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All day I dream about
Something I know I have no doubt

I can’t be happy I can’t pretend
I can’t wait until the day this all ends

Is there something I can’t see?
Because it seems everyone’s happy apart from me

I feel like life’s a waste of time
I can’t wait until it is the end of me

If only I could have some hope
Then maybe I could feel I cope

I wish my mother didn’t die
I cry, I pray and look up to the sky
I wish she was right here with me

Then I’d be good and she could see
Just how much she means to me
I feel like I have done so wrong

It’s true, you don’t realise what you have until it’s gone
I never showed her much respect

And her love I did neglect
There are so many things that I can’t change

And that’s something I have to accept
I can’t live life with so much regret

There’s no point in crying tears
Because this will go on for endless years

Nothing good will ever last
That’s what I’ve learned from my past
I can’t live up to all these expectations
Life’s been fucked up for generations

My Life

Written by a young person in this report who ended her own life
GCSE English coursework
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RECOMMENDATIONS
Recommendation One
Buckinghamshire Safeguarding Children Board 
and Children’s Social Care should facilitate 
discussions with organisations such as Young 
Carers, Youth Clubs and the Youth Service to 
ascertain how they can better engage with 
statutory agencies to safeguard young people 
at risk of child sexual exploitation. 

[The outcomes from these discussions 
should improve feedback and the sharing of 
information and may also assist in helping 
other voluntary sector organisations who are 
in contact with young people at risk of child 
sexual exploitation engage with services.]

Recommendation Two 
A family worker should be employed within 
the Swan Unit to support the families of child 
victims.  

Recommendation Three 
Buckinghamshire Safeguarding Adults Board 
should bring agencies together to ensure there 
is an appropriate, effective and coordinated 
response available to victims of child sexual 
exploitation as they become adults. 

Recommendation Four 
Buckinghamshire Safeguarding Adults Board 
should review the support that is in place 
for adults who disclose they were sexually 
exploited when they were children. 

Recommendation Five 
The Swan Unit should consider how to 
communicate with organisations working 
with children and young people on how those 
organisations can share anecdotal information 
about child sexual exploitation with the Unit. 

Recommendation Six 
Buckinghamshire Safeguarding Children 
Board’s Child Sexual Exploitation Sub Group 
should develop a strategy to engage with all 
local communities within Buckinghamshire on 
child sexual exploitation.

Recommendation Seven  
Buckinghamshire Safeguarding Children Board 
must work with partner agencies to evaluate 
the effectiveness of current community 
initiatives such as Nightwatch and Hotel 
Watch, and ensure that those initiatives 
working effectively to reduce the risk of child 
sexual exploitation have sufficient funding to 
progress.   

Recommendation Eight 
HM Government should consider introducing a 
national central database of all licensed drivers, 
indicating whether any had been subject to any 
regulatory sanctions.

Recommendation Nine
The four Buckinghamshire district council 
licensing services and the Buckinghamshire 
County Council client transport team should 
work together to progress their work around 
safeguarding young people from child sexual 
exploitation.  This work should focus on 
improved information sharing with Thames 
Valley Police through considering a dedicated 
point of contact within Thames Valley Police for 
taxi related issues.

Recommendation Ten
The Buckinghamshire Safeguarding Children 
Board, Safer Stronger Bucks Partnership Board 
and the Adult Safeguarding Board should lead 
multi-agency discussions to ensure agencies 
share “low level” information effectively. 

Recommendation Eleven
The governance for the Gangs Multi-Agency 
Partnership, and the links between the Multi-
Agency Safeguarding Hub, the Swan Unit, 
the Missing and Sexual Exploitation Risk 
Assessment Conference, the Multi-Agency 
Risk Assessment Conference and the Gangs 
Multi-Agency Partnership must be formalised, 
recorded and reported to the Buckinghamshire 
Safeguarding Children Board.

Recommendation Twelve
Buckinghamshire Safeguarding Children Board 
should undertake a further challenge event on 
child sexual exploitation to ascertain whether 
agencies are working towards the review 
recommendations and are progressing within 
their agencies.  

Recommendation Thirteen
Buckinghamshire County Council must ensure 
that the funding of a dedicated service to 
safeguard children and young people from 
child sexual exploitation is sustainable and  is 
in line with local needs and national research.

Recommendation Fourteen
Buckinghamshire Safeguarding Children Board 
should continue to explore ways of undertaking 
preventative work with children and young 
people so that they are able to recognise 
and seek help if they find themselves in bad 
relationships.
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1. INTRODUCTION

Child sexual exploitation is not a new 
phenomenon, but high profile prosecutions 
such as those in Rotherham in 2010, Oxford in 
2013 and the Buckinghamshire case at the Old 
Bailey in 2015 have placed the issue firmly at 
the centre of child protection. 

There have been reports of child sexual 
exploitation across Buckinghamshire stretching 
back to 1998. Since this time, there have been 
over ten Thames Valley Police operations 
across the county involving up to 100 children 
and young people (some of whom are now 
adults). In 2013, a serious case review was 
undertaken to examine the response to one 
young person (J) but to date, the impact of 
sexual exploitation on the other young people 
has not been reviewed. 

Nationally, since child sexual exploitation 
was recognised, knowledge, practice and 
the language around it has developed and 
improved. However, because of the number 
of cases across Buckinghamshire, the 
Local Safeguarding Children Board asked 
for evidence to verify that the appropriate 
processes, interventions and expertise are now 
in place within the local area to ensure that 

young people are receiving the level of support 
they deserve.   

