe
that they simply reflect the loss of direction which had by
now come to characterise all casework on the Henry family
and which was the avoidable result of the initial handling of
Tvra's case. They also reflect the consistent failure to
consider, much less help with, the emotional difficulties of
the Henry's family, starting with their bereavements.
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Chapter 5
Tyra's death
1. \\'e do not know wh
y Claudette Henry was
going to the
trouble and risk of trying
to deceive a neighbouri
ng borough
into giving her the tenan
cy of a flat in Peckham.
She had the
tenancy of a 3-bedroom
flat at Taylor House if all
she wanted
was a place of her own.
We think it possible that,
having been
drawn again into Andr
ew Neil's orbit and no
w into his
family's flat where (se
e paragraph 3 below)
Andrew was
showing her considerab
le violence, Claudette wa
s afraid of
him and wanted to move
with Tyra to a place which
he would
not know about. We thi
nk this more likely than
Claudette's
evidence at Andrew's tri
al:
Q. Were von planning to
have a new flat at Peckham
A. Yes.
?
Q. Was Andrew going to
go to that flat with you?
A. Yes.
On the other hand, the
minicab driver, Lloyd
Gordon, who
took Tyra to hospital wi
th Andrew and his sister
Paula, was
then instructed to take
them to the Peckham fla
t to look for
Claudette, so that by the
n at least Andrew must
have known
about it. A different po
ssibility is that Andrew
Ne
il wanted
the flat or the use of it
and had put Claudette
Henry up to
applying for it. It remain
s a mystery.
3. What we know of the
last few weeks of Tyra'
s life comes
principally from the ev
idence given against An
drew Neil at
the Central Criminal Co
urt nearly a year later. So
me of it was
read from statements
made relatively soon
after Tyra's
death; some came orall
y from witnesses who
were being
questioned for purpos
es quite different from
ours. The
Metropolitan Police ha
ve felt unable to release
the original
statements of witnesses
to us without their make
rs' consent,
although they have giv
en us as much other inf
ormation as
they properly could.
3. Claudette Henry wa
s called to give evide
nce, which
included this:
Q. Shortly after the baby
with your mother Beatrice was born, did she go to live
? A. Yes.
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August?
Q. Did she stay with your mother until early
A. Yes.
Q. Did you go daily to visit the baby? A. Yes.
your
Q. During the time that the baby was there with
Yes.
A.
well?
s
mother, was the baby alway
Yes.
Q. And happy? A. Yes. Q. And unharmed? A.
you
with
live
to
come
baby
the
did
st
Augu
in
Q. Early
and Andrew? A. Yes.
Q. Was that at number 22. A. Yes.
where
Q. Had you been living in that house or flat
Yes.
A.
Andrew's father also lived for some while?
ntly based on
This answer, or rather this question, was evide
the police
told
g
what Claudette Henry was recorded as havin
),
know because
(whether in a signed statement we do not
s interviewed
when Detective Superintendent Colin Evan
ations to him:
Andrew Neil under caution he put these alleg
words
"[Claudette Henry] has also told us in her own
ago at
hs
mont
eight
t
abou
that she moved in with you
that
said
has
she
time
that
g
Durin
.
22 Evelyn House. .
that
By
off.
spark
you
and
ches
heada
with
you suffered
very
me
beco
she means you go berserk and that you
She
violent; you hit her with your fists and this pole.
an
and
arm
her
on
ing
bruis
of
area
has shown us a large
you
and
.
.
.
thigh
her
on
ing
bruis
of
one
r
even large
yed."
always called Tyra a cunt when you were anno
respond to these
(Andrew Neil, as was his right, did not
Chief Inspector
questions). In his statement to the inquiry
Claudette had
Ian Buchan added the information that
le"; and he went
described Andrew as "two different peop
on:
ew Neil,
"She detailed a stormy relationship with Andr
since
Tvra
baby
and
her
which included assaults upon
or
two
a
over
e
Hous
n
Evely
22
the arrival of Tvra at
of
week
d
secon
the
t
abou
from
i.e.
d
perio
three week
Tyra
t
abou
ly
main
August 1984). Arguments were
hit her
misbehaving and when she did. Neil would
always
Neil
legs.
of
back
or
m
botto
the
hard, usually on
her."
at
swore when he hit her and directed obscenities
at her.in a written state4. Beatrice Henry's evidence was given
ment. Part of it ran:
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-The social services arranged that I should have the

care of Tyra and she lived with me and I was
bringing
her up with my family. During that time Clau
dette
took Tyra out in the daytime but always brou
ght her
hack at night to sleep in my house. I never
talked to
Andrew Neil and he did not visit. About a mont
h ago I
had trouble paving my electricity bill which
had built
up at the time of the death of my husband nearl
y two
years ago and I was paying off EIO per week
. I missed
one week, I could not afford to pay that week
, and the
LEB cut off my electricity supply. I did not want
to use
candles at night, so when Claudette suggested
taking
Tyra to 22 Evelyn House to live until I had
electricity
switched on, I thought it was a good idea and
would be
better than using candles, which are dangerou
s. I was
seeing Tyra every evening and at weekends. She
called
me mummy. She was just like my child."

In a second statement, made on the 4th
September 1984,
Beatrice Henry said:
"I have not told the social services that Tyra
was with
Claudette and not living with me. I do not
know the
exact date that Tyra left me but it was abou
t three
weeks ago. When Claudette took Tyra from
me Tyra
did not have a bruise on her body. Tyra had not
had any
accidents at all. Claudette brought Tyra to see
me and
she did not bath her or take her clothes off on
het. visits.
I did not see Tyra undressed while Claudette
had
Tyra."
Having parted with Tyra, Beatrice Hen
ry obtained paid
work. Her first statement said:
"About the middle of August 1984 I started an
evening
job . . ."
and gave some details of it. The collapse
of the arrangement
for Tyra's care appears to have been com
plete.
5. Treating this evidence with the caution
that its indirect
nature calls for, it seems to us to confirm
that Claudette
Henn• had effectively moved out of her moth
er's flat and into
Andrew Neil's much earlier in 1984, takin
g Tyra with her
from time to time, until the domestic brea
kdown precipitated by the electricity crisis drove Beatrice
Henry to let Tyra
go to live with Claudette and Andrew.
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6. The evidence about Tyra's injuries satisfied the jury that
they had been deliberately or recklessly inflicted on her by
her father, and we see no reason to think otherwise,
particularly because we know far more than the jury did
about Andrew Neil's history and disposition. While the
medical evidence was clear and horrifying, the evidence
about how and why Andrew inflicted the injuries was
obscured by Claudette's continuing attempts to protect him
in the witness box. Andrew himself, no doubt on legal
advice, declined to give evidence in his own defence.
Without setting out at length the evidence available to us, we
will set out what we have deduced from it was the likely
course of events.
7. Within a week or two of Claudette's bringing Tyra to live
with her and Andrew, Andrew was becoming increasingly
violent towards both of them. Two or three weeks into
August, either on the same or on separate occasions, Andrew
beat up Claudette and became violent towards Tyra. The
outbursts were associated for Andrew with head pains, and
they were accompanied by verbal abuse, directed at Tyra,
which was grotesque. On Friday 24th August Tyra angered
Andrew by wetting the floor or the bed. Andrew picked her
up, hit her, swore at her and dropped her on the floor when
she screamed. When Claudette tried to intervene Andrew
turned on her and hit her with his fists and with a piece of
wood. He then dragged her out of the flat and back to her
mother's flat. On this occasion, or close to it, Andrew bit
Tyra hard around the left nipple. By the evening of the same
day there had been a reconciliation. Andrew used cannabis,
which he shared with Claudette, as a relaxant, and the
weekend passed peacefully. On the Monday, the 27th, Tvra
was running a temperature. Claudette went out for some
aspirin, and on her return found that Andrew had bathed
Tyra and put her back to bed.
8. Claudette Henry went out early the next day, the 28th, to
the flat which had been allocated to her in Peckham by
Southwark, and which was evidently being refurbished. She
came back at about 4 p.m. While she was out Andrew
attacked Tvra, causing a large bruise on the left side of her
forehead and left temple. He told Claudette on her return
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Paula had taken Tyra unconscious to Guy's Hospital. He
then tried to devise a cover story for himself and Claudette.
On that day or the next Claudette went to Guy's hospital and
identified herself and Tyra. Andrew went next day to a
woman friend's flat, expressing grief over Tvra ("She's my
life, I'll do anything for her") and claiming that another male
friend of Claudette's had injured her and that Claudette
herself was violent towards him. He left the flat on the
Saturday when the occupier's friend telephoned the police,
but later that morning, with a solicitor to accompany him, he
gave himself up at Brixton Police Station and was arrested on
suspicion of murder.
11. Within hours of her admission to hospital the press had
obtained an unusual amount of detail about Tyra's injuries,
the note left in her coat, and the police inquiries. She had not
at that stage been identified. By the time she died, early on
the Saturday, her identity was known, and by Sunday the
tabloid papers had a full front page story which implicated
,Lambeth as having been legally responsible for Tvra's care.
We have mentioned in outline in Chapter 1 the course taken
from then on by Lambeth to inquire into the case. We do not
consider it appropriate or useful to explore the immediate
and less immediate reactions and responses of those most
closely concerned as officers and councillors, since the
purpose of this inquiry will best be served by taking a fresh
look at the primary issues and evidence, influenced though
these must be by time and subsequent events. We will,
however, quote practically in full Avon Pailthorpe's final
entry in the case notes, made three days after Tyra's death
and eloquent of a great deal which concerns this inquiry.
4.9.84 Visit with Ann Daniels to Mrs. Henry.
[One of her daughters] let us in, and took us to her
mother's bedroom, where Mrs Henry was lying on the
bed, the curtains closed, a children's programme on
L.V. I held her hand, and said I wanted to come and tell
her how sad I was, and to ask her what had happened
over the last three weeks.
Mrs. Henry said that. as I knew. the electricity was cut
off; she had come to the office after I went on leave, hut
the D.O. [duty officer] told her we could only help with
the reconnection charge. She was worried about Tyra
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"a mischievous wo
man" being aroun
d with candles,
and when Claudett
e said she would tak
e Tyra for a time
she agreed.
I asked if she knew
Claudette was tak
ing Tyra to the
Neil flat, with Andre
w. She didn't answ
er this directly
at first, but said An
drew had had a ha
rd time in prison
last time, and didn't
intend to get into
trouble again.
She had seen him
with children; wh
en Patrick
:[another daughter's
) boyfriend) had ac
cidentally hurt
Robert, Andrew ha
d punched him an
d said "There
must be no more
hurt children". Sh
e had also seen
Andrew playing foo
tball with Tyra, an
d apparently
being an affectio
nate father. Ann
asked her if she
believed Andrew ha
d changed, and sh
e said yes, she
did — she didn't thi
nk Tyra was in dang
er or she would
have taken her back
from Claudette.
Mrs. Henry said sh
e came to the office
to tell me, but
was told I was not ba
ck and left no mess
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just that Claudette
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would go and find he
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e thought there
was any danger.
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approach as from Ta
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to the Neils'. She sa
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and out, until last
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audette said Tyra
was teething and
had a slight fever
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in. Mrs. Henry
believed this beca
use Tyra did have
a temperature
when teething. Th
is agrees with what
Claudette told
me on Thursday nig
ht at the hospital —
that Tyra had a
bruise on her cheek,
and a bite on her ch
est, and she did
not want her mothe
r to see these. She
had intended to
return Tyra to her
mother this weeken
d.
Mrs. Henry knew
that Claudette wa
s preparing to
move into her new
flat; on NVednesday
29th August she
had come to collect
[her sister], and tol
d her mum Tyra
was still asleep, wi
th Andrew. Later
in the morning
Andrew went round
to Mrs. Henry for Ty
ra's hat, and
some nappies.

idles,
t time
the
eetly
',son
rick
curt
ere
'en
tly
he
he
Jd

)t
d

I

I asked Mrs. Henry if the press had been bothering her
a lot — she said they did on Saturday, and she gave them
photos of Tyra because she was so sick of the horrible
one being printed; Claudette was angry that they had
one of her, too. Mrs Henry said she didn't want to talk
to the newspapers because they distort what people say;
they had asked her what sort of slociall w[orkl support
she'd had, and she said she didn't want to talk about
it because "you always visited and did all you could."
Ann explained I wouldn't be visiting her for a few
weeks, but if there was anything we could do to help
another s.w. would come; Mrs. Henry said the only
thing that would help would be to be out of this flat,
because of the memories, because [her other daughterl
is being difficult and needs more space with her baby
and because Robert, who in the chaos on Friday night
when Tyra died and the whole family were at the
hospital, saw Tyra there (Claudette had told rue she
didn't want the little boys to see her), and now he gets
hysterical in the flat; Mrs. Henry has asked a neighbour
to keep the boys for a few days. While she w as telling us
this Mrs. Henry was fighting to keep control, w her
finger clenched in her front teeth. Ann said she thought
it likely they would have a rehousing offer qui ckl
sadly such a tragedy usually produced housing which
was not available before. Mrs Henry said she knew that
— when her little boy died in a fire they were rehoused
next day, after weeks of her going to housing daily
without result.

was afraid the family would
. Henry
if she goes under. She doesn't want to see
Mrsa
brekup
Claudette.
Claudette came in while we were there — iust returned
from court where Andrew Neil was charged. She
seemed to be on a high with all the attention and
publicity, and I think has pushed the reality of Tyra's
death into the background. She asked me to ring
Southwark housing as she doesn't want to lose that
tenancy; Ann said we could ask them to hold, but she
would have to sort it out soon.

t.
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As we were leaving Claudette said in a sad
voice
"They're blaming you, aren't they?" I said "The
press
always blame social workers if they can".

