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True to Us- Childrens Services Front Door / Multi Agency Safeguarding Hubs (MASH)

The multi-agency front-door services are often referred to as ‘MASHs’ (Multi-agency Safeguarding Hub) but are also known as Integrated Front Doors and Single Points of Access. On June 25th 2025, research was published to develop understanding of how MASHs work, for whom and in which contexts: evaluation-of-multi-agency-safeguarding-hubs.pdf. This study theorised that the MASH can be classified into two main models: 
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From this research, the MASH seems to exist on a spectrum, according to how far a needs assessment and service planning function is performed. The study suggests that for a MASH to work effectively, it should: 
· Include strong practitioner relationships 
· Have a stable, skilled, and experienced workforce.
Parental consent for information sharing was highlighted as often being a difficult and confusing issue for practitioners.

An effective MASH should result in:
· Timely and relevant information sharing 

· Multi-agency informed decision-making 

· A reduced likelihood of missing or underestimating risk to a child

· Swift needs assessment

· Enhanced practitioner confidence and wellbeing.
This template summarises the key findings from the research to help local multi agency practitioners, managers and leaders assess MASH effectiveness and identify areas for improvement. The template reference Ofsted Inspection criteria.
	Section 1: Co-located practices strengthen professional relationships, enabling faster, informed decisions and better outcomes for children and families.


	Focus
	Research Finding
	JTAI (ESN)
	Current Practice
(What do we know and how)
	Actions required to strengthen practice 


	1.1 The strategic role and purpose of your MASH is clear to partners, practitioners, children and families 
(page 50-56) 

 
	Safeguarding Partners know where need and risk analysis sit in the system and this is clear and understandable for our children, families and community. 

	EC1 EC2
	
	

	1.2 There is a shared culture and clearly defined roles and responsibilities for practitioners located in the MASH? 
(page 58-60)

	Where roles and responsibilities were clear, the MASH function was effective and there was clear single and multi-agency ownership- enabling improvements to be made were needed

	EC1 EC2
	
	

	1.3 The front door is staffed by your most skilled workforce and has capacity to meet the demand (pages 60-62)

	Enabling strong analysis, anchored in the ‘live’ referral, supporting the analysis of historical information proportionately. a stable work force has benefits for parents and improves feelings of trust
	EC4
EC6
	
	

	1.4 The MASH is co located (with appropriate hybrid approaches), enabling colleagues to effectively gain advice and dispart expertise (page  62-63)
	Sharing of expertise and knowledge. Informal conversations seen as valuable to gain alternative perspectives and sense-check professional judgements.
Sharing an office space particularly led to stronger practitioner bonds and spontaneous discussions about cases, which practitioners felt contributed to better, timely multi-agency decision making and improved outcomes for families. Hybrid set ups can also have benefits though.
	EC4
EC6
	
	

	Section 1 Multi Agency Analysis:

	What is working well?

What are the areas for improvement?

What needs to happen (summarise actions required to strengthen practice)



	Reflective questions for local MASA’s to consider:

Does your agency understand the functions of the front door/MASH?
Do your staff within the service, understand their roles and responsibilities?

Do your staff within the service understand the roles and responsibilities of others?

Is the right expertise accessible to all within the front door/MASH set up?

Do Leaders and managers across agencies know and understand the level of expertise needed and provided within the front door/MASH functions?



	Section 2: Timely, relevant information sharing with parents and young people and clear decision-making with them.


	Focus
	Research Finding
	JTAI (ESN)
	Current Practice
(What do we know and how)
	Actions required to strengthen practice 


	2.1: Language used by practitioners towards parents & children is jargon free, respectful and accessible to those from different cultures and backgrounds
(page 63)

	Parents found the language confrontational and difficult to understand (particularly when acronyms were used). 
	EC2
EC3
	
	

	2.2: Communication with parents is clear and regular, ensuring they understand the process and why interventions are taking place, empowering them to ask questions and seek detail where required. (page 63)
	Parents felt that practitioners had not considered ways to clearly communicate the processes and interventions being undertaken with their children and the rationale for what was happening was not clear to the parents
	EC2
EC3

	
	

	2.3: You have a clear and well understood (by multi agency partners, children and families) threshold document, that enables practitioners to gain consent to progress interventions or rationalise consent being overridden 
(page 63-67)

	Consent was seen as complex, with MASH work sometimes paused due to inconsistent agency approaches. 
Proportionate information sharing helped build trust with families.
	EC3 EC5
EC6
EC7
	
	

	2.4: The decision-making processes are clear and owned by the multi-agency professionals around the child (page 67)

	Final decisions were seen as the social worker’s role. Limited challenge may reflect trust in their responsibility or strong informal communication within MASH.
	EC4
EC5
EC6
EC7
	
	

	2.5: Professional challenge and Escalation processes are clear and confidently applied within the MASH 
(page 67)

	MASH culture supports open challenge without defensiveness.
	EC4
EC5
EC6
	
	

	Section 2 Multi Agency Analysis:

	What is working well?