In order to provide the evidence required, 
the Chair of Buckinghamshire Safeguarding 
Children Board took the decision to conduct 
a serious case review encompassing all the 
cases of child sexual exploitation dating back 
to 1998. This decision was taken on 19 May 
2015 and the Department for Education was 
informed on 26 May 2015. This review was 
initially chaired by an independent consultant, 
and later by a senior police officer. The author 
of this review is a freelance consultant. She is 
independent of, and has no connection with, 
any agency in Buckinghamshire. 

The panel wishes to thank all those who have 
contributed and assisted with this review. 

Throughout this report, pseudonyms have 
been used to protect the identity of the victims, 
survivors and family members. The term 
‘young people’ is used in the report to describe 
all children under 18 who have been, or are 
at risk of being, sexually exploited and adults 
who were sexually exploited when children. 

The following definition of child sexual exploitation has been used:

“Sexual exploitation of children and young people under 18 involves 
exploitative situations, contexts and relationships where young people (or 
a third person or persons) receive “something” (e.g. food, accommodation, 
drugs, alcohol, cigarettes, affection, gifts, money) as a result of them 
performing, and/or another or others performing on them, sexual activities. 
Child sexual exploitation can occur through the use of technology without 
the child’s immediate recognition; for example, being persuaded to post 
sexual images on the Internet/mobile phones without immediate payment 
or gain. In all cases, those exploiting the child/young person have power 
over them by virtue of their age, gender, intellect, physical strength and/
or economic or other resources. Violence, coercion and intimidation are 
common, involvement in exploitative relationships being characterised in the 
main by the child or young person’s limited availability of choice resulting 
from their social/economic and/or emotional vulnerability” 1

1 See section 1.2 Safeguarding Children and Young People from Sexual Exploitation: Supplementary guidance to 
Working Together to Safeguard Children (2006) HM Government, 2008
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2. THE AIM OF THE 
SERIOUS CASE REVIEW

The aim of the serious case review was to:

• Establish how child sexual exploitation was managed in the 
past by partner agencies across Buckinghamshire

• Ascertain what level of service is currently available to 
children, young people and adults who are facing, or have 
faced, child sexual exploitation in Buckinghamshire

• Identify what needs to change in order to improve agencies’ 
response to children, young people and adults facing child 
sexual exploitation 

• Apply these lessons to all agencies across Buckinghamshire 
that currently work with children, young people and adults 
facing child sexual exploitation

• Demonstrate whether ‘outcomes’ for children and young 
people facing sexual exploitation have improved across 
Buckinghamshire

• Identify areas of good practice and learning.

exploitation

impact
abuse

grooming
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3. METHODOLOGY

It was impossible to undertake an in-depth 
review of each child given the large number of 
cases. Thus, rather than reviewing each case 
individually, Buckinghamshire Safeguarding 
Children Board concluded that the most 
effective way forward would be to undertake 
a single serious case review incorporating 
information from known cases and subsequent 
Thames Valley Police operations. 

Therefore, this serious case review did not 
follow the style of previous reviews. Instead, 
it sought to draw information from agencies 
about past performance and assess this against 
their current performance. In order to achieve 
this, information came from a number of 
sources and in a variety of formats including 
(amongst other things):  

• Meetings with victims, survivors and 
parents 

• Multi-agency fact finding workshop with 
over 80 participants. [The panel held a 
multi-agency fact finding workshop with 
80 participants from different agencies 
and departments. It was based on a child 
sexual exploitation case study and sought 
to identify good practice and areas for 
improvement]

• Multi-agency challenge event.
[Buckinghamshire Safeguarding Children 
Board hosted two multi-agency challenge 
events. One was specifically on child 
sexual exploitation and the other was on 
commissioning services and child sexual 
exploitation. The aim of the challenge 
events was to establish what work was 
being undertaken by agencies across 
Buckinghamshire, to share good practice 
and identify areas of challenge]

• Information reports

• One-to-one interviews with professionals, 
community groups and charities

• Group interviews with victims and 
professionals

• Discussion with the perpetrators’ offender 
managers 

• Local reports, reviews, protocols, policies 
and procedures

• National research and reports 

• Serious case reviews (national and local).

There was a wealth of information from all 
the sources and therefore the panel had to 
be very selective about what was considered 
applicable to the review. To ensure there is 
continual improvement, this review did not 
dwell so much on past performance but sought 
to evidence where practice had improved 
and identify any gaps and learning that still 
required addressing. 

The review panel comprised:

• Assistant Director Children’s Services South 
East Region, Barnardo’s 

• Business Manager, Buckinghamshire 
Safeguarding Children Board

• Community Safety Team Leader, Wycombe 
District Council 

• Detective Chief Inspector, Thames Valley 
Police

• Education Representative, Pupil Referral 
Unit 

• Education Representative, Secondary School  

• Independent Consultant, Community 
Engagement 

• Independent Overview Report Author

• Lead Nurse Safeguarding Children Team, 
Oxford Health NHS Foundation Trust

• Named Nurse for Child Protection, 
Buckinghamshire Healthcare NHS Trust 

• Principal Solicitor, Buckinghamshire Law 
Plus 

• Safeguarding Lead, Buckinghamshire 
Clinical Commissioning Groups

• Service Director, Buckinghamshire County 
Council Children’s Social Care.

impact

grooming
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4. BACKGROUND

Child sexual exploitation was first identified 
in Buckinghamshire in 1998.2 There were 
concerns that young girls were being abused. 
A number of the girls were in the care of 
the local authority (looked after) and lived 
at a specific children’s home.3 Therefore, an 
‘organised abuse’4 meeting involving managers 
and practitioners from Children’s Social Care 
and Thames Valley Police was convened which 
identified a number of gaps including:

• Gaps in the ‘missing children and young 
people strategy’

• Inadequate ‘return interviews’ for children 
and young people who had gone missing

• A lack of any co-ordination of information 
between agencies 

• No multi-agency oversight of the work by 
the Area Child Protection Committee.5   

A joint Thames Valley Police and Children’s 
Social Care operation (Avril) started in January 
2000 and focussed on concerns around 
Aylesbury, High Wycombe and Chesham. It 
was thought that around 25 victims (all girls) 
and 50 adults were involved. By March 2001, 
the police had a list of nine adult males aged 
between 18 and 26 years old and a list of six 
girls aged between 15 and 18 years old. The 
men (perpetrators) all had Asian names and the 
girls all English names.