12. We will turn in the next part of
this report to the
conclusions which seem to us to follow from
the wide range
of material and submission put before us.
In doing so, we
shall take advantage where appropriate of the
angle (it is for
others to say whether it amounts to wisdom)
which hindsight affords. To do otherwise would be
to waste opportunities to learn from experience, and wou
ld constrict our
work within limits appropriate to litigation
, which this is
not. There are certain points, however, whe
re a worthwhile
evaluation can be based only on what was know
n at the time,
and at such points we have tried and will cont
inue to try to
see things as they appeared at the time.
13. We have necesarily made appraisals, a
number of them
unfavourable, of the activity or inactivit
y or attitude of
individuals involved in the case. In the chap
ters which follow
we shall have to do so again where appropria
te. We therefore
want to stress that our views are formed and
expressed from
the standpoint set by our terms of referenc
e: they do not
purport to be rounded appraisals of the work
or capability of
the people we mention, but an analysis of
their role in Tyra
Henry's history and in the related issues whic
h concern us.
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PART TWO
REVIEW AND
RECOMMENDATIONS

of

Chapter 6
Procedures for the
protection of child
ren
1. This chapter is not
intended as a compr
ehensive review of
its subject. Its aim
is to look at those
procedural problem
which have been th
s
rown into relief by
this inquiry in order
identify weaknesse
to
s and make propos
als for remedying
them.
2. The necessary sta
rting point is a brief
consideration of the
legal situation of a
child in Tyra Hen
ry's position and of
those around her an
d responsible for he
r. The local authority, once alerted as
Lambeth was by w
hat had happened to
Tyrone, has to cons
ider whether to ex
ercise its statutory
powers for protectin
g the new baby. Clea
rly, on facts such as
those known to so
cial services, it co
ul
d not have been
rationally decided no
t to intervene. From
th
the choice of measu
is point on, both
res and the steps to
be taken in pursuan
of those measures
ce
were matters of disc
retion for Lambeth
subject to three prov
,
isos. First, section 2
of the Children and
Young Persons Act
1969 heavily limits
the discretion to
abstain from bringi
ng ca
that relevant inform re proceedings, both by spelling out
ation has to be fo
llowed up and by
compelling the coun
cil to bring care proc
eedings where the
follow-up disclose
s grounds for doin
g so, save in specia
circumstances. Secti
l
on 1 (2) (b) of the sa
me Act specifically
makes it a ground
for making a care
order that a previo
child has been ill-tr
us
eated in the same ho
useh
the making of any ca
re order is the respon old. Secondly,
sibility of a court.
Thirdly, all discretio
nary decisions mad
e by Lambeth both
before and after that
time must be consci
entiously based on
all available and re
levant data, be unin
fluenced by immat
rial considerations
e, and be directed
unfailingly to the
purpose for which th
e council's legal powe
rs were conferred.
We restate these no
w well-worn princi
ples of public law
because they are m
ore than formaliti
es: it is possible to
describe the errors
and omissions iden
tified in the precedin
chapters as breach
g
es of them — for ex
ample the constant
overlooking of the
well-documented ch
aracter of the threat
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from Andrew Neil, the introduction Of unjustified assumptions about the family situation, and the eventual loss of sight
of the legal (and physical) purpose of the care order.
3. We have no criticism to make of the broad decision to seek
a care order, nor of the associated decision in principle to try
to carry out the order without removing Tyra fiom her
family. It is plain from the history of the case, however. that
the care order was not taken seriously enough. was not
responsibly implemented and was finally all but shelved.
What we therefore want to look closely at are the legal and
practical implications of a care order in the specific:context of
this case. They arise morally from the simple fact that the
order makes the local authority answ e rable for the rare of the
child, but also legally from these provisions made by sections
of the 1969 Act:
10 (2) and 18
10 !,- 2! A local authority shall . have the same powers
and duties with respect to a person in their Lan e
virtue of a care order . . as his parent or
would have apart from the order.. .
18 (1 In reaching any decision relating to a ,.hill at
their care, a local authority shall give first consideration
to the need to safeguard and promote the welt- are the
child throughout his childhood . .
The majority decision of the House of Lords in the celebrated recent case of Gillich v West Norlitik and obech Area
Health Authority has eliminated the propriem ial idea of
parental rights and made it clear that what the law gives a
parent .;and hence a local authority with a care order is a
range of powers appropriate solely to securing the child's
welfare.
4. Because an interim or a final care order can only be made
by the local juvenile court, a case has to he prepared and
presented for the making of an order. We have described
how that was done in Tyra's case, and we iudge hat it was
probably the closest that social services came to a p
and responding to the stringent requirements t,f t he !ask they
were undertaking with Tyra. The proposal played l)el ore the

bench and accepted by it was,
it will be recalled, to place
Tyra at home with her grandmoth
er as the primary carer, her
mother in a secondary role and
her father entirely excluded.
Our concern is that the key issu
e, Beatrice Henry's actual
ability to cope, was inadequately
addressed. It might have
been picked up by either of the
lawyers present or by the
bench, but it was apparently not
. At the time, a guardian ad
litem was not required for Tyra
in court; had there been one,
she or he should have picked
up the point. Tyra's case
illustrates the value of the new
legal requirement that all
children in this situation are to
have a separate watcher of
their interests who will ordinarily
be an independent social
worker. Undoubtedly the prospe
ct of being driven towards
removal of the child from the fam
ily is a major psychological
disincentive to any attempt to
undo a package of the sort
which by then was being presen
ted to the court; but more
important, we consider that it
is a function of the earlier
preparatory and planning work
within social services to
investigate this issue and, if stil
l worried about it, to let the
lawyers, the guardian ad lite
m and the court know. To
reverse the relationship would risk
encouraging or allowing
inexpert inroads to he made into
the expertise of social
workers.
5. What has happened in Tyr
a Henry's case does however
lead us to make these observatio
ns. The preparation of a case
for the juvenile court in care pro
ceedings should be regarded
not as a burden or a formality but
as a significant opportunity
for the local authority to assem
ble and critically review its
own proposals. It is at this poi
nt that training, experience
and supervision come together
in a form which is both open
to scurtiny and capable of evalua
tion. Correspondingly, both
the lawyers and the court, all of
whom share the concerns of
the social workers, should he
as concerned to probe the
viability of what is proposed as
to finalise an order, and if
necessary must be prepared to
send the plan back to the
drawing board.
6. Although it is possible to
identify several points at which
a
statutory periodic review by the
juvenile court of its own
order might have had a significant
effect on the present case,
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we recognise that the issue is highly problematical. The
Government's consultative Review of Child Care Law i n
1985 suggested that practical decisions should be taken by
the local authority, that the authority should not be able to
pass the buck to the court, and that there was therefore no
point in periodic review by a court with no directional
powers. The White Paper which followed in 1987 accordingly has no proposals in this regard. We recognise that
judicial watching over care orders in the present state of the
law involves either reviewing all orders routinely, which
means a great deal of extra court work and the risk of
casualness, or confining review to sensitive or problematical
cases, which max, result in the very cases which need review
being left out because they have not been spotted. At the
same time there is an unacceptable contradiction in the
present situation. It is clearly necessary that something with
such fundamental implications for personal liberty as a care
order should be made judicially and not administratively. As
the Jasmine Beckford inquiry and its sequel have stressed,
magistrates are legally confined to making or declining to
make a care order. They have no power to supervise its
implementation. Yet, in our view rightly, they listen with
care to evidence of how it is proposed to implement the
order, and will not make it if the proposed arrangements do
not seem adequate. It is a paradox which needs resolution
that the local authority is then free to alter or abandon all the
plans on the basis of which it has obtained the order without
further reference to the court which made it. The implications for the child and its natural or surrogate family may he
lust as drastic as those of the original care order, but they will
now be based on purely administrative measures or. worse,
administrative errors.
A. We recommend a change in the law so that the
means by which an authority seeking a care order
proposes to implement it is placed before the court in
summary form and, if approved, annexed to the care
order so as to form part of it. If then any significant
change is proposed it will require the authority of the
court, given at a further hearing. An emergency
interim power should be given to a single justice of
the peace or the director or chair of social services to
authorise such a change until the matter can be
brought back before the court.

.1V2=717,....'
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So far as Tyra Henry's case is conerned, such a change in the
law might have had more than one beneficial effect. It would
have concentrated social workers' minds on the fact that
their authority and duty were limited to implementing a
single specific plan, from which they could not depart at will.
It would have meant reasoning out for the court why it was
necessary (if it was) to change the plan to let Claudette Henry
obtain her own accommodation with Tyra. And it would
have led, in our view, to a far harder scrutiny of what it was
that was obstructing implementation of the agreed plan.
7. The Child Care Act 1980 deals specifically with the duty of
the local authority, as the child's legal carer, "to provide
accommodation and maintenance" for the child. It does so in
section 21 by first allowing the child to be "boarded out" or
placed in a community or voluntary home, and secondly by
"allow[ Mg] a child in their care, either for a fixed period
or until the local authority otherwise determine, to be
under the charge and control of a parent, guardian,
relative or friend-.
The Act is thus careful to affirm that accommodating and
maintaining the child are part of the duties of the local
authority under a care order. It allows a parent or relative to
have "charge and control" of the child without conferring
any power to delegate or part with the council's duties to care
for the child.
8. With these duties and the powers that necessarily accompany them a local authority has no need to worry about
section 1 of the Child Care Act 1980. This much-referred-to
statutory provision is in these terms:
1
It shall be the duty of every local authority to make
available such advice, guidance and assistance as may
promote the welfare of children by diminishing the
need to receive children into or keep them in care under
this Act or to bring children before a juvenile court; and
any provisions made by a local authority under this
subsection may, if the local authority thinks fit, include
provision for giving assistance in kind or, in exceptional circumstance, in cash.
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not attain the degree of complexity that we
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as a possible handicap in other cases. In theo
g Beatrice Henry
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tionallv , the elected members are answerable. The House of
Lords made this clear in the case of R Birmingham City
Concil, ex partc 0 where Lord Brightman, speaking for a
unanimous House in relation to a proposed adoption, said:

- If the adoption had taken place and conic to grief. the
persons ultimately responsible would have been the
members of the council and not the members of the
central adoption panel or the members of the social
,crviccs committee. The councillors could not have
washed their hands ot-a disaster, and said it was nothing
to do with them, that it was all the fault of the central
adoption panel.We point this out in order to stress that if the limbs of a local
authority are not working in co-ordination, this in itself
represents an incipient failure on the part of the local
authority to carry out its functions. It is not the sort of
problem which can legitimately be left on the desks of social
workers and housing officers. Fur practical as well as legal
reasons it is the responsibility of departmental directors and
elected members to identify and cure these dislocations.
10. It was in this legal context that a handful of people in and
around one local office of the directorate of social services
were required to meet and decide what should be done to
protect Claudette Henry's second child. Their specific tasks
included a duty under section 27(4) of the Children and
Young Persons Act 1969 to review the case of every child in
care at intervals not exceeding six months, and a further duty
under the council's own procedures to keep tinder review
each child registered as at risk of non-accidental injury
..NA.1), again at intervals not greater than six months. As our
preceding chapters have made clear, we are deeply concerned at the inadequacies of these conferences in squaring
up to the known facts, and we believe that some of these
inadequacies are traceable to failures of procedure. We will
look briefly, in turn, at the questions of whether the
procedures require separate conferences, of how the conferences should be chaired, and of how their discussions and
decisions should be recorded and implemented. We will do
so in the light of the legal responsibilities that we have
outlined, and which we consider to he the determinative test
of adequate procedures.
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11. We have very much in mind, however, that procedures
need to take account of what we can best describe as the
culture of an area office in a decentralised social services
structure. We believe that local cultures deserve study, and
that much that went wrong in Tvra's case may be traceable to
an office culture which permitted and possibly encouraged it
to happen. The relative autonomy of each area can lead to the
development of idiosyncratic practices such as the effective
overlooking of the statutory review of children who are both
at risk and in care. For this reason decentralisation actually
casts new and sometimes heavy burdens on the centre.
Insufficient resources, even if unperceived locally, or slack
procedures can lead to corners being cut, and it is the
directorate's task, without breaching the independence of
the areas, to prevent this happening. (One example of such
prevention, though without cure, is given in paragraph 2 of
our next chaptef.). Tedious things like checklists may be
indispensable for this purpose. For example, a return by the
area co-ordinator of statutory reviews completed in the last
quarter- and due in the next quarter has a value beyond
simple record-keeping. If it is associated with a return to the
area co-ordinator of visits made in connection with the
reviews, some of the laxities we have seen in the culture of
area 5 will start to be noticed and perhaps avoided. It will also
help in the important task of spotting those cases which do
not fit routine pat terns or are ceasing to fit the plan made for
their management, so that they can he dealt with positively
and not by inertia.
12. It is clear on the evidence we have that, at least in
Lambeth's area 5, the "care- case conference and the "NAT case conference were run together wherever a child was both
in care and on the register. One serious though unnecessary
consequence in this and probably other cases was that the
statutory requirement that a care case be reviewed at
six-monthly intervals was repeatedly breached. Charles
Doherty, the area co-ordinator, correctly cited paragraph 7.4
of Divisional Practice Note No.5 Reviews of children in
care. 1980)as recommending the combining of the two forms
of review. More dubiously. he described it in his statement as
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safetY; but between those two points the existence of a care
order demands more than monitoring of the risk — it
demands attention to the child's entire well-being. There are
substantial time, Cost and resource implications to the formal
separation of the two reviews. But in our view the crucial
consideration is not this. h is that the logical and practical
requirements of a case like Tvra's make it more rational to
prioritise the _,,aatutory review of the child in care and to
assimilate the monitoring of risk to the statutory review. We
ing at a case where the
should make it clear that we are look asis of the
existence of physical risk was the b
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i
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dangers: which Were sharpened by the fact that the threat
from Andrew Neil was of a sudden onslaught rather than
repeated maltreatment.
14. The seeking and making of a care order imposes a
continuing requirement on the local authority to look as
widely and as deeply as possible at the nurturing and
protection of the child. It necessarily includes shielding the
child from risk. There is therefore no reasontowhy
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entries, starting with the form consistently used in Tvra's
case:
Child abuse procedures
Decisions sheet
1. Date of conference: location: district.
2. Family household composition: names of children names
of adults: relationships: sex: age d.o.h.; care status occupation; location.
3. Home address.
4. Reason for referral Date and reason for initial registration.
5. Conference decisions:
A. Registration: Should child ren be entered on register?
If yes, give names: Are parents to be
told of decision? • If so, by whom, how
and when?:
Should child ren remain on register he
removed from register?
B. Other action list in order of priority By whom? Tel.
By when?
C. Does everyone present agree with decisions made?
Record any dissenting views .
6. Rev worker: address: tel.
7. Date and location of next conference.
8. Conference chaired by:
Designation
Signed.
9. Administrative officer,
A. Copies distributed to all named on attendance sheet
B. Custodian of register notified
C. Administration arising from conference completed.
1ln addition the cYclostvled minutes sheet for NA l conferences includes a list A persons invited to the conference.]
Children in care
Subsequent review form
I Basic inturmation:
Child's name