What are the areas for improvement?

What needs to happen (summarise actions required to strengthen practice)



	Reflective questions for local MASA’s to consider:

· Are referral processes across agencies clear, and understood by all and timely (consider role of Family Support/Early Help)?

· Are timescales for responding to contacts clear and triaged effectively?
· Are information sharing protocols understood within and between agencies?
· Are child protection enquiries focused on the needs of the child and informed by stat agencies and those that know the child best?

· Are multi-agency safeguarding arrangements enabling effective information sharing and timely decisions for the immediate safeguarding of children?



	Section 3: What difference is your MASH making?


	Focus
	Research Finding
	JTAI (ESN)
	Current Practice
(What do we know and how)
	Actions required to strengthen practice 


	3.1: A clear multi-agency QA framework is in place, with strategic oversight and assurance from the partnership. (page 75-77)

	Participants noted that effective partnership oversight and security supported improvement and enable practitioner to think of creative solutions. 
	EC11 EC12
EC13

EC14

EC15
	
	

	3.2: The MASH ensures children and families receive appropriate support through coordinated agency collaboration. (page 68)
	MASH was seen to help agencies agree on lead responsibility, preventing families from being passed between services and reducing the risk of them falling through gaps.

	EC8
EC9
EC12
	
	

	3.3: The MASH offers time for practitioners to debrief with each other, considering their own needs and wellbeing
(page 68)

	The ability to debrief with other practitioners in MASH was also perceived to support the wellbeing of MASH practitioners, particularly when they were co-located in the same physical space

	EC14
	
	

	3.4: There is a central repository for records, which details multi agency planning and decision making, supported and sign off by management 
(page 68-69)
	Practitioners felt professionally safe in MASH thanks to strong policies and experienced management. This assurance improved decision-making, especially when partners judged higher risk than social workers.

	EC8
	
	

	3.5: Parent and young people tell you that their experience of the MASH allowed them to be treated as the experts in their own families (page 70)
	Parents felt excluded as experts in their own families, often unaware why practitioners shared information but were not asked to share their own views or information about their children and concerns.

	EC13
	
	

	3.6: The MASH receives less re-referrals 
	Practitioners from the research this reduction as a success of this service 

	EC15
	
	

	Section 3 Multi Agency Analysis:

	What is working well?
What are the areas for improvement?
What needs to happen (summarise actions required to strengthen practice)



	Reflective questions for local MASA’s to consider:

· Do practitioners, managers and leaders understand what is coming into the front door/MASH and community needs?
· Do practitioners, managers and leaders understand how the needs are being met?

· Do practitioners, managers and leaders understand the reasons for re-referrals into the front door?

· What are children and families telling you about the difference the front door services makes for them?


	Section 4: Effectiveness of the system in supporting and protecting children and young people outside traditional MASH operations


	Focus
	Research Finding
	JTAI (ESN)
	Current Practice
(What do we know and how)
	Actions required to strengthen practice 


	There is a clear mechanism for information sharing and decision making for care leavers aged 18-25 (page 71)

	Care leavers aged 
18–25. While local authorities have a duty to support them, police do not, creating gaps in information sharing.

	EC3
EC6
	
	

	There is a clear mechanism for information sharing and decision making for families with no recourse to public funds

(page 72)
	Families with No Recourse to Public Funds (NRPF- due to limited access to resources and support. Although local authorities have a duty under Section 17 of the Children Act 1989 to safeguard children in NRPF households, systemic barriers—such as limited information sharing and restricted access to welfare and housing—can impede effective safeguarding. 

	EC3
EC6
	
	

	Analysis:

	What is working well?

What are the areas for improvement?

What needs to happen (summarise actions required to strengthen practice)



	Reflective questions for local MASA’s to consider:

· Do care leavers know where to access the right support and help and is this happening?
· Are the unique needs of families with no recourse to public funds understood and responded too via the functioning of the front door/MASH?

· Do practitioners, managers and leaders understand emerging need/risk and have mechanisms in place to ensure support is in place for these?
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Figure 1. The two strategic functions of MASH (go to accessibility text)
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