In June 2001, the organised abuse working 
group was split in two; one to investigate 
and the other to focus on preventative work 
in the community. The investigation group 
(Thames Valley Police and Children’s Social 
Care) continued to meet every three months 
until September 2004. A continuing challenge 
to the group was that the majority of the young 
people involved did not view themselves as 

victims and therefore resisted help. Overall, 
there seemed a lack of senior leadership from 
the County Council and from interviews with 
managers involved at the time, there was a 
view that the operation ‘fizzled out’ with little 
outcome around 2006.

Equally, it was not possible to review the work 
on child sexual exploitation undertaken by the 
Area Child Protection Committee. Copies of 
minutes could not be found although reference 
was made to them in minutes of other 
meetings. 

Between July 2004 and April 2006, multi-
agency ‘case meetings’ took place. The 
purpose was to provide a forum where 
professionals could discuss their concerns 
about individual young people who were being 
sexually exploited. The last meeting was in 
April 2006 when it was indicated that the new 
‘Safeguarding Children Board’ would review 
and propose a new structure for the work.

In June 2005, Buckinghamshire County Council 
commissioned Barnardo’s to carry out a 
‘mapping exercise’ of child sexual exploitation 
in Buckinghamshire. It was clear from the 
findings that there was little known about the 
prevalence of sexual exploitation. Nevertheless, 
there were a high number of young people 
going missing from local authority residential 
care homes and some were being sexually 
exploited whilst visiting other areas (e.g. 
London, Slough, Reading and Milton Keynes). 
The findings also showed that most known 
abusers were three to ten years older than the 
children they were exploiting – although, in a 
few cases the perpetrators were significantly 
older (aged 30-50 years).

4.1.Chronology of events

2 The background information was summarised from a piece of work undertaken by Maurice Emberson in 
February 2015 on the work that Buckinghamshire County Council had carried out on child sexual exploitation between 
1998 and 2014
3 The children’s home was closed in June 2001. Its closure was not related to the management of the home but 
as a result of  financial pressures on the department
4 Organised or complex abuse covers circumstances which may involve a number of abusers (adults or young 
people) and/or a number of child victims. The abusers concerned may be acting in concert to abuse a child or children 
– for further information, see: http://www.bucks-lscb.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/BSCB-Procedures/Complex_Abuse_
Policy_July_2016.pdf - accessed on line 17 August 2016
5 Area Child Protection Committees (ACPC) were introduced in 1974 following the death of Maria Colwell. Each 
local authority area established a committee in order to bring together representatives of each of the main agencies 
and professionals responsible for helping to protect children from abuse and neglect. It was a multi-agency forum for 
agreeing how the different services and professional groups should co-operate to safeguard children in that area. They 
were replaced by Local Safeguarding Children Boards under s.14 Children Act (2004)
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The report identified gaps in service 
provision such as no dedicated specialist 
response to child sexual exploitation across 
Buckinghamshire; a lack of sufficient early 
intervention on possible cases of child sexual 
exploitation; and there was a need for more 
effective proactive inter-agency working. Thus 
in 2006, the council commissioned Barnardo’s 
(RUSafe) to work with vulnerable young people 
at risk of child sexual exploitation. At this time 
there were limited services throughout the UK 
to support these young people. Barnardo’s 
provided services in a number of cities, namely 
Glasgow, Edinburgh, London, Southampton, 
Bristol, Middlesbrough and Wales. Thus 
Buckinghamshire was one of the first local 
authorities to commission a county-wide 
service. 

The service was available to girls (at the time 
there was limited data on male victims) from 
all backgrounds aged between 11-18 years old 
(21 years for those with learning difficulties) 
who lived in Buckinghamshire. It accepted 
referrals from the community, professionals or 
non-professionals, including self-referrals and 
peer-referrals. 

Initially Barnardo’s contributed a third of the 
cost of the RUSafe service and Addaction (drug 
and alcohol service for under 18s) contributed 
a further third. The team consisted of one 
manager and one worker. By the end of the first 
year, they were working with 22 young people. 
They also carried out child sexual exploitation 
awareness training for staff in Buckinghamshire 
County Council and other agencies.

Buckinghamshire County Council’s children’s 
commissioning team monitored the service. 
The service soon became popular with young 
people and professionals alike and has 
expanded since 2006 to provide additional 
services to meet increased needs. Equally, 
funding from the Council has increased year on 
year to date. 

In 2007 a complex cases team was set up by 
Children’s Social Care. Complex abuse covers 
circumstances which may involve a number 
of abusers (adults or young people) and/
or a number of child victims. The abusers 
concerned may be acting in concert to abuse 
a child or children.6 The team consisted of a 
team manager and two senior practitioners. 

Their remit was to investigate organised abuse 
cases involving more than one young person. 
The team developed specialist knowledge and a 
close working relationship with Thames Valley 
Police. The team was, however, disbanded in 
2013 as part of the restructuring of Children’s 
Social Care. 

In January 2012, all agencies in 
Buckinghamshire were asked to provide 
the Safeguarding Children Board with 
data on children and young people “who 
they understood were affected by sexual 
exploitation”. No agency was able to provide 
any data, other than RUSafe. 