now
Present address
Previous review date
Record changes in haste information since the last ut
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Age
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Chairperson
Invitations to
8. Monitoring.
?
Who should receive a copy of this form
Chairperson's signature.
Co-ordinator's comments signature.
Administrative officer signature.
Next review date noted.
Copies .. . distributed.
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C. We recommend that a specialist legal adviser
should always be invited to any initial conference
which is to consider possible legal measures for the
protection of a child, and that if unavailable the
adviser should subsequently be consulted and the
conference be reconvened if the advice received so
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have been but were not considered, or that have since
become available. To take another instance, legal advice
might have been relevant as to the council's powers under the
care order or by other means to exclude Andrew Neil from
access to Tyra, especially following his acquittals for harming Tyrone.
18.The chairing of case conferences is a problem attended by
practical difficulties. We approach it with major reservations
about the adequacy of the chairing of the conferences
concerning Tyra, and in the knowledge that having the social
worker's line manager in the chair was contrary to widely
accepted good practice. As the history in the earlier diapers
shows, there were repeated failures at these conferences to
deal with key issues, ineffective and confused decisionmaking and passivity towards threatening new developments. All of these failings are in a practical as well as in a
formal sense the responsibility of the person chairing the
conference: they should simply not be allowed to happen.
While we have expressed the view that conflating the two
types of review handicapped the work of the conferences, we
cannot possibly blame it for all the failings we have described. What was lacking in the chair was a reasonably
rigorous professional scrutiny of what the conference was
doing, and we think this had two causes, one general and one
specific. The general cause was the perennial problem of
chairing, to try to achieve consensus without fudging points
of real difficulty or difference. The need for consensus is no
less real because the conference is advisory only: the social
services staff who in law make the local authority's operational decisions need all the input and unanimity they can get.
The need is especially acute in the context of child care,
where the possibilities of adjourning and reconvening or of
leaving issues unresolved or of proceeding on a bare majority
range between the slim- and the non-existent. But it is not
insuperable: what it requires is incisive and decisive chairing. aided by the fact that the solutions being sought are
never ideal but the best of those available.
19. The possibilities of such a style of chairing. however.
were constricted by the second, specific cause of the failings
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we are looking at — the closeness of the chairperson to the key
personnel at the conference. The problem is widely reeognised and was freely acknowledged by a number eft th
inquiry's witnesses. including Ann Daniels and Charles
a.. the conference,. on
Doherty who between them chaired11
Tyra. It was at its most acute in those situations where Avon
Pailthorpe was urging the conference to release the local
authority's hold over Tyra and Ann Daniels found herself"
simultaneously in the role of her team leader, her professional supervisor and — if she had chaired as she pi-wetly
should have done — her critic. Because of Ann Daniels' prior
supporting roles, and to a lesser degree Charles Doherty's,
much of the possibility of identifying and correcting the poor
logic of these conferences had been forfeited before the\ took
place. The dominance of the NM aspect exacerbated this
problem in Tyra's case, for it is here that the risk of collusion
is sharpest and most damaging to good decision-making. We
have seen the results: Avon Pailthorpe's admitted lack of
commitment to the care order was allowed to distort the
appraisal of information, which in turn carried 'successive
conferences further away from the terms and the purpose of
the care order. While this was in our view an extreme case.
the risk it illustrates is endemic. It is accentuated by die fact
that the chair's role is not simply to preside: it is to draw out
and formulate what then become the local authority's
decisions, taken by the chair in the authority's name.
D. We consider that chairing is so important in this
field and the possible result of inadequate chairing so
grave that it needs to be made a rule that no case
conference may be chaired by a person who has line
management responsibility for the non-accidental
injury aspect of the case.
We take it for granted that other necessary minimum
requirements, including the training we recommend in
chapter 7 paragraph 14i;Recommendat ion
11 also be set
for personnel who chair case conferences.
20. We make this proposal after giving careful consideration
to the evidence we have read and heard on the logistical
difficulties of spreading the load of chairing. Charles
Doherty told us that in Area 5 the initial case conference in a
non-accidental injury case would generally be chaired by the
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area co-ordinator and subsequent ones by the team leader
except in the occasional case where for special reasons a
change was requested. The reason for this acknowledged
departure from good practice was said to he available
numbers, but it would seem at first sight that the numbers
involved are the same whichever procedure is followed.
However. it has been submitted to us that the team leader
should continue to he present, though not in the chair, in
order to support the social worker and carry some of the
burden of implementation. This plainly has staffing implications for Lambeth, hut we are not convinced that this
support role of the team leader is necessary in any but really
difficult or contentious cases. How the system is re-aligned
in detail is a matter for members and the directorate. but we
are definite in advising that the introduction of non-involved
chairs is necessary and that such chairing cannot he done
cold: it involves the chair familiarising herself or himself in
advance with the detail of each case .
21. We have been troubled by the fact that the inadequacies
of the case conferences on Tvra were not picked up at any
higher level. There is of course a limit to how much vetting of
individual cases can he done by senior management hut
there is also a responsibility at these levels not only to lay
down rules but to see whether and how they are working. We
have commented on the failure to anticipate confusion of the
statutory and NA1 reviews. and we feel bound to comment
too on the failure to pick up the visible fact that in Tvra's case
(and quite possibly others too) the statutory review forms
were not being completed as a result of the confusion. This in
turn might — we believe should — have led to a review of the
decision sheets and minutes to find out what had been
overlooked in making plans and decisions for Tvra; and this
in turn would have revealed the defects which it has now
taken Tvra's death to expose. Equally. a routine check at
area level as to whether the tasks set at the last conference
have been carried out has much to be said for it. We will also
look in chapter 10 at the desirability of automatic notification
of failures to attend the clinic.
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22. In 1980. in response to the e:rowirvg awareness we

- was
spoken of, a new post of Principal Officer ..Social Work
level
a
at
s,
service
social
created in Lambeth's directorate of
s
service
nal
..,perso
immediately below the assistant director
quality
the
on
g
advisin
with a general brief of monitoring and
of social work in the personal services division, and specific
tasks which included these.
1. To advise on individual cases and to ensure the
assistant director is kept informed of any special
difficulty.
2. To advise on particular difficult cases of nonaccidental injury and where appropriate to chair case
conferences.
3. To present cases to the Cases Sub-Committee as
appropriate.
4. To chair the Family Placement Panel :long-term
fostering and adoption placements .
5. To monitor the reviews of children in care together
with the Research and Planning Division. [This was
apparently intended as part of a research project which
failed to materialise.]
These are followed by another six tasks including liaison and
co-ordination of training in the division, chairing working
parties on the quality of social work, and ensuring the
observance of divisional practice on supervision and consultancy. These were rounded off with "Any other duties which
may from time to time be allocated". The job carried no
"downward" authority in terms of management functions,
and was described to us by its incumbent, Jack Smith. as
"taking over some of the role of the Assistant Director
Personal Services and developing some of those areas". He
took up the post on its creation and it rapidly came to centre
on child care. It also within a year brought him the
management of the NAI register, and with it direct contact
with managers on child abuse problems. He made it a
practice to check all initial case conference minutes and all
subsequent ones carrying decisions about registration of
children; other review conference minutes staved at area coordinator level. The result was that he saw the minutes of the
conference of 17th November 1982 where it was decided to
seek a care order, did not spot the difference between the
minuted decision and the decision sheet entry as to who way
to be Tyra's primary de facto carer, and had no routine wad
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absence of an officer in this post during
Tyra's lifetime
contributed tangibly to the mismanagement
of the case.
25. We also want to draw attention to the print
ed form Form
E • used to record details of a child need
ing a family
placement. It originates from the Associati
on of British
Adoption and Fostering Agencies and i, desig
ned "to assist
not only in finding the most appropriate subs
titute parents
for the child but also in the process of his adju
stment after
placement" In the sections on the natural moth
er and father
there is a space for "Race'', which is relevant
and necessary.
There then follows this:
"Pen pi, titre: brief description of mother fathe
r including colour and texture of hair, skin. eN es. height,
build
and overall impression of temperament and physi
que.
Include manner of speech and dress, if distinctive.
e.g.
regional accent, foreign dress.The Association has explained that the object
of these entries
is to enable adopted children to be told something
about their
parents, including their appearance, personalit
y and culture,
when they want to know about them in later
years. We are
concerned about the procedure because it is
evident that the
purpose may be misunderstood by social work
ers completing the form and that the information could
be misused in
"marketing" children for fostering or adoption.
An example
of the former can be seen in what was writt
en against this
entry about Claudette Henry:
"Claudette is a fairly dark skinned West India
n girl
with short curly hair and large prominent eves.
quite
pretty; about 5' I" in height, of average build
. She
presents as very flat and uninterested and detached."
The last sentence of this is within the invitation
extended by
the form, but outside what we understand is its
purpose. The
risk of misuse grows if, as the Association sugg
ests, the form
is now being used by some agencies for all child
ren coming
into care.
E. We recommend that Form E be revised so
that the
purpose of these "pen pictures" is made clear
and
their use restricted to cases of long-term foste
ring
and adoption.
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26. Finally, computerisation. In chapter 8 we recognise the
prime need of the housing department for computer backup, and we do not want it therefore to be thought that we do
not recognise the value of a computerised database for social
services. Indeed, it can almost be said that it is an essential
condition of decentralisation. The independent inquiry
panel which reported to Lambeth in 1982 on the death of
another child in care, Richard Fraser, pointed out the
problem of inco-ordination within the council, and Janet
Boateng, the previous chair of social services, told us that
following that report she understood that efforts were being
made by officers to negotiate the introduction of a computer
system with the staff unions. By the time of our sittings,
however, the director of social services, Robin Osmond, was
still only able to say:
"There is no computer back-up in the department at
all. We arc in the middle ages in terms of the processing
of information.While the filing of dossiers on computer is clearly a massive
enterprise, it must he possible to store on computer and keep
up to date certain basic "fire brigade" data, in particular
about children at risk or in care. The fact that child abusers
and their victims do not stay in the same borough all their
lives is itself a reason for considering a national NAI register,
which could only he compter-based. But even on a local level
Tyra's history has shown up a number of points at which a
computerised reference system might have facilitated tasks
,vhich in the event relied on memories and paper files, from
the failure to reaister Tyra as at risk from birth to the failure
of the duty officer to appreciate that Beatrice Henry's
electricity problem affected a child in the council's care. If
the reason for the continuing lack of computers in the social
services directorate is inertia rather than funds, it is high
time something moved.
F. The use of a computerised system for limited
storage and dissemination of important child care
and protection data should be investigated and if
feasible implemented as a matter of priority.
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27. I n compiling into chapter and formulating our recom-