In July 2013, a pilot ‘Sexual Exploitation Risk 
Assessment Conference’ (SERAC) was set up. 
It was formally introduced in April 2014 as 
a meeting in which “agencies come together 
to share information about potential or 
recognised risk to a child who has been or 
could become subject to sexual exploitation”7.  
It aimed to share intelligence, provide early 
intervention, reduce the risk to the young 
person and consider how the harmful activities 
could be disrupted or ended. This meeting 
continues to play a key role in protecting 
young people at risk of sexual exploitation. In 
recognition of the link between child sexual 
exploitation and missing young people, it 
has now become the Missing and Sexual 
Exploitation Risk Assessment Conference 
(MSERAC) (page 48). It now includes discussion 
of young people who go missing more than 
three times in 90 days.

In June 2013, Buckinghamshire Safeguarding 
Children Board set up a working group on 
child sexual exploitation. The group’s brief 
was to lead the Board’s work on child sexual 
exploitation and produce policies, strategies 
and raise awareness. The group became a 
formal sub group of the Board in January 2015 
and remains instrumental in co-ordinating the 
work on child sexual exploitation.   

In November 2013, a progress report 
was drafted by the Business Manager of 
Buckinghamshire Safeguarding Children Board 
that set out the work that had been undertaken 
since 2011. It also contained an action plan 
with most tasks being the responsibility of the 
child sexual exploitation working group. The 
report appeared to play a significant part in 

6 For further information, see: http://www.bucks-lscb.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/BSCB-Procedures/Complex_
Abuse_Policy_July_2016.pdf - accessed online 17 August 2016
7 Excerpt from the 2014 Sexual Exploitation Risk Assessment Conference (SERAC) operating protocol 

4. Background
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Buckinghamshire Safeguarding Children Board 
(and possibly Children’s Social Care) starting to 
prioritise work on child sexual exploitation. 

A further update was produced by the 
Buckinghamshire Safeguarding Children Board 
working group on child sexual exploitation in 
October 2014. It showed that work continued 
across partner agencies on awareness raising, 
a communications plan, training practitioners 
and data gathering. 

There were over ten separate Thames Valley 
Police investigations/operations relating to 
child sexual exploitation between 1997 and 
2015. Seven of them started after 2012. A 
number of the operations resulted in court 
cases with several men being given custodial 
sentences. Others resulted in ‘not guilty’ 
verdicts or the victims feeling unable to give 
evidence. Some investigations involved a single 
perpetrator, some focussed on groups of men. 
A similar pattern emerged in regard to the 
victims – some involved a single victim while 
others concerned multiple victims. 

As set out in the Children Act (2004), 
Buckinghamshire Safeguarding Children Board 
took over from the Area Child Protection 
Committee in September 2006. From 
November 2006 to December 2014, the Board 
met on 51 occasions. The minutes indicate that 
the Board was involved in a range of general 
safeguarding issues including staff training, 
serious case reviews, e-safety and policies 
and procedures. The review by Emberson 
suggested that overall, the rigour and 
management of the Board’s business and the 
work undertaken by a number of its members 
appeared impressive. Nevertheless, there 
was only one mention (November 2012) of a 
police child sexual exploitation investigation 
despite there being a large number of police 
investigations during this period. However, 
the Board’s minutes did refer to issues 
around child sexual exploitation and there 
were clearly other activities taking place. This 
included checks on taxi drivers, information 
around missing children, presentations on 
the work of RUSafe and updates on sexually 
exploited children. Multi-agency guidance on 
child sexual exploitation was first published 
by Buckinghamshire Safeguarding Children 
Board in 2007. From 2006, RUSafe provided 
some training to agencies but the multi-agency 
training was not developed until 2014. There 
was no strategy for child sexual exploitation 
until January 2016, although a significant work 

plan developed and expanded over time as 
awareness and knowledge about child sexual 
exploitation grew in line with local and national 
understanding of the issue.

More recently, Buckinghamshire Safeguarding 
Children Board has hosted events to establish 
what work is being undertaken by agencies 
across Buckinghamshire. These challenge 
events (page 7) aim to share good practice 
and identify areas of challenge. This included 
a child sexual exploitation challenge event in 
August 2015. The event identified several areas 
for consideration: 

• Thames Valley Police to use sexual harm 
prevention orders (SHPO) and sexual risk 
orders (SRO) as part of disruption activity

• Developing a profile of perpetrators 

• Review therapeutic services for adults 
who have been victims of child sexual 
exploitation in their childhood and for 
young people as they become adults

• Oversight and regulation of contracts with 
taxi services and their drivers

• Disruption of child sexual exploitation and 
the prosecution of perpetrators

• Support for parents and siblings of 
young people experiencing child sexual 
exploitation

• Communication with minority ethnic 
communities and specific sectors such as 
taxi drivers, hoteliers etc. 

• Review training on child sexual exploitation 
across all agencies and consider whether 
more specialist training is required

• Clarity around the links and roles of groups 
including: 

 - Gangs Multi-Agency Partnership 
(GMAP) 

 - Missing and Sexual Exploitation Risk 
Assessment Conference (MSERAC)

 - Buckinghamshire Safeguarding 
Children Board Child Sexual 
Exploitation Sub Group.

These findings contributed to the development 
of the Buckinghamshire strategy for tackling 
child sexual exploitation and the concomitant 
action plan which were published in January 
2016. The findings continue to inform the 
multi-agency response in Buckinghamshire.

4. Background
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4.2. Past operations, reports and serious case reviews

Over the past 18 years, a number of operations 
and reviews across Buckinghamshire have shed 
light on the experiences of young people and 
how professionals responded to them. Other 
reviews detail Thames Valley Police operations 
and highlighted the controlling coercive nature 
of the perpetrators and the vulnerability of the 
victims. 

One police operation/report (Aero) focussed on 
events around 2005 and involved a girl, who 
at the age of 12, was forced to have oral and 
vaginal sex with two men (one black and one 
Asian) over a four-year period. On occasion, the 
perpetrators forced her to have oral and vaginal 
sex with white British men they had brought 
along with them. Throughout the period, the 
girl thought she was in a relationship with one 
of the perpetrators. He stopped contacting her 
when she became pregnant. She described how 
it took her years to understand that this was 
not a ‘normal’ relationship and at the time did 
not disclose to any adult what was happening 
to her. 

In 2009, a serious case review was undertaken 
to review the events leading up to the suicide 
of a 17-year-old girl and the death of her 
unborn baby. Although the report makes brief 
reference to child sexual exploitation, it is 
not explicit. This perhaps typifies the extent 
of professional understanding at that time. 
In hindsight, she was exhibiting a number of 
risk factors including “going missing”, “putting 
herself at risk”, self-harming and using drugs 
and alcohol; she was excluded from school 
and had a controlling ‘boyfriend’. Clearly she 
was a vulnerable child with mental health 
difficulties. The report reviewed the history 
of professional involvement from 2005 until 
her death. It concluded that there was no co-
ordinated response to her needs and a lack of 
risk assessments. Her ‘boyfriend’ exhibited 
controlling behaviour by escorting her to most 
of her appointments with drug and alcohol 
services, RUSafe and midwifery, ensuring she 
was not seen alone. 

In 2013, another police operation/report 
(Gopher) commenced into gang-related abuse. 
It centred on two boys of black Caribbean 
origin who, from the ages of 13 and 14 
years onwards, raped a number of girls aged 
between 12 and 14 years old. The perpetrators 
(although vulnerable and similar in age to 
some of the victims) were physically stronger, 
manipulative, persistent and controlling. Some 
of the abuse took place whilst both the victims 
and perpetrators were living in the same 
children’s home. 

During 2013/2014, both Children’s Social 
Care and Thames Valley Police conducted 
individual management reviews on a young 
person. This was at the insistence of the 
Judge following a court order in 2012 to 
remove the young person’s children. The 
subsequent reviews highlighted that a number 
of agencies including education and sexual 
health services had raised concerns about 
this young person engaging in sexual activity 
with older Asian men. The referrals were 
made between 2001 and 2010. Both reviews 
revealed issues commonly found in other 
reviews relating to child sexual exploitation 
such as the Oxfordshire (Bullfinch) serious 
case review 8 and Alexis Jay’s Rotherham 
review.9 Namely, the young person did not view 
herself as exploited, professionals had little 
understanding of child sexual exploitation, 
there was no clear co-ordinated plan to work 
with the young person and any plans that 
were made by Children’s Social Care were 
often not adhered to or were hindered by non-
engagement. 

Also in 2014, Buckinghamshire Safeguarding 
Children Board commissioned a serious 
case review concerning a South Asian girl 
(J) who disclosed aged 15 (2012) that she 
had been having ‘sexual intercourse’ with a 
number of Asian men since she was 11 years 
old (2007). This review identified concerns 
about communication and information 

8   Serious Case Review into Child Sexual Exploitation in Oxfordshire: from the experiences of Children A, B, 
C, D, E, and F www.oscb.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/SCR-into-CSE-in-Oxfordshire-FINAL-FOR-WEBSITE.pdf – accessed 
online 17 August 2016
9  Alexis Jay OBE, Independent Inquiry into Child Sexual Exploitation in Rotherham 1997 – 2013, August 2014 
http://www.rotherham.gov.uk/downloads/file/1407/independent_inquiry_cse_in_rotherham - accessed online 17 
August 2016

4. Background
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sharing. Professionals conducted strategy 
meetings by phone and did not involve all the 
appropriate agencies. In addition, she often 
made allegations which she later retracted. 
Professionals gave more credence to her 
retraction of those allegations than to the 
allegations themselves. Agencies, including 
Children’s Social Care, appeared to doubt the 
veracity of the young person’s experience and 
she was often blamed for “putting herself at 
risk”. As with other cases, there was no co-
ordinated response to her needs. 

In 2014, MsUnderstood 10 conducted an audit 
of peer-on-peer abuse in Buckinghamshire. 
Peer-on-peer abuse includes peer-on-peer 
sexual exploitation (where both the victim and 
the perpetrator are children), serious youth 
violence, teenage relationship abuse and young 
people who display harmful sexual behaviour. 
The audit found that a range of agencies held 
data on peer-on-peer abuse including RUSafe, 
the Child and Adolescent Harmful Behaviour 
Service (CAHBS) and the Gangs Multi-Agency 
Partnership (GMAP).11 This study showed a 
potential bias in the system, i.e. the majority 
of the young people referred to the harmful 
sexual behaviour service were white British 
(83%) whilst the majority of those discussed 
at the Gangs Multi-Agency Partnership were 
African British or Caribbean British. The 
MsUnderstood audit highlighted a number of 
strengths; for example, Buckinghamshire had 
access to multiple interventions for young 
people and many of the services for young 
people were well established and had the trust 
of professionals across statutory agencies; the 
Youth Offending Service, Children’s Social Care, 
schools, Thames Valley Police and voluntary 
services were starting to use techniques to 
map and intervene when there were concerns 
about peer groups and a wealth of preventative 
activity had been delivered across educational 
establishments.

However, the report also identified a number of 
areas for development including:

• The range of services available to young 
people in Buckinghamshire could be 
better co-ordinated to avoid duplication 
and create greater consistency in terms of 
assessment and thresholds

• Multi-agency groups/panels, particularly 
the Missing and Sexual Exploitation Risk 
Assessment Conference (MSERAC), the 
Gangs Multi-Agency Partnership (GMAP) 
and the Multi-Agency Risk Assessment 
Conference (MARAC) 12 all need to link 
in order to ascertain whether they are 
discussing the same young people and/
or young people who are connected to one 
another.