mendations we have not overlooked the fact that the
requirement in s. 27 -f of the Children and Young Persons
Act 1969 for six-monthly reviews of the children in care has
been prospectively replaced by the Children Act 1975 with a
duty to comply with regulations made by the Secretary of
State as to how, when and on what basis such cases are to be
reviewed. Although some of the procedural and substantive
improv ements we have suggested could well be incorporated
Tinto such regulations, what troubles us is that regulations
spelling out particular elements of a procedure can never be
comprehensive, vet frequently have a limiting, and sometimes a mesmeric. effect. We doubt whether the principal
errors in Tvra's case would have been prevented if regulations under an amended s. 27 had been in force. Whether they
contained minimum standards or comprehensive guidance,
regulations could not have injected the necessary sensitivity
and imagination into the management of her case, and the
consequent incentive to do everything by the book would
more probably have shut out than have stimulated those two
vital factors of good social work. For these broad reasons we
are not recommending the implementation of the "frozen"
amendment of s. 27 as the best vehicle for the improvements
we have proposed. It is true that we lay stress in a number
of places in this report on the need for sound and serviceable
procedures, but we see these as organic elements within a
local authority, not as detailed prescriptions of universal
application.
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out. Given this fake premise, it was no doubt rational to
chink he could deploy the new social worker elsewhere. So
we do not think that this episode. which generated a certain
amount of heat, generates much light, except that it illustrates the kind of longterm distortion that can result from the
cutting of corners in a particular area of work. But some of
the conclusions to which we now turn do raise the question
whether sound practice, especially in terms of supervision,
requires more staff.
3. Even before Tyra was horn, it was obvious that the risk to
her made a care order a possibility if she was not to be
removed from her family. Nine days after she was born a care
order was decided on. Neither then nor later was any serious
consideration given, as it should have been, to involving her
father, mother and grandmother- in plans for her future. The
council's "Good Practice Guide for Working with Black
Families and Black Children in Care", which was written not
by councillors but by a directorate working group that
included social work practitioners and had been adopted in
August 1982, specifically advised:
Before decisions are finalised re RiC [reception into
care] and plans effected, as many members of the
child's family as possible should be checked out, e.g.
grandparents. aunts, siblings etc. with a view to placing
the child with one of them. It is also important not to
overlook a purative father (particularly when he is not
living with the family on a regular basis) or natural
mother in this process. No RiC should occur without
this investigation which shouldhe recorded on the case
file.
We are unhappy at the use that was made of the Good
Practice Guide in Area 5. at least in dealing with Tyra. It was
stressed to us, and we accept, that it was not a manual of rules
or procedures, but it contained some valuable insights. It
represented in particular a considered attempt to deal
responsibly and constructively with what had become
serious issue, the removal of black children from then
families on grounds which had more to do with racial anc
cultural preconceptions than with the wellbeing or safety o
the child. The picture given in evidence by Ann Daniels wa:
that while this general message was well understood thi
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physical fear of him. We are very conscious of the physical
risks which social workers, especially women, face in doing
their work. Such fears are wholly legitimate where a male.
like Andrew Neil by late 1982, has acquired the image of a
strong, aggressive and unpredictable individual. But they
should not be permitted to deflect proper social work
practice. If they exist it is important that they should be
articulated and measures be taken to meet them. For
example, if the question of seeing Andrew Neil had been
raised as it ought to have been at the initial or the subsequent
conference, it would have been for the chair to draw out
difficulties of this sort if Avon Pailthorpe had not come out
with the problem directly, and to make arrangements for her
protection. As it happened, the problem was temporarily
solved by Andrew Neil's arrest on robbery charges on the
day before the November 1982 conference (see chapter 3
paragraph 4); if he had been willing to be seen in custody, the
visit would at least have been physically safe to make. But no
attempt was made to see him.
7. Even more inexcusable is the failure to invite either
Claudette Henry or Beatrice Henry to any of the conferences
on Tvra. To do so is standard and proper practice in care
cases, and it would have been sensible even if a care order was
not being considered initially. We think it overwhelmingly
probable that both would have come, knowing what was at
stake. It may well be that Claudette would not have inspired
confidence or have been adequately encouraged by the
conference; in fact we think it likely that her participation
would have sharpened the awareness of those present that if
Claudette's mother could not be put in charge of Tvra a more
radical expedient would have to be found. Either way,
Beatrice Henry's presence would have been absolutely
invaluable. Instead of relying on second-hand information
which (forgetting for the moment the particular bias Avon
Pailthorpe was giving to it) is never as useful as direct input.
the conferences would have had to confront the real issues.
Here was a woman, recently widowed, previously traumatised by the death of a young son, recently traumatised by
the maiming and loss of a baby grandson, living on social
security with five children in a grossly overcrowded flat and
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could ow be I ()mid fur us. Wc link the issue with training
:.11 workers he
because we believe that it is ne,zessarY ti
21,ce of racism
educated in awareness both of how tl-a,
affec ts people in soiet\ of how this process itself affects the
demands of social work practice.
9. The pressure to take this w av out of the problems came
from Avon Pailthorpe. In recounting the history of the case
we have made a number of criticisms of her role. It is not our
function to pass a final judgement on her. What we do need
to do is to try to draw out any general conclusions we can
from her errors. The one which seems to us to emerge starkly
concerns the problem of tone or balance in social work. The
striking of the right balance between friendliness and
authority is a perennial difficulty of the job. It can he taught
in the abstract hut it is only on the job that it can really be
learnt, and the learning process will only he fruitful if it is
accompanied by meticulous supervision. \Ve have already
remarked on the striking and positive change of tone
when Rosemary Mohan took over the case during Avon
Pailthorpe's period of compassionate leave. It points up a
fundamental defect in Avon Pailthorpe's approach as key
worker throughout Tyra's life which has made us ask
ourselves whether she was "parenting" Claudette Henry
rather than acting as Tyra's key social worker. From the start
one can see an inexplicable willingness to give Claudette
Henry all the leeway she wanted, to accept her word even
when events showed it to be untrustworthy and to do both
these things at the expense of the care order which it was
Avon Pailthorpe's duty to enforce. We have not had the
benefit of Avon Pailthorpe's evidence given in person and
any picture we can form of her derives largely from her own
written account of herself which we have quoted in chapter
2. Two things stand out: although she was in her forties she
was not an especially experienced social worker and was very
recently qualified; but her age and experience of fostering
black children made her a difficult person to gainsay when—
as clearly happened in Tyra's case — she had set her mind to a
particular course. One result was that the care order itself, by
the time it was made, represented a compromise between the
plain demands of Tvra's situation and the unrealistic view of
that situation which Avon Pailthorpe had formed. It was a
110

view which was essentially collusive with Claudette Henry,
and for all the reasons we have spelt out it was unsustainable.
Long before Avon Pailthorpe finally declared that she had
never felt that committed to the care order, one of two things
should have been done: Ann Daniels as her team leader, if
need be in consultation with Charles Doherty as the area coordinator, ought to have considered whether she should he
taken off the case in view of her expressed dissent from the
proposal to take Tvra into care; and if this were not to be
done, positive and consistent supervision was needed to
ensure that her management of the case was loyal to the care
order and not to her own private estimation of Claudette
Henry's needs. That wrong estimation resulted, in our
opinion, from an attitude and approach to Tyra which
centred on Claudette and which renounced the necessary
measure of authority in favour of an inappropriate and
damaging measure of collusion. The measure and proportion
of friendship and authority in social work is of course not
constant. It varies from social worker to social worker, from
client to client, from case to case, and often from day to day
within those categories. But even accepting that the balance
is more an art than a science, it contains an irreducible
minimum of professionalism which it is the function of
training, experience and supervision to recognise and consolidate, and without which the possibilities of serious error
multiply alarmingly.
10. One relevant form of supervision would have been for
Ann Daniels to accompany Avon Pailthorpe on a visit to the
Henry family. By the autumn of 1982 it was already apparent
that this was an unusual and problematic case, and we have
indicated our view that it should have been identified as such
at the conference chaired by Charles Doherty in August of
that year. Supervision at that stage might well have picked
up the problem of collusion and enabled it to be corrected in
one of the ways we have mentioned. As it was, Avon
Pailthorpe became the principal conduit of information
about the family, and an unreliable one. We do not agree
with Ann Daniels' view that a joint visit would have
undermined the key social worker's position. In fact it might
have prevented the social worker from undermining her own
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I. VVe recommend that in the training, practice and
supervision of social workers systematie attention
should be paid to the effects of bereavement, separation and loss and to the value of support and
counselling in coping with them.
It may also be that greater awar ,,n-icss of this pi:ubtem in Area
5 would have helped Avon l'ailthovpe oil her return from
compassionate leave in Mt' 19S.1. Ann Daniels told us that
,he and Cha.:le ,: Doliz.rLy say. Avon Pailthorpe 00 her return
-- and ,,heas,,,ured tr, hal she wishe,:i to work as normal and be
treated the saute as everyone el sf:. Ann Daniels records that
ne'verlheless redn,ed Avon P.d diliorre':,- caseload: but
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Avon Pailthorpe's statement suggests chat in August and
September 1983 she was on and off work a good deal because
of ill health which she attributed to her bereavement, and
that it was this that led to the lightening of her caseload. By
the end of September, however, she believed she was
functioning normally again. We do not attribute any of the
errors we have identified in the handling of Tyra's case to
Avon Pailthorpe's bereavement. and so we have not been
concerned to conclude exactly how the bereavement was
handled: but we cite the problem as one which could \veil
have done with fuller attention than it received, and which in
another case could make the difference between correct and
incorrect management. Better training and awareness of it in
the interests of clients will thus have value for social work
manage] s too.
12. The preceding paragraphs look selectively at certain
issues of social work practice thrown into relief by this
inquiry. Supervision alone could properly be the subject of a
separate treatise. Ann Daniels' evidence recognised its
importance and sought to demonstrate her consistent
attention to it. We accept that within the constraints on her
time she did her conscientious best. But we are also certain
that an adequate system of supervision has to be capable of
picking up the major errors which bedevilled Tyra's case
from the start and the large measure of support which a team
leader has to offer social workers in her team inevitably
dilutes the strength of the supervision she can give them. But
putting supervision in more remote hands brings its own
self-evident difficulties. We are struck by the tact that the
thoughtful and otherwise realistic written submission of
Lambeth's team leaders' group to the inquiry does not raise.
much less grapple with, this problem. Charles Doherty in his
statement to us said of Ann Daniels:
"The members of her team found her accessible and SVICI pathetic and as a result she was able to he critical of their work
without alientating them. There were times when she was
unable to change bad practice by members of her team. but
she persisted and would consult me m order to find
solutions."
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that supervision Sthhi misses error like Avon
is not good enough. We do not think that
horpe's
Pain
reading and checking of records is a solution,
the
ing
niuttiply
niar: errors are of a kind that does not disclose itself.
\Ve make propo,,als later in this report for a change in the
decision-making process in. critical cases, hut that too is
dependent on the case first being identified ascritical. In our
view the necessary checks lie first in interventionist and
challenging supervision, and secondly in rigorous chairing of
conferences. We recognise that a prescription for supervision of this character is potentially disruptive and that it
needs careful working out and sensitive application.