10 The MsUnderstood partnership, between the University of Bedfordshire, Imkaan, and the Girls Against Gangs 
Project, aims to improve local and national responses to young people’s experiences of inequality. As part of this work 
they offer local support around peer-on-peer abuse and in 2013 Buckinghamshire made a successful bid for support
11 GMAP is a six weekly meeting held to assess and case manage individuals who are engaged in gang related 
violence (see page 49 for further information)
12 This is a multi-agency risk assessment conference at which local agencies meet to discuss confidentially high-
risk victims of domestic abuse. The aim is to identify what safety measures and support could be put in place.
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5. THE VOICE OF THOSE AFFECTED

The serious case review panel wished to 
thank everyone involved in the review, 
particularly those affected and their families. 
Some participants were adults who had been 
sexually exploited when they were children, 
whilst for others their experience was more 
recent and they were still under 18 years 
old. To acknowledge the importance of their 
contribution, the panel wanted their thoughts 
to be a central part of the report. 

Following the interviews with young people 
and adults, it was evident that many had re-
built their lives and moved on. Nevertheless, 

for others  their lives had been irrevocably 
changed, where nothing seemed to take 
away their pain, and they appeared damaged, 
lost and alone. Therefore, the panel felt it 
was important to acknowledge that not all 
the young people and adults who provided 
information for this review could be termed 
‘survivors’. One young person took her own life 
(although it is not clear as to the extent that 
child sexual exploitation played a part in her 
death), whilst others continue to struggle with 
issues around mental health, self-harm, poor 
self-esteem and addiction to drugs and alcohol. 

5.1. Survivors and victims

Sixteen survivors and victims were interviewed 
as part of the review (three boys). All of them 
were self-selecting and most were interviewed 
on a one-to-one basis (with a note-taker). The 
author encouraged parents and siblings to be 
involved, but many of the young people did not 
want either their parents or siblings contacted. 
Some felt embarrassed and others had never 
told their families about what had happened. 
One parent agreed to speak but their child was 
not interviewed. One mother was interviewed 
with her daughter. 

A theme that was raised repeatedly by young 
people concerned having to live in the same 
area as their abuser. Although some of the 
perpetrators received custodial sentences, 
others were found not guilty and, in a number 
of cases, the young person never felt confident 
enough to make an allegation. Thus, it 
emerged that some young people had to face 
their abusers on a regular basis as they lived 
in the same town or area. A number of girls in 
this report became pregnant and had children 
whose biological father was their abuser. They 
described feeling threatened, ashamed and 
humiliated by living in the same area.  

“When we split up I didn’t like going 
out and I always felt as if someone was 
following me. One night I did go out 

and a man slapped me round the face. 
I lost an earring when it happened. [My 
abuser] rang me the next morning and 
said did I enjoy the slap last night and 
asked have I lost an earring. He knew. I 
don’t know if he was there. I didn’t know 
the man who slapped me”.  

Esme

One young person described how her abuser 
was about to be released from prison and she 
thought he would return to live in the same 
area. No one had contacted her to ask her 
thoughts and she had no coping strategy in 
place for when she might meet him.

“He was clever – and very controlling. He 
gave me another phone and would pick 
me up, as I had no money. He knew all 
the tricks. He would make me sit in the 
car with my hands and face out of the 
window so when I got home my mum 
would think I was freezing because I had 
walked home. She’d have no idea I had 
been in a car”.  

Esme

Young people explained how it was easy for 
them to write their own sick notes for school or 
get friends to call the school pretending to be 
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Lexi started going missing when she was about 13 years old. The police 
would pick her up and return her home. Her parents got “fed up” with 
her and put her into care. By this time, Lexi had missed a lot of school 
but no one at school asked her what was happening. When she was in 
care, she would “walk out with friends and see the guys”. The “guys”, 
who were all Asian, were older. She started smoking, using drugs 
and drinking. She would run away to another town to see her friends. 
Her social worker never asked her about it. Nor did her GP ask any 
questions when she went on the pill at the age of 14.

Lexi never told an adult what was happening to her, mainly because 
she thought she was in control and doing what she wanted to do. She 
described herself as bored and lonely; she wanted to appear “big and 
grown up”. She was expelled from school but ended up at another one. 
She passed her GCSEs and went on to college. Lexi is now married and 
has a family of her own. She’s on good terms with her parents and has 
a busy and challenging job.

Some 20 years later, the police came to ask her about her experience 
(she declined to make a statement, as she did not want to be looking 
over her shoulder for every minute of the day). Until then, it had never 
occurred to her that she had been sexually exploited. She knew “they 
weren’t nice people” and what they were turning her into was not good, 
but only when the officers explained that it had happened to other 
young girls did she realise that she too had been exploited.

They were dangerous people. I don’t 
want to be looking over my shoulder for 
every minute of the day

“ “

LEXI

a parent. No one seemed to question what was 
going on. Many of those interviewed described 
signs of sexual exploitation (going missing, 
self-harming, using drugs and alcohol, having 
relationships with older boys/men etc.) But 
again, no one seemed to notice. For some girls 
it was not until they became pregnant that they 
received any help or support. Even then, one 
young person described how Children’s Social 
Care never asked who the father of her child 
was.

“He’d throw stones at the window; he’d 
phone and say things. He always knew 
where I was. I even felt scared in the 
middle of a shopping centre with my nan 
and my mum. I wasn’t sure if he was 
after me or my child. One day, he turned 
up at the baby and toddler group. As 
soon as he got the letter saying I wasn’t 
going to take any action the problems 
stopped”. 