13. We have formed the view that the team leader function,
precisely because it is the first line of supervision, deserves
much greater attention and resources than it received during
the years we have been looking at. A serious error of
judgement which gets past this point may become entrenched in the management of the case.
J. We recommend that the function of team leader
should be reassessed with a view of treating and
teaching team leadership as a skill and in particular to
training team leaders in techniques of supervision.
The relevant techniques must include means of
double-checking important judgements capable of
influencing the long-term management of child care
cases.
The problem is not that this has been omitted in Lambeth
from the team leader's job, but that it is currently buried in a
15-word sub-paragraph in a job description which runs to
more than three pages of tabulated duties in contrast with
the director's half page and the assistant director's page) and
which Ann Daniels in any event does not recall receiving. It
reads:
To assist, stimulate and monitor professional development of each ream member, including by periodic
reviews.
This is too vague and too insignificant to reflect the key
function we have in mind, and its revision and amplification will be a necessary consequence of the foregoing
recommendation.
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lb. We believe that the attention to proper procedure and
training which we have commended will go a long way
towards eliminating the need for what has been nervously
referred to in the inquiry as policing. We understand and
accept that there are both ethis-al and pros:heal objections to
social workers acting as intelligence-gathering agents, except
where reliable and rein ant information comes without being
solicited. It is one thing for a neighbour to report seeing
Claudette Henry and Andrew Neil in the street together; it is
another for a social worker to visit the neighbour in search of
such information. But if. for instance, Andrew Neil had been
seen and spoken to about Tyra at the start, as proper
procedure and practice required, there would have been
little if any problem about openly visiting him and his family
later on in order to monitor the situation.
17. One relatively benign aspect of policing the practice of
drawing up -contracts- between social services and their
clients. The word itself is in many cases a deception, except
where the child is in voluntary care, because the local
authority is effectively dictating terms to the clients but
presenting them as consensual..., No "contract- was drawn
up between social services and the Henry family, and there
was general acceptance that this was a mistake. Out of
curiosity we asked the director. Robin Osmond, the assistant
director, David Pope, the principal officer, jack Smith, the
area co-ordinator, Charles Doherty, and the team leader,
Ann Daniels, each to draw up for us the contact they might
have drawn up fur the the Henry family when Tvra was in
care. The differences in style and content were truly
remarkable. By no means were they attributable only to the
fact that one writer sought to adopt the style used today while
others sought to emulate the style favoured in 1983-4; indeed
if we had not been warned to expect these refinements in the
drafting we might not have noticed them. We have resisted
the temptation to publish them all in an appendix : the
industrious will find them among the inquiry's papers.) or to
rank them in order of merit, but they lead us to make some
points about the practice generally. The object of it is to put
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clear and intelligible form what is expected of the client
I why it is expected. It may also appropriately set out the
osequences of non-compliance. It has the added benefit of
ncentrating the social worker's mind on the same points. It
ould also concentrate her or his mind on what is adminisitively necessary to make the arrangement work. We were
terested to note that none of the drafts deals with the
riodic statutory review or the crucial question of financial
pport and fallback. This may be because the attempt was
!ing made to reflect how the case had in fact been managed,
it may reflect the cultural attitude which had developed,
it an important function of the contract procedure is to
entifv and cure oversights like these.
3. If the document is forbidding or unintelligible to the
ient it is a waste of paper and time and may well alienate the
km. If the document is simply and attractively drafted it
lay do something to enhance trust and co-operation. Some
f the drafting offered to us achieves in places the necessary
ombination of clarity, firmness and sympathy. Some of it,
n the other hand, has a degree of formality more appropiate to a conveyance. It also has a tone of official righteousiess more likely to inspire fear than willing co-operation.
thd some of it is simply incomprehensible to people of
invited literacy or education. Ironically it looks as though the
erm "contract" can mislead the professionals as much as
heir clients.
L. We recommend that training and practice in social
work should include close and systematic attention
to the use of written agreements or records of the
terms set between social workers and their clients
and should offer guidance about their formulation.
Xre reproduce as Appendix D the Family Rights Group's
nodel agreement for initial placements, which we think sets
.he right tone and draws attention to the right matters.
19. It is apparent from the recommendations made in this
1.hapter that there may well be an unacknowledged staffing
)roblem. We have not described in detail the full burden of
:asks resting in particular on team leaders like Ann Daniels,
:tor the extra pressures caused by slow recruitment and staff
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increasing pressure caused by homelessness and poverty, the
ransfer of responsibility for payment of housing benefit
from central to local government and a variety of other
factors, Lambeth as an inner-city area has been among the
worst sufferers. When most of its previous body of councillors were surcharged and disqualified from holding office in
1985 6 because of their refusal to set a rate in conditions
which they considered central government had made impossible for them, the presiding judge, in the course of
upholding the surcharge on them and on councillors from
Liverpool said this:
"There is no doubt that the recent statutes . . . have
increased control by Ministers over the finances of local
authorities and have correspondingly reduced local
authorities' discretion to manage their own financial
affairs. However . . . the range of duties imposed on
local authorities has not decreased; on the contrary, it
increases from time to time."
3. On the top of these difficulties, the first stage in the
Government's abolition of the Greater London Council
involved the compulsory handover of its housing stock to the
boroughs in which the stock was located. In 1982 Lambeth
acquired 15,000 GLC dwellings — the equivalent of half its
own housing stock — with administrative staff to match. In
the period of Tyra Henry's lifetime, between 1982 and 1984,
this already massive burden was increased by the decentralisation of Lambeth's housing services, accompanied by all
the reorganisation and retraining that this necessarily involved. The housing department itself calls the resulting situation chaotic. It was exacerbated by the want of a central
computer base, which might have done something to
maintain co-ordination between neighbourhoods, districts
and the directorate centrally. In such a demoralising situation it is not surprising that staff left or went sick and that
vacancies could frequently not be filled.
4. Nevertheless, the period from the late 1970s to 1982 had
seen the development of housing procedures which were
becoming administratively smoother and more sensitive to
local needs. An Allocations Sub-Committee had been set up,
chaired by the chair of the Housing Committee; a special
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housing needs function had been introduced; so had priority
categories for housing or rehousing and a local lettings
system to speed up turnround of dwellings. By 1981 careful
monitoring of the local lettings system was producing
positive proposals for keeping centralisation and decentralisation in balance. Although the new burdens had by 1982
halted these advances and reversed some of them (notably
the housing welfare service which was withdrawn in 1982
and not replaced in any meaningful form), many of the
essential procedures staved in place and were — in theory —
still available for use by social services. In particular the
housing department continued, formally at least, to recognise defined social needs avenues to priority rehousing.
5. For the year 1979 80 we find the housing department
issuing an instruction note which spells out the housing
committee's decision to confirm a "Social services and
medical avenue to accommodation" and to include in it
families with substantial problems and child care cases,
along with eight other categories, each with a fixed or open
quota. In 1978 the "substantial problems" category had been
allocated 40 dwellings and — very importantly for our present
purposes — child care cases had an open quota. The 197980
instruction note also recorded the introduction of a separate
"Social needs avenue" for pressing cases outside the recognised categories. An accompanying note in 1979 set out the
procedure for utilising this avenue. It envisaged referrals
from within the directorate and from social services, to be
considered monthly by a panel of four senior officers, two
from housing and two from social services. A precondition of
consideration was that a "Social Needs Housing Case
Form", of which a blank example accompanied the note,
must be completed and signed by the caseworker and
endorsed by the relevant section head. We have riot been
shown any comparable procedure for using the "Social
services and medical" avenue, but it is fair to say that the
material we have seen suggests that by 1979 such a procedure
already existed.
6. We can get some impression of how this realistic and
workable scheme became buried in the subsequent collapse
of housing functions from an undated document headed
121

"Decentralisation Allocations Pro
cedure" and dating presumably from 1982 or 1983. Its
composition and presentation look rushed. It lists a sca
le of housing priorities,
starting with decants and the hom
eless. The third priority
reads:
Special Medical • transter & W.I.. ,
Social Needs Aye.
Special Social Services not existing
tenants, except for
disabled .
The carefully tabulated list of soc
ial service priority cases and
the procedures for housing the
m shrink to this little
measure. The rest of the docum
ent fails to mention them
again except to say:
Special Medicals and Special Social
Serv
Needs Avenue. Such cases will be forw ices & Social
the appropriate district by the wai arded directly to
ting list section
following the assessments visit. Spe
cial Medicals and
Social Service Specials Authorised by
,.s
(a)). Social Needs Ave. cases authoris ee. paragraph 4
ed by Urgency
Sub-Committee.
The reference to paragraph 4r,a)
is to a lengthy paragraph on
allocations to the homeless, and
any attempt to follow it in a
social services referral would lead
into the wilderness. More
significantly, the former "Socia
l services and medical
avenue" has apparently ceased to
exist. Instead, recognition
is given to something called "Social
service specials"; and the
residual "Social needs" avenue
is still there. Even then,
either would have been sufficient
for Beatrice Henry and
Tyra if it had been utilised, though
the chances of effective
implementation were clearly slim
by 1983.
7. It is here that the breakdown of
effective communication
between social services and housing
appears to have occurred. In answer to the panel's questio
ns about rehousing where
children are at risk or in care,
the housing department
referred not to any of the procedure
s outlined above but to a
separate information note dated
November 1978 dealing
with transfer applications, which
contained this paragraph:
Social Service Cases. The Housing
Liaison and General
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apparently know that there had been fixed or open quotas for
rehousing of specified classes of social services clients. He
was also uncertain whether contact between social workers
and housing on allocations was local or central, though he
described it being of a high degree. It is also interesting that
Charles Doherty's perception of Betty Tae's role was rather
different. He understood her to deal with priority housing
categories, the handicapped and the elderly, but he believed
that her powers were limited to transfers from the private
sector into Lambeth's housing stock. iThe "general services" element of her post he understood to refer to the
emergency night duty service). He added:
"Heti y Tay has got a great deal of experience and I use
her myself when I need information about how to deal
with particular problems."
Ann Daniels too found Betty 'Tay helpful but believed her to
deal only with rehousing from the private sector.
10. Now that housing have shown us their hand, it looks very
much as if the only person who might have got the Henrys'
housing transfer through was Betty Tay. If there was a class
of case for which her post was tailor-made, it was this one,
given the housing department's own mythology about what a
priority application had to consist of and where it had to
come from. But the vagueness about her functions and
powers which seems to have prevailed from top to bottom of
social services resulted in her not being used or even
approached. In the circumstances there would in our view
have been little purpose in reconvening the inquiry to ask her
why she was not used: the combination of confusion and
demoralisation tells us.
M. There needs to be an interdepartmental overhaul
in Lambeth of liaison between housing and social
services. However slender the available resources
and however great the demand, an orderly, well
known and accessible procedure for rehousing top
priority cases is essential for the discharge of the
council's duties and for the prevention of waste as
well as of injustice. Such a procedure needs to be
devised and implemented without delay.
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housing was decentralised in 1982 was a necessary and wise
step. As we understand it, its remit did not run to the
evaluation of individual needs and claims for transfer, but it
had a general supervisory function which included dealing
with "at risk" cases. Most important, central allocations
could allocate housing directly. Once again, if only Beatrice
Henry's case had been propelled through the entanglements
which divided social services from housing, central allocations could and quite possibly would have done what was
needed for her and for Tyra. But nothing in the evidence
from social services indicated familiarity with the existence,
much less the remit, of central allocations within the
decentralised system. The mental picture we have of the two
directorates is of two people attempting to hold a conversation on a dead telephone line.
13. At local level, however, the two departments could and
from time to time did get through to each other. Among
some instances we have recounted were two belated offers of
rehousing which were made to Beatrice Henry. Apart from
the fact that they were of poor and possibly substandard
accommodation, they were offers of accommodation without
Claudette and Tvra. As such they both reflected and
reinforced social services' abandonment of the plan for
Tyra's care. What had concerned us far more is why the real
need for one large and decent dwelling for the whole family
including Tyra was never met. The housing department's
answers to our questions about this have caused us deep
concern. We are told that, as we would have expected, a
small but definite number of council dwellings big enough to
house the whole Henry family became available during
Tyra's lifetime. From April 1983 to March 1984 alone, 31
five-bedroom dwellings and 16 four-bedroom dwellings
large enough to house 8 people each were re-let by Lambeth
— a total of 47 possible homes. Because 18 of these were in
Brixton and Kennington and therefore outside Beatrice
Henry's "area of choice", the evidence treats them as nonstarters— a point to which we will return. Of the 29 dwellings
remaining in the Stockwell, Norwood and Clapham areas, of
which 19 were houses and 10 flats, allocations were made on
a variety of grounds from decants and repairs to homeless-
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that rehousing was obtained by overriding the points system
(an inference reinforced by the evidence that the Neil family
in 1980 were listed for a management transfer because of
trouble between Andrew and the caretaker). If this is right,
there is no excuse for failing to use the override for the Henry
family. If it is wrong, we are still not satisfied that a proper
quantification of points would not have helped the family:
whether it would have done or not will, or should, have
depended on a range of factors to which the evidence does
not give us access, such as the availability of points for other
aspects of need and the measure of uptake on offers. But our
view of the matter does not in any way depend on how the
points system works. Whether priority was given by the
necessary uplift of points or by overriding the system, the
means to rehouse the family were there but were not used.
15. A further unnecessary constriction on this particular
rehousing application was the "areas of choice" limitation.
Where a tenant wishes positively to limit any rehousing
offers to a particular part of the borough, it makes sense to
work from an area of choice; indeed the process is a positive
and benign one where there is real choice to be had and no
pressure on the tenant to settle for a poorer preference. But
in other cases, notably where offers of housing are in short
supply, insistence on naming areas of choice will he a way of
limiting choice to suit a decentralised system; and this was
especially so when after April 1982 Lambeth's manual
system made it impossible to process an application in more
than a single area at a time. Where the exercise is to find safe
and sufficient accommodation for a child in council care
there is very little justification for localising the application
to any area or areas. Central allocations should be free to offer
any suitable accommodation anywhere in the borough. In a
case like Tvra's, where one major part of the task is to put
distance between the child and the potential aggressor, this is
particularly appropriate. The general mismanagement of the
application was such that in the event it would not have
helped Beatrice Henry to enlarge her areas of choice in
Tvra's interests. What might have helped was to give her a
more informed choice by advising her of the areas of
Lambeth where she was likeliest to be offered a large enough
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Chapter 9
Council structures
1. On one view. the nettles which surrounded Tvra's case
from the start could have been grasped and uprooted at the
beginning. But identifying problems and grappling with
them does not always solve them. Suppose, for example, that
the full gravity of Tyra's situation had been appreciated by
the time of her birth; that it had been decided that she could
only remain with her mother if she was securely provided for
under her grandmother's roof; that social workers had
sought a care order for this purpose; that they had arranged
for Tyra to be fostered by her grandmother for both physical
and financial security; but that their attempts to secure
rehousing were getting nowhere for the reasons we have
seen. The two procedural options would have been to keep
the problem in Area 5 or to take it to whatever level was
necessary to resolve it. Taking the former course would have
faced social workers with a more acute choice: to stay with
the arrangement when one of its essential conditions had
failed to materialise, or to take Tyra away for fostering and
possible adoption by a surrogate family. The first of these
courses would have been as in the event it was) a breach of
legal and moral duty; the second an act too painful to
contemplate except under absolute compulsion. The prospect of being forced to choose one or other of them illustrates
how indispensable it is that there should be access to a level of
authority which can break an administrative log-jam that is
jeopardising a child's or family's entire future. We have
taken this illustration because it represents in understated
form the trap in which Area 5 was in fact caught in handling
Tyra's case.
2. We pointed out in Chapter 6 that the ultimate legal
responsibility for children in care rests on the body of elected
councillors. More specifically it rests on the members of the
social services committee to which the council is required by
law to delegate its social services functions. While in legal
terms this is no different from any of a council's other
statutory functions, the potential consequences of error in
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some of the professional decisions that need to be taken
in social services. it would be quite foolish of me as a
member. for instance, to decide the placing of a child
and who it he placed with over a recommendation
which an officer has to place that child.
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Q. A formal channel needs to be created and
maintained from social workers through the central
directorate to the social services committee and its
cases sub-committee for the resolution of difficulties
which cannot be overcome at area level and for the
reconsideration of problems affecting individual
children's safety or wellbeing which are particularly
complicated or intractable.
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...hannels tor a money ot the sort we
6. lire
commend are largely in place. Area co-ordinators clearly
have a key rok' Irt rt . as do the director and assistant director.
Jack Smi!h's post of principal officer. based centrally in the
directorate, is well placed for collating and sifting issues and
problems for resolution or onward transmission. He expressed to us dissatisfaction with his counselling role. feeling
that a more inspectorial function might be beneficial. We
agree that he-- or somebody in the directorate— needs to play
the part of a trouble-shooter, but we consider that this task
will be best carried out as a central part of the departmental
policy we recommend rather than as the work of a lone
ranger. We would also expect the child protection coordinator whom we have mentioned in chapter 6 to have a
place in this scheme.
9. We have not forgotten the existence ot the Borough
Standing Committee and the Area Review Committee. The
latter gathers Lambeth, Lewisham and Southwark for
quarterly meetings to monitor non-accidental injury procedures and secure co-ordination between organisations.
The former is Lambeth's own interdisciplinary forum on the
prevention of child abuse. Each clearly has a significant role.
but a specialised one which tends inevitably to take structures as it finds them and to work within them to improve
practices and procedures. Neither, for example, seems to
have picked up the weaknesses that we lime identified
through Tyra Henry's case. We think it would he a mistake
to try to reorganise either of them for the role we have in
mind. The job needs to he done centrally and at a policymaking level.
10. We can perhaps illustrate our proposal by considering
what might have happened in Tyra's case if the proposal had
previously been adopted and the social workers had been
more alive to the coming problems. First, it would in our
view have been in order for Charles Doherty, through the
directorate. to put the area social workers' appraisal of the
situation to the cases sub-committee in the period between
August and November 1982 and to ask whether and, if so. on
what specific conditions the new baby could remain with
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Claudette Henry after what had happened to Tyrone. The
question would have been accompanied by a report setting
out the options and the case for and against each. The subcommittee might have decided on holding measures until
housing and finance were sorted out as a matter of urgency
and have then gone through the housing committee to ensure
an immediate priority allocation. Or it might have authorised
care proceedings with the child placed at home but required
a report-back on progress in arranging housing and finance.
Alternatively if the problem had been brought to the subcommittee after Tyra's birth when the care plan had been
made, and Area 5 had reported that it was foundering for
lack of response from housing, the cases sub-committee
would either have had to undertake responsibility for
breaking the log-jam or have sent the plan back to Area 5
r
b eaking
recasting. In any one of these scenarios, or any other that we
can devise, there is no question of elected members interfering gratuitously in professional judgements or operational
decisions, but there is an appropriate spread of responsibility
which offers necessary support to the social workers who are
at the sharp end of the problem of child abuse.
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Chapter 10
Outside agencies
Voluntary organisations
1. An often unrecognised problem which this inquiry has
encountered is bereavement. We are certain that Beatrice
Henry's already overstressed ability to cope was undermined
by the personal losses she had sustained: the death of a young
son many years earlier, the recent maiming and loss of a
grandson, and the death of her husband which coincided
with Tyrone's removal. We have remarked on the failure to
recognise it, much less deal with it, in the context of thecare
plan for Tyra, and have proposed that special attention be
given to the problem in the training of social workers. We
would hope that social workers themselves will be able not
only to recognise the effects of bereavement but to offer at
least a minimum level of counselling and support. Beyond
this, there does exist in the community a body of expertise in
bereavement counselling.
R. We recommend that social services area officers
should locate and make use of bereavement counselling services available locally in the voluntary sector.