Esme

5. The voice of those affected
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RUSafe received very good feedback from the 
young people, both boys and girls. It seemed 
that once RUSafe was involved, the young 
people felt listened to and respected. They 
described being treated like adults, they were 
not told what to do and most importantly 
they were given time. For many young people 
it was the first time anyone had talked with 
them about relationships, grooming and 
exploitation. Interestingly, many of the young 
people described how it took them a long time, 
sometimes years, to understand that they had 
been in an exploitative relationship.

The young people described how RUSafe 
explained everything to them and sorted out 
things like counselling and referrals to Child 
and Adolescent Mental Health Service (CAMHS). 
Their workers supported them through the 
court process and even kept in contact after 
they had turned 18. Other young people spoke 
of being referred to RUSafe after episodes of 
going missing. They had started down the 
route of sex, drugs, alcohol and partying, 
and RUSafe had become involved before they 
became involved in sexual exploitation. Again, 
these young people felt that RUSafe had been 
the “best thing that had happened to them”. 
Not all of the young people interviewed were 
still engaged with RUSafe; some described 
how the intervention had helped them to sort 
themselves out, change their friendship groups 
and get on with their lives. 

“It wasn’t until I met a boy of my own 
age that I realised what a relationship 
should be like”.

Chloe

In fact, no young person spoken to as part of 
the review had a bad experience of RUSafe. 
However, it must be remembered that all 
the young people who participated in the 
review were self-selecting and most had been 
approached via RUSafe. It is clear that some 
young people refuse to engage with RUSafe 
because they do not recognise their experience 
as abuse. One young person described how she 
felt all the agencies were against her but with 
hindsight, she realised that they were being 
supportive.

“Dad started to get stricter and said 
I couldn’t go out. My boyfriend was 
saying he’d kill himself if I didn’t go out. 
I thought if I wasn’t here anymore, it 
would all stop. Whoever found me by 

the bus stop called the ambulance. I 
had walked away as far as I could after 
taking the tablets, hoping that no one 
would find me but I was found. When 
the ambulance came, I told them that 
I’d taken too many tablets; they said 
I was silly and took me to hospital. 
Then I said nothing. I was trying to tell 
them something. I took two boxes of 
paracetamol for a headache. 

Surely they should have asked about 
that?”

Esme

The young people had mixed experiences of 
other agencies. Often they described their 
initial experience of Thames Valley Police as 
poor. These initial contacts were frequently 
during episodes of missing from home or care. 
The police would simply return them without 
asking questions about what they were doing 
and with whom. Some felt judged by the police 
for their appearance and actions. None of them 
felt confident enough to disclose anything to 
the police during these initial contacts. On the 
other hand, once a case went to court, overall 
the young people thought the police were 
supportive.

“I loved my police officer, he was 
amazing. He rang me every now and 
then, and it was clear he was on my 
side”. 

Bella

The police officers who worked with schools 
were also regarded highly by young people. 
These officers again built up relationships with 
the young people over time. Unfortunately, 
budget cuts mean that many of these school 
posts are no longer in existence.

“The police were stars – I couldn’t 
recommend them enough”  

Zena

A number of the young people who participated 
in this review described Children’s Social Care 
as “needing to change their attitude”. They 
were portrayed as not wanting to help until 
things got “really bad”. The issue of repeating 
their history was raised. Young people often 
did not wish to relive their experiences and 
thought that professionals should have read 
their records instead. One young person 

5. The voice of those affected
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explained that every time she told her social 
worker anything, her social worker said “I 
need to go back and tell my colleagues”. The 
young person stopped telling her social worker 
anything as she was unsure with whom her 
social worker was sharing information.

Child and Adolescent Mental Health Service 
(CAMHS) was not always well-received by the 
young people. Some felt they were not listened 
to and simply had “tablets pushed down 
their throat”. Others described having lots of 
different workers, appointments cancelled with 
no notice and having to repeat “things over and 
over again”.

When Connor was about 13 years old, he started exploring his sexuality. 
He was contacted by a man online. He thought he was a similar age but he 
turned out to be in his thirties. His mother discovered and told the police. 
After this, his relationship with his mother deteriorated and Connor went 
to live with relatives. Again, a similar thing happened. He was contacted 
by someone online and arranged to meet him in a public place. This time 
Connor was detained on suspicion of indecency. He had a social worker 
who was good and listened to him. His GP was supportive and offered him 
cognitive behaviour therapy. Most of his teachers were supportive – only 
one “seemed to change” when they found out what had happened. RUSafe 
was good and supportive – they taught him about grooming, exploitation, 
risk and about understanding his sexuality. The police made him feel 
“judged”, he felt they blamed him and it was somehow his fault. In fact, 
Connor himself still thought that it was all his fault.

Connor was bullied at school; he ceased to be able to go out with his 
friends. He was always worried about what might happen or who he might 
meet. In the end, he moved far away. He has a job and a new life, but little 
contact with his old friends or family – he feels lonely and lost. He wants 
young people to understand more about grooming and sexual exploitation 
because of the enormity of what happened to him. 

I want people to understand the enormity 
of its effect on my life“ “

CONNOR

5. The voice of those affected
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When I wanted to drink a bottle of vodka, I 
needed someone to talk me down.“ “

ASHLEIGH

Ashleigh started drinking when she was 12 years old. The Asian boys 
at school gave her money in exchange for sexual favours. It wasn’t 
long before she was “introduced” to their older brothers. Ashleigh was 
addicted to alcohol and needed them to supply it. Ashleigh’s mother had 
mental health problems and as long as Ashleigh said when she would be 
home, her mother didn’t worry – even if Ashleigh returned in the early 
hours. 