Health visitors and clinics
2. The evidence given to us disclosed an unfortunate
misunderstanding about a supposed change in the role of
health visitors in relation to children in care. Charles
Doherty understood from remarks made by health visitors at
case conferences from about May 1984 that they were no
longer going to monitor the general welfare of children but
only their health, and would not promise to make regular
visits as part of a care plan. Nothing, however, was said
formally about it. Jean Fairs, the director of community
nursing services for the West Lambeth Health Authority
from 1982 to 1986, had no knowledge of any such shift in
policy. She explained to us that the constant role of health
visitors was primarily a preventive role focusing on the entire
health of the child, and that from time to time health visitors
might well stress to social services that routine monthly
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the health visitor remains a vital monitor of the
emotional as well as the physical growth of the child, and
thus a key part of the care function.
4. Although we have not found Tvra's non-attendance at the
clink to have contributed to her death, it remains a matter of
concern that it was not taken more seriously. The area health
authority responded conscientiously to requests from Lambeth to report non-attendances during the spring of 1983,
but the requests flowed from existing concern, whereas nonattendance of a child in Tyra's situation should itself be a
ground of concern.
S. Arrangements should be made, whether through
the Borough Standing Committee or the Area Review
Committee, for automatic notification of social services when the clinic apointment of a child in care or
at risk is not kept.
What will then follow is a matter initially for the judgement
of social workers in each case; but where the child is in care,
the omission is legally and morally the local authority's and
cannot be treated lightly.
The probation and after-care services
5. The Inner London Probation Service accepts a primary
role in the detection of child abuse. Its officers are not
directly concerned in policing or monitoring the families of
children at risk, but they are often indirectly involved, as
they were in Tyra's case, because one or both parents have
independently become a responsibility of the probation
service. We have traced in chapters 2 to 4 how this occurred
with both Andrew Neil and Claudette Henry. Essentially
probation officers were concerned with Andrew as a convicted offender and with Claudette as the subject of a social
inquiry report for the court. In both respects, therfore, the
probation officers concerned had a significant part to play in
the conferences on Tyra. Jim Gritton was for a time in a
position to furnish both information and judgement about
Andrew. It is a pity that from 1982 the supervised licence
period following release from youth custody was only three
months, since it resulted in Jim Gritton having time only to
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offer to Claudette Henry of a flat in Taylor House and told
Avon Pailthorpe . according to her note. that he was going to
recommend a probation order. The October conference had
now decided reluctantly to hack separate housing for
Claudette, and it is logical to suppose that Roger Frankland
learned this from Avon Pailthorpe or by some other means
and reported to the court on the bask of it.
7. What concerns us is the haphazard link between the care
plan for Tyra and the social inquiry report. The October
conference did not learn that Claudette was again before the
court, and it might have taken a different course if it had
known. Instead, Roger Frankland will have based his report
to the court on .a crucially revised version of the care plan
which had been made in ignorance of the criminal charge to
which his report related. This cycle of omissions was not just
an unlucky accident caused by the nearness of dates, though
this played its part. It was in our view avoidable. While the
probation service owes its first duty to the court and has
duties of confidentiality to both court and client, the
attendance of probation officers at child abuse case conferences is a recognition of a wider preventive role. It is
consistent with that role that relevant information be exchanged, if possible in the context of a case conference, and
not merely received. If it was relevant to Roger Frankland's
social inquiry report, as we think it must have been, that
Claudette was to be living on her own with Tyra, it was also
relevant to everybody concerned with Tvra that the conferences which took that marginal decision had not known that
Claudette was facing a criminal charge with Denise Neil. In
other words, there was a case by November for reviewing the
October decision in the light of what the probation services
could now contribute. It may well be that it was the social
workers' job to set this process in motion, but we also think
that the probation service should not have proceeded to
make recommendations to the court which would affect
Tvra's future without asking social services whether the
revised care plan still stood in view of the criminal proceedings, and if necessary asking for a recall of the case
conference. We know that none of these steps would
necessarily have produced an alteration of the course set in
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with Tyra Henry, I would have argued ver strongly
for her removal from home."

He based himself on the police view that notwithstanding his
acquittal on appeal, Andrew Neil was guilty of assaulting
Tyrone. This piece of evidence again highlights the problem
of balance to which we have referred in paragraph 8 above. A
police view than an acquitted person was guilty may not go
down well with others who stand by the presumption of
innocence. At the same time a case conference is not a court
of law and the gauging of risk is a far cry from the proof of
guilt. It would have been quite wrong for removal from home
to be determined by P.C. Dyos' view of Andrew Neil's guilt,
but equally wrong to have excluded his view from the pool of
judgements on which the conference outcome was based,
provided it was a view that could be supported with reasons —
as in our opinion it could be, given the largely technical
reasons for the eventual acquittals. Again the need for expert
and vigilant chairing is indicated.
11. We have mentioned that the probation service did not tell
the October 1983 conference that Claudette Henry was on a
shoplifting charge, possibly because they did not yet know
about it. The police, who had of course brought the charge,
did know about it, but P.C. Fuller who attended that
conference did not pass the information on. We did not
receive any evidence from him beyond a statement that he
now had no independent recollection of the case. We do not
know for certain therefore whether the information had
reached him by the time of the conference, but he says that if
it had reached him he would have mentioned it, though not
necessarily with full details. By contrast P.C. Dyos gave
evidence that if he (P.C. Dyos) had picked up the information, the nature of the offence was such that he might not
have told the conference of it anyway.
12. The Home Office circular (179:76) which gives police
forces guidance on this question stresses on the one hand the
need to make all relevant convictions available to the
conference (it seems likeliest that Claudette had been
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convicted on the 1-1th October and that the social inquiry
report had then been called for before the court sentenced
her), and on the other hand the importance of not revealing
convictions which are not relevant. The discretion of chief
officers of police to judge what is relevant and what is not is in
practice delegated to individual police officers, and it is by no
means an easy judgement to make. Take the present case,
We can well see how on one view the fact that a child's
mother has been charged with or convicted of shoplifting has
nothing to do with the care or safety of the child. But we have
pointed out above in relation to the probation service that in a
less obvious sense it was a very material fact capable of
radically affecting the care plan for Tyra.
T. We recommend that the Home Office's guidance
to chief officers of police should recognise that the
judgement of what charges or convictions are relevant to case conferences on children at risk or in care
is often dependent on a wide range of factors, not all
of them self-evident, and that it should advise
officers to consult the person who is to chair the
conference before coming to a decision against
disclosure of any but the most obviously irrelevant
charges or convictions.
13. There is some confusion, with potentially serious
implications, in the guidance Metropolitan police officers
receive on the procedure for disclosing convictions to case
conferences. Some of it may stem from the Home Office
circular, which in paragraph 8 says:
"It will normally be sufficient if the police officer
attending the case conference gives the details of the
relevant convictions orally."
It goes on to say in paragraph 11
- Records of previous convictions are confidential. . .
While the Home Office's purpose is the laudable one of
stressing that case conference data are restricted to persons
with a need to know, it is also important to remember that
charges and convictions are not in themselves confidential:
they are matters of public record, unless the conviction is
spent. The problem seems to he that the Home Office
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between Criminal Record off
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14. The difficulties of police
liaison officers, however, are
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by the Metropolitan Police's
general memorandum ( I.:82)
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It cannot be right to sup
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to place a further limit on the
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16. An especially important class of informatio
n related to
Tyra Henry's safety was when Andrew Neil
was to be
released from custody. Although, vet again, the infor
mation
was not responded to with sufficient urgency when
social
services did receive it, we have drawn attention
to the timelags which occurred in obtaining it and have expre
ssed the
tentative view that the probation service is not
the best
agency to monitor and report on release dates. Havi
ng asked
for and been provided with evidence about it, it
seems to us
that the police are better placed for the task. We
understand
that for ever• person sentenced to custody for
a month or
more a Form 99 containing details of the prospectiv
e date of
release is forwarded to the National Identification
Bureau at
Scotland Yard, usually prior to the release date
(there
appears to he a margin of error or delay, presumabl
y in short
sentences). It is then noted on the Yard's criminal
record. It
is, however, the policy of police forces not
to pass the
information on to local authorities but to rely
on the
probation service to do so where a prisoner conv
icted of an
offence against a child is released. For reasons
we have
touched on, this seems to us a haphazard syste
m. What is
needed is the longest and firmest feasible notic
e of forthcoming release. The elasticity of youth custody terms
and the
impact of loss of remission or the grant of parol
e on prison
sentences make it impossible to calculate defin
ite release
dates long in advance, but we were informed that
the practice
is to make the calculation 28 days prior to relea
se (which
presumably means that everyone concerned is able
to have 28
days' notice of the final release date). It has not
lain within
our remit to go fully into the procedural and organ
isational
problems behind this issue, but it seems to us that
the most
efficient source of up-to-date advance informati
on on a
prisoner's expected date of release is probably
Scotland
Yard's computerised record system, and that if possi
ble
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W. Means should established of allowing directors of
social services to register with the Criminal Record
Office at the time of conviction a need to know the
prisoner's release date in advance, and of giving
directors automatic confidential notification of the
initial calculation and of any recalculation of the
date.

This is a procedure which should be available only in cases
where a child or other person can reliably be shown to be at
risk once the prisoner is at large. If it, or some variant of it, is
already in operation for the probation service's benefit, its
extension should not be problematical.
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Chapter 11
The legal choices
1. We have made it clear earlier in this report that the
decision to opt for a care order is not in itself open in our view
to criticism. But while much of our concern has been with
the way the order was implemented, some of it is with the
way the order was decided on. We believe that systematic
consideration of other legal expedients would have been of
great value in two ways. First, it would have sharpened
awareness of the reality of the choice that was being made.
Secondly it would have afforded at least one crucial form of
back-up which in the event was wholly overlooked.

Supervision order
2. Section 11 of the Children and Young Persons Act 1969
allows a court to place a person under the supervision of the
local authority. The order may include conditions of residence and of medical examination and impose other detailed
requirements on the daily conduct of the supervised person.
It carries no direct sanctions for children and young persons
except that on breach of it the court may adopt a more drastic
expedient — for example a care order. It will be apparent from
our appraisal of Tyra's situation that we would not have
considered a supervision order in any way adequate, whether
it related to Claudette or Tyra or both; but such an order
would have corresponded aptly with the low-key appraisal of
Tvra's situation made by Avon Pailthorpe at the time of and
after her birth. If the early conferences on Tyra had
addressed the issues more rigorously, and in particular if
they had had the legal input they needed, consideration of a
supervision order might have pointed up the central problem
— that the risk was being played down to a level suggestive of
a form of control which, when put back in the context of
Andrew Neil's record, was plainly insufficient, and that
something was therefore badly out of joint.
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Fostering
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morally entitled.
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5. In one sense this was a failure of
e elementary failure to
those involved; in another it was a mor
perly. On either view
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problems — safety,
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that it could not work
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unless all three elements were assured, and
they would have
cast around for ways of providing them
. We have looked
separately at the housing impasse; the foste
ring option would
have gone a long way to securing the posi
tion on safety and
income, and we think that it would have
been arrived at if
social services had refused to accept a
shaky and risky
arrangement and, with legal help, had faced
the real choice —
to make proper provision for Tyra in
Beatrice Henry's
household or to rewrite the entire plan.
6. The failure of imagination continued
to characterise the
procedures as they passed through the hand
s of the court:
nobody seems to have picked up the poss
ibility of using
fostering as a back-up to an arrangement that
was visibly less
than ideal. But it has to be remembered that
the quantification of risk and the formulation of the care
plan in Area 5 was
where the error started, and that once a pack
age of proposals
has been put together it tends to look tidy
and complete
unless somebody is prepared to take it apar
t again. If our
proposal in chapter 6 for making the care plan
part of the care
order were adopted it might make lawyers
and courts less
diffident about testing and querying arrangem
ents which at
present lie in a limbo between the discretio
n of the local
authority and the approval of the court.

Custodianship
7. During Tyra's lifetime custodianshi
p was not available as
a legal option. It had been introduced by
the Children Act
1975 but was not brought into effect until
ten years later. A
relative who is not a parent but with whom
the child has lived
for three months is among those who
can now obtain a
custodianship order. The purpose of it is
to create a legal
status for long-term fostering and similar
relationships. It is
evident from the preceding paragraphs that
such an order
would have helped in one of the aspe
cts of a fostering
relationship to which we have drawn atten
tion, namely in
recognising and formalising the resp
onsibility which
Beatrice Henry was being called on to acce
pt. In this way it
can form a valuable new adjunct in cases like
Tyra's to the old
process of "boarding out", although its form
ality in coming
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between the natural parent and the child may not necessarily
be desirable in every case.

Wardship
8. To have made Tyra a ward of court would not have been an
attractive choice for a number of reasons. But we mention it
to illustrate that the law did afford still further possible
expedients, and that wardship was available if at any stage it
had been appreciated that Andrew Neil was seeing Tyra — the
one thing which was recognised throughout as a wholly
unacceptable source of risk — but it had still been judged
desirable not to remove her if humanly possible. Wardship
would then have made it possible to obtain an injunction to
keep Andrew from seeing Tyra and to have him arrested if he
breached it.
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Chapter 12
Child abuse inquiries
1. When a local authority sets up an independent inquiry like
the present one it is usually seeking to do two things: to
discover where its personnel and procedures may have gone
wrong, and to do so in a way which will reassure the public.
Such inquiries generally result from a tragedy which has
attracted particular public and media concern (the two are
not easy to differentiate) and for which the council has a legal
responsibility. The many deaths throughout the country of
isolated old people who might have been saved by council
intervention, for example, do not attract this form of
attention. Our inquiry as it happens had a less direct origin:
it resulted from the refusal of Lambeth NALGO to accept
the findings of two earlier internal inquiries, of which we
have remained in deliberate ignorance in order to do our job
independently. But the basic cause and the basic objectives
of our inquiry remain the common ones.
2. The problems of a purely investigative body with no
powers to compel evidence or enforce decisions are obvious.
But such bodies are by no means powerless: their reports are
widely read and on occasion are acted on, and although, as
we have repeatedly stressed, ours is not a disciplinary
tribunal, we have had constantly in mind that what we say
may nevertheless affect the careers of staff who were
involved in Tyra's history. It would be too much to ask us to
comment on our own usefulness (there will be no shortage of
other commentators on it) but we think that the recent
multiplication of independent inquiries into local authority
disasters may make it helpful for us to generalise from our
own experience of holding this inquiry.
3. When we held our opening session it became apparent that
a number of bodies which wanted to co-operate in the
inquiry had documents and information which they regarded as confidential. They could therefore share these with the
panel but not with the public. We sought and obtained from
the council an extension of our terms of reference to allow us
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to take evidence or submissions in private where in our
opinion the requirements of confidentiality outweighed the
requirement that the inquiry was to be held in public. We did
this because we recognised that evidence would only come to
us voluntarily, and that there were a number of agencies
which held material potentially relevant to our work but
which could not ethically publicise it if it contained personal
data on their clients or other people. In the event we have
received a modest body of documentary evidence which has
remained confidential to the inquiry and its participants and
has not proved problematical because we have not had to rely
on it, except that at one place in this report we needed, and
were given, a waiver by the supplier of confidential notes to
allow us to quote a short passage.
4. However, it has become clear during our work that it
might well not have been so easy. There is the immediate and
obvious problem that, without a waiver from the agency
tendering the evidence, the report cannot quote or draw
directly on any confidential material — assuming that the
inquiry's report is intended for publication. Beyond this lies
the much greater problem that confidential material may cast
a wholly different light on evidence given openly. The panel
is then presumably compelled either to report as if it had only
the latter material in front of it, or else to evade the issue in
order not to report falsely on it. Neither course is acceptable,
and it is our view that the only safe course for an inquiry
without statutory powers is not to accept evidence on
confidential terms, whatever the temptation to do so.
5. A second problem on which we wish to record our view is
the relationship of the local authority with an independent
panel which it has itself set up. More than once during the
inquiry we felt that one limb or other of the council was
showing unconcealed pique at the fact that we were not doing
what it thought we ought to be doing, and showing it in a
proprietorial way where other participants accepted our
rulings, right or wrong, with better grace. We mention this
not in order to criticise people who worked extremely hard to
provide us with a wealth of material but to illustrate the
difficulty for local authority staff of both servicing an inquiry
by providing it with nine tenths of its evidence and deferring
159

to it as an outside arbiter. Perhaps the sharpest example of
the problem occurred in April 1986 when, five days before
we were due to start sitting to take evidence, the council's
special committee without consulting us decided to postpone
our hearings indefinitely because of non-cooperation by
Lambeth NALGO. Whether it was the right or the wrong
decision does not matter; what matters is that unless a local
authority, having set up an independent panel, respects its
independence and does not take decisions over its head, the
point of having this type of inquiry begins to evaporate.
6. A major difficulty which we have observed for the local
authority is that as a participant in the inquiry, the fiction
that it is a single entity is stretched to breaking point. Almost
by definition a situation which has reached the point of an
external inquiry is a situation in which there are substantial
conflicts of interest within the local authority. This is well
illustrated by the list of participants in appendix B: the
majority of them were in fact council employees but they
understandably chose to be represented independently.
Whether it was a cause or an effect of this, the council's case
was largely the case of the directorate of social services.
There is no point in anybody's complaining about it: the
layovers presenting the council's case have to get their
instructions from somewhere within the local authority, and
the top of the directorate is the natural place. But it creates a
sometimes quite invidious situation for the authority's
solicitor and counsel. As an employer the council owes all its
staff certain duties of support. As a thinking body its mind is
made up not by the directorate but by its elected members;
and they have deferred making up their minds until an
independent inquiry has reported. For the local authority's
counsel to react by limiting her participation in the inquiry to
questions designed to take no stance and to upset nobody
would have been a waste of time and skill. Yet if instructions
come to the council's lawyers from the top of the hierarchy
there will be an ever-present fear, right or wrong, that the
traditional army system will operate and Private Atkins
always be blamed for losing the war. We think consideration
should be given in future to splitting up the council's
representation from the start in order to represent realist160

ically the different interests within it, if the present form of
inquiry is to be adopted again.
7. We include the final "if' in the last paragraph because we
are not convinced that the undoubted benefits of a public
inquiry justify all of its procedural anti substantive
consequences. Although those appearing before us were
conscientious in recognising that their task was not to prove a
case or destroy one but to help us to fulfil our terms of
reference, they had conflicting duties. Where in litigation a
lawyer can work on the basis that there is a single duty both
to the client and to the court to present the client's case
single-mindedly, in an inquiry the panel have a roving
commission which is not limited by what the participants
want it to deal with. A lawyer who single-mindedly holds the
client's corner is likely to obstruct the work of the inquiry;
and one who devotes himself or herself to assisting the
inquiry may betray the client's interests. Every lawyer who
appeared before us worked hard to strike the right balance,
but the truth is that there is no comfortable seat on this fence.
It may be better to recognise that most participants take part
in inquiries and retain lawyers to protect their own interests,
and that the inquiry, with the assistance of its own solicitor
and counsel, needs to make its own way through the evidence
with no more than due regard for the individual interests
represented before it.
8. We make these comments because, looking back over the
transcripts, we have to say that much of the questioning of
witnesses, while no doubt helpful to the participants, was not
particularly helpful to us. Yet practically all of it was entirely
legitimate once an individual interest had been recognised
and a right to take part had been accorded. In no case did we
conclude that we had been wrong to allow a participant in or
that a right to participate was being abused. It seems to us
therefore that those setting up future inquiries of this kind
need to give central consideration to whether a forum
composed of contending parties is an appropriate or
economical format.
9. If the inquiry is to be held in public, it is probable that a
format of this kind is unavoidable. The possibility of public
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criticism entities individuals to
a right to respond in the same
public forum. We have recogn
ised above the imperatives in
favour of making a child abu
se inquiry public. and have
admitted that taking evidence
in confidence — and equally
therefore in private — may onl
y defer rather than solve the
problem of confidentiality. We
can add that sitting in public
is -also a check on abritrary
or capricious conduct, even
if
publicity for the evidence is low
or non-existent from day to
day. It is true that represent
ed participants may keep a
similar check on the panel's con
duct, but to sit behind closed
doors with a full array of rep
resented participants may
represent the worst of both wo
rlds. The real alternative, it
seems to us, is to recognise tha
t an inqury can only cease to
mimic litigation in format and
expense if it adopts a fully
inquisitorial procedure. Ess
entially this must involve the
panel seeing witnesses individ
ually in private, with a friend
or representative if the witnes
s wishes, and asking them
about what the panel judge
to be relevant and useful. Of
course if new and unexpected
criticism of others is advanced,
the panel will offer those others
an opportunity to answer it;
but the extra time and effort
involved in recalling the
occasional witness or inviting
the occasional further witness
to testify is marginal in com
parison with the logistics of
having every interested person
or body continuously participating. Although there is no
wav of knowing, we think it
probable that some people wh
o declined to give evidence to
us, especially from Tvra's fam
ily, would have come forward
to help in a protected private
forum; and if not, the panel or
some of its members could hav
e visited them — an impossibility where a dozen represent
ed participants also have the
right to attend. There is also
reason to think that witnesses
may be more open and candid
in a setting where they are not
testifying from a proof of evi
dence prepared by lawyers and
then defending themselves fro
m multiple criticism, but are
simply doing what they can to
tell the panel things it needs to
know. And correspondingly the
personal stress on witnesses
will be much lower — a factor
of importance first in attracting
reluctant witnesses and second
ly in lifting the shadow which
an impending inquiry must
cast over the lives of those
centrally involved.
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10. Some of these difficulties, it is true, can he met if the
panel starts by reading the papers and prepares its own lists
of questions, allowing witness then to add any further matter
they think helpful. Other recent inquiries have done this, to
good effect. We decided not to do it because we were
concerned not to appear to be — or actually be — limiting or
pre-empting our possible findings; and looking back we
think we might well have stirred up things which have
turned out not to be contentious and missed things which
have proved to require attention had we worked on a
questionnaire basis from the documents tendered to us. But
the range of problems, as we have indicated, goes far wider
than this.
11. While there are real difficulties about whether child
abuse inquiries should he held in public, there are none
about the proposition that they should be conducted by
persons unconnected with the directorates involved. Some of
our findings involve criticism of personnel high in the
directorate, including David Pope who was earlier given the
invidious task of conducting one of the two internal inquiries
(see chapter 1). The council cannot know in advance how
high up the ladder of responsibility an inquiry into the death
of child in care may have to go. It is not fair to expect an
inquisitor to be objective about his or her own role in a deeply
sensitive matter. The practical effect of such an appointment
is that the council, by making it, prejudges that the
appointee is free of responsibility for what went wrong.
Because elected members may also be the subject of legitimate criticism, it is also unfair to appoint senior officers of
other directorates within the council to conduct such an
inquiry. We know nothing of what the two internal inquiries
found, but we can understand that their very constitution
was likely to undermine confidence in their findings,
whatever they were.
X. If in the future Lambeth or any other local
authority is considering setting up an inquiry into a
case of child abuse or some analogous issue, we
consider that the advantages of a private inquiry by
outside personnel, limiting the right of representation to the right of each witness to be accompanied
by a friend or adviser, are such that a public inquiry
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Chapter 13
Conclusions and summary
Whose child?
1. The reason why Tyra was able to slip out of the care,
control and protection of the local authority ; of her grandmother and finally of her mother was, in a word, that sight
was lost of whose child she was. The council took responsibility for her; it then handed it over to her mother and
grandmother; her grandmother could not carry out the
responsibility in her straitened circumstances and let Tyra
become Claudette's responsibility; Claudette was incapable
of taking responsibility for Tyra and let her get into the very
hands, her father's, which the care order has been designed
to keep her out of. Lambeth's social services not only
presided over but assisted this process by focusing far more
of their attention on Tvra's mother than on either her
grandmother, who was the one who needed all the help she
could get, or on Tyra, whose safety was the object of the
entire exercise. The result was that while Claudette received
the lion's share of social work attention, responding to it only
passively and evasively, Tyra was largely overlooked. The
unspoken approach became that anything that had to be
accomplished for Tyra must be accomplished through her
mother, since her grandmother had turned out to be too
entrenched in difficulties to be further relied on. The
overriding responsibility of Lambeth as Tyra's legal parent
became lost in the tangle of administrative frustration and
professional misjudgement that we have traced. The consequent breach of responsibility and its tragic outcome are
written all over the pages of this report.
2. A very wide body of evidence was put before us. For
reasons we have given in chapter 12 we did not trammel our
remit or therefore limit the evidence in advance; but as our
work proceeded it became clearer to us where the issues
surrounding Tvra's death lay. It will now be apparent where
we have concluded the problems were located; and from
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it
these conclusions is has followed that we have not found
h
whic
to
necessary to explore a number of other areas
for
ugh,
sometimes substantial evidence was directed. Altho
er, we
reasons we have mentioned in our introductory chapt
of
ions
drew a line at the reception of current draft revis
have
we
ial
procedure or policy, there are signs in the mater
of the
seen that attention has not so far been directed to many
hope
We
points we have identified as the crucial ones.
our
see
d
therefore that our preference that the council shoul
nd
respo
report and respond to it, rather than that we should
to the council's initiatives, will prove justified.
that
3. ''e want lastly to reiterate what we said at the start:
most
the
aps
the protection of children at risk is perh
that
important and difficult of all social tasks. It is our hope
who
s
ution
our report will help the individuals and instit
the
carry this daily burden of responsibility to perform better
they
which
job which they do on behalf of all of us and for
deserve both respect and gratitude.
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B. Where a child is both in care and registered as
should
non-accidental injury, the periodic review of risk
care
ordinarily be assimilated to the statutory review of the
review.
order and the latter be made the sole formal periodic
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C. As a minimum measure, a specialist legal adviser should
always be invited to any initial conference which is going to
consider possible legal measures for the protection of a child,
and if unavailable the adviser should subsequently be
consulted and the conference be reconvened if the advice
received so requires. The same should apply to subsequent
conferences unless the legal adviser reports in writing that
her or his attendance is unnecessary. The legal adviser
should remain on the circulation list for minutes and records.
D. Chairing is so important in this field and the possible
result of inadequate chairing so grave that it needs to be made
a rule that no case conference may he chaired by a person
who has line management responsibility for the nonaccidental injury aspect of the case. [See also K below].
E. The form used for recording information about children
in care (Form E) should be revised so that the limited
purpose of "pen pictures" of parents and others is made clear
and the use of them restricted to cases of long-term fostering
or adoption.
F. The use of a computerised system for limited storage and
dissemination of important child care and protection data
should be investigated and if feasible implemented as a
matter of priority.
G. The problem of "positive" racial stereotypes needs to be
fully addressed both in the training of social workers (and
associated professionals too) and in a more considered
deployment of black social workers to work with black
families.
H. Joint visiting should be recognised as an appropriate and
useful form of supervision of social workers, and allowance
should be made for it wherever possible in staffing and
timetabling.
I. In the training, practice and supervision of social workers
systematic attention should be paid to the effects of bereavement, separation and loss and to the value of support and
counselling in coping with them.
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. The function of team leader should be reassessed with a
in
view to treating and teaching team leadership as a skill and
super
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techn
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particular to traini
vision. The relevant techniques must include means of
double-checking important judgements capable of
influencing the long-term management of child care cases.
s
K. All social services staff who may chair statutory review
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training in chairing as a condition of the job.
L. Training and practice in social work should include close
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and systematic attention to the use of written agreements
their
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rs
worke
social
en
betwe
records of the terms set
clients and should offer guidance about their formulation.
in
M. There needs to be an interdepartmental overhaul
es.
servic
social
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ng
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Lambeth of liaison betwe
However slender the available resources and however great
for demand, an orderly, well known and accessible procdure for rehousing top priority cases is essential for the
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Such
waste as well as of injustice.
devised and implemented without delay.
N. The procedures need to be disseminated in a concise,
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clear, schematic and above all unitary form to social worke
both
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els
chann
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availa
and housing officers, so that the
easily identifiable and readily accessible within both
directorates in a common form.
0. Periodic meetings at committee chair and director level,
attended where necessary by the chief executive and the
s
leader of the council, are needed to monitor the effectivenes
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betwe
ms
proble
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of the system and resolve organisation
the two departments.
P. We strongly support any effort to co-ordinate housing
allocation by computerising data, subject to appropriate
legal and policy safeguards against incorrect and out-of-date
entries.
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conveyed to the conference as is relevant and appropriate.
\X'. Means should be established of allowing directors of
social services to register with the Criminal Record Office at
the time of conviction a need to know the prisoner's release
date in advance, and of giving directors automatic confidential notification of the initial calculation and of any recalculation of the date.
X. In any proposed future inquiry into a case of child abuse
or analogous issue, the advantages of a private inquiry by
outside personnel, limiting the right of representation to the
right of each witness to be accompanied by a friend or
adviser, are such that a public inquiry should be decided on
only if the case for sitting in public is considered
overwhelming.
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Appendix A
The Inquiry Panel
ELAINE ARNOLD, M. Phil. Social work trainer and
consultant. Qualified as a psychiatric social worker. Worked
in child guidance in Trinidad and U.K. Member of the
International Society for the Prevention of Child Abuse and
Neglect. Has published papers on her subject.
MARLENE BOGLE. State enrolled nurse. Co-ordinator of
Brixton Black Women's Centre. Worker, counsellor and
course organiser on child sexual abuse.
FELIX FERNANDO. Diploma in Applied Social Studies
and Certificate of Qualification in Social Work (L.S.E.)
Home Office Letter of Recognition in Child Care. Member
of management committee, Notting Hill Housing Trust
(Ealing Branch). Area officer, social services, London
Borough of Hounslow.
ROS HOWELLS. Equal opportunities director for
Greenwich Council for Racial Equality. Qualified in
counselling and welfare work. Experience with young
mothers project and mothers and children centre.
LOVA RAMSAY, B.A. (Hons.). Race relations adviser on
housing to London Borough of Hackney. Member of
management committee of Ujima Housing Association and
of Federation of Black Housing Organisations. Housing
management experience in housing associations and local
government.
STEPHEN SEDLEY, Q.C., B.A. (chair). Called to the Bar
1964; Q.C. 1983. Assistant recorder. President of National
Reference Tribunals for the coalmining industry. Past
visiting professorial fellow, Warwick University; past visiting fellow, Osgoode Hall, Canada.
S.C.M., N.D.N.,
AVICE WARMINGTON,
H.V. Cert. Assistant director of community nursing
services, responsible for advice on child health. Child
protection co-ordinator, and co-ordinator of multidisciplinary training courses on child abuse. Currently
principal nursing officer with the Save the Children Fund,
Zanzibar.
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Appendix B
Participants and Representatives
Counsel to Inquiry:

Elizabeth Lawson, instructed by
Sarah Cross, Secretary to the
Panel of Inquiry.

West Lambeth Health
Authority:

Siobhan Goodrich & Jennifer
Cummin, instructed by J Tickle &
Co.

Inner London
Probation Service:

Jonathan Fisher, instructed by
Herbert Oppenheimer, Nathan &
Vandvk

Metropolitan Police:

Jean Craig, Metropolitan Police
Solicitors Department

London Borough of
Lambeth:

Patricia Scotland, instructed by
Peter Shannon

Avon Pailthorpe &
Rosie Mohan:

Charles Howard, instructed by
Fisher Meredith & Partners

Ann Daniels:

Nicholas Riddell, instructed by
Hodge, Jones & Allen

Charles Doherty:

Joanna Dodson, instructed by
Hornby & Levy

Robin Osmond &
David Pope:

Richard White

Jack Smith & British
Association of Social
Workers:

John Trotter and Jonathan Pearl
of Bates, Wells & Braithwaite.

Janet Boateng:

Louise Christian of Christian
Fisher & Co.

Stephen Bubb:

in person

Family Rights Group: by written submission
Lambeth Nalgo were accorded the right of representation
but took no part in the substantive hearings.
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Appendix C
'Witnesses
ORAL
Robin Osmond
David Pope
Jack Smith
Charles Doherty
Ann Daniels
Ian Dyos
David Roach
Dr Kyvelie Papas
Jean Fairs

Stephen Bubb
Janet Boateng

Director of Social Services
Assistant Director of Social
Services (Personal Services)
Principal Officer, Social Work,
Social Services
Area Co-ordinator, Social
Services Area 5
Area Team Leader, Social
Services Area 5
Metropolitan Police, retired
Training Manager, Social
Services
Senior Clinical Officer, West
Lambeth Health Authority
Director of Nursing Services,
West Lambeth Health Authority
Former Vice-Chair, Social
Services
Former Chair, Social Services
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.+A R1 I . TEN
Inner London Probatioi1 Service
fan Buchan
Eric Hay
Michael Fuller
Avon Pailthorpe
Rosie Mohan
Mike Blake
Pauline Robertson
Bernard Monaghan
Team Leaders' Group
Greta Sandler
Family Rights Group
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Metropolitan
II;-pecio

Chief

Metropolitan Police. Sergeant
Metropoliran Police, Constable
Social Worker. Social Services
Area 5
Social Worker, Social Services
Area 5
Social Worker. Kings College
hospital
Solicitor
Team Leader, Sikial Service„
Area $
Social Services
Training Officer, Social Services
6-9 Manor Gardens, Holloway
Road, N7

Appendix D
Family Rights Group Model Agreement
For Initial Placement
NOTES
1. Whenever possible natural
parents will need to he
participants to this agreement.
Apart from them, the child, and
•the foster parents, there should be
a minimum number of people
partipating - only those actively
involved in the carrying out of the
agreement.
2. What problems led to the
placement being necessary
and the child not being able to
live at home?These should be
specific and identify conditions
and-or behaviours - these
should be additional to a
careful note of any allegations
upheld in court
applicable)
or presented as reasons for care
(if applicable). WRITE THE
PROBLEMS IN SIMPLE
CLEAR TERMS. Note if
different particpants have
different opinions.

1. Participants to
agreement

2. Problem i.e. what is
now wrong

3. What goal(s) will everyone work
towards?
The goal(s) must be ones) that
can EASILY BE ACHIEVED OR
NOT. Keep them simple and
clear, and give a priority to them.

3. Goal i.e. what is
needed

4. Will any existing "house rules"
conflict with the goal(s)?
When will the detailed "house
rules" be discussed and agreed?
"House rules"
times to be in

4. "House Rules-for the
placement
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Bostmeliagyvr

by, arrangements for visitors
only need discussion here if they
are likely to conflict with the
goal's', noted in :3..
5. How long is the placement to
last? When is'are the goal(s)
above to be achieved?
6. Brief details of who, what, when
and why are needed here. Check
to see if there is a necessary order

for doing the tasks, and check to
see that no-one thinks there are
particular obstacles in the way of
completing them. As before try
and keep them simple and clear.

7. Who will visit who, when and
why? (e.g. statutory visits,
contract worker visits to foster
parents etc.)
8. Full details of contact (who,
when, where, how, and why),
and of the help to be given.
9. When will progress towards the
goal be reviewed?

5. Time Limit

6. Tasks i.e. who will

do what to achieve
the goal(s)?
a) for agency and
social worker
b) for foster parents
c , for child and own
parents
d) for others
7. Frequency and
Purpose of Social
Work Contact
8. Contact with
Natural Family
9. Review of Progress

there be a number of
reviews before the time limit
noted in (5
10. What are the plans for the child
if the goal(s) is/are not
achievable? Give a broad
indication of the plans.
11. What are the means of dealing
with any participant's
dissatisfactions, or for
changing this agreement?

10. Contingency Plans

11. Dissatisfaction and
Changes

Note the name, s of the social
worker(s) who will arrange any
necessary meetings to discuss
dissatisfactions or changes.
Prime responsibility for work with the
natural family during this
placement will rest with
Signatures
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WHOSE
CHID ?
Tyra Henry was killed by her father when she
was not quite two years old. She had been
legally in the care of Lambeth Council since
birth, and following her father's conviction
for murdering her the Council set up an
Independent Public Inquiry to examine the
circumstances surrounding her death and the
work of the agencies concerned with her
welfare. This report contains the findings and
recommendations which the
inquiry panel of six experts,
chaired by Stephen Sedley QC,
has presented to
Lambeth Council.
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