The school referred her to Children’s Social Care, but having interviewed 
her mother, they decided the house was clean and safe so took no further 
action. She was seen by a social worker at school who told her to “stay 
in school, get educated and behave”. Then a friend reported what was 
happening to the police. The police said there was not enough evidence 
and they took no action. She did go to a counselling service (Way In) 
twice but the counsellor was so shocked by what Ashleigh described that 
Ashleigh felt ashamed and sorry for the counsellor so she did not go 
back.

School became a dangerous place for Ashleigh as she was targeted by 
lots of boys. Therefore, she left and went to the school at the Child and 
Adolescent Mental Health Services (CAMHS). They referred her on to 
RUSafe and Addaction. She felt well supported by RUSafe and continues to 
see her worker even though she is over 18. Ashleigh has not had a drink 
for three years, she has a child, a safe place to live and is doing a degree. 

Her life turned around when she stopped drinking. However, she wanted 
the review to understand young people with addictions. “When I wanted to 
drink a bottle of vodka, I needed someone to talk me down”. She thought 
that she was discharged from the drug and alcohol service before she was 
“completely sober”. She felt that “the younger a person is, the less they are 
likely to be seen – once a week is enough in their view”.

[Compare this to Alcoholics Anonymous where an individual has a mentor they 
can phone day or night and access to meetings daily]
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However, there was also positive feedback 
about the Child and Adolescent Mental Health 
Service (CAMHS). One young adult victim of 
child sexual exploitation who accessed the 
Outreach Service for Children and Adolescents 
(OSCA) at the time of the abuse, subsequently 
rang her practitioner to thank her. The young 
adult had moved on with her life. She was at 
university, she was in a loving relationship 
and her emotional health was good. She told 
her practitioner that she now had the life she 
wanted and had dreamt of during her teenage 
years.

Other services such as Catch (Children and 
Teenagers Community Help Team) and 
Addaction (drug and alcohol services for young 
people) were identified as being helpful to 
young people. 

“I first told my Addaction worker. She 
was lovely, understanding, she listened, 
she believed me; she didn’t tell me I’d 
done anything wrong. She put me first, 
went with me to tell the teachers. It was 
a relief to tell her. I felt like I’d known 
her for ages. I really liked her but I didn’t 

see her again because she was made 
redundant. My new worker was rubbish, 
she just talked about herself”. 

Bella

A number of the young people who participated 
were caring for a parent with mental health or 
addiction problems. ‘Young Carers Bucks’ 13 
was mentioned a number of times as a service 
that made a “massive difference” to those 
young people.

“If I could change anything, it would be 
that when I was two years old and my 
dad fought for me, he would win. But he 
lost. Social care thought it would damage 
my mum. They weren’t thinking about 
me but about her”

 [Abi’s mother had mental health 
problems and Abi became her carer]

13  Young Carers Bucks is part of Carers Bucks and 
supports children and young people in Buckinghamshire 
aged 6-18 years old who have a caring role – see www.
youngcarersbucks.org – accessed online 17 August 2016
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5.2.Parents

Parents and siblings were invited to participate 
in the review. Ultimately, two parents agreed 
to participate. One parent spoke of the 
devastating consequences that their daughter’s 
exploitation had on each member of the family. 
The parent spoke of the lack of support the 
family received from their daughter’s school. 
The school labelled her as ‘naughty’ and 
expelled her. When she was about 13 years old, 
the police would simply return her when she 
went missing. The daughter asked to be taken 
into care; she later said that this was because 
she was being threatened with violence if 
she disclosed what was happening to her. 
The parent felt that cultural sensitivity and 
political correctness had prevented agencies, 
particularly Thames Valley Police, from getting 
involved (all the perpetrators in the daughter’s 
case were Asian). 

The parent thought it was clear that something 
was not right as their daughter’s personality 
changed. She had been a “happy go lucky” 
cheeky 12-year-old, then she was taking drugs, 
drinking, going missing and getting into 
trouble. She did not tell anyone because she 
was scared the gang would get to her family. 
Her sibling suffered by being dragged into the 
situation in order to try to protect the daughter 
which has resulted in her sibling now suffering 
significant mental health difficulties.

The daughter became pregnant and 
continued to take drugs to “numb her pain”. 
Unfortunately, her child now suffers with 

the consequences as a ‘secondary victim’ 
and has learning difficulties. The parent 
wanted everyone to understand the ongoing 
consequences of child sexual exploitation and 
why it is so important that agencies respond 
effectively. 

The parent was understandably angry about 
what had happened to their daughter and the 
wider family. The parent was also sceptical that 
a serious case review would change anything to 
help other young people in the same situation 
as their daughter. 

“My daughter had to bare her soul in 
front of the Court. They called her a liar. 
The judge said she was brilliant but she 
walked out of there and was dropped. 
Suddenly there was nothing. Now the 
guys are getting out of prison before she’s 
even got any treatment”.

Parent

The second parent had a completely different 
experience almost a decade later. This parent 
called the police recently over concerns 
about their daughter. The police immediately 
took details over the phone, understood the 
severity of the situation and officers arrived 
at the house within ten minutes. This parent 
and their child felt very supported throughout 
the investigation and subsequent court 
proceedings. They remained positive even 
though the verdict did not go in their favour.

5. The voice of those affected
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6. PAST PRACTICE

The experiences of young people and their 
families show unmistakably  that in the 
past agencies were not equipped to provide 
adequate advice, information or support to 
young people and their families. Some young 
people’s experience of services was shockingly 
inadequate. Some asked for help and were 
not heard whilst others were not believed. 
Some young people felt they were blamed for 
what happened to them and others described 
being abused while in care. Undoubtedly, 
the attitude of professionals towards these 
particularly vulnerable young people needed to 
change and professionals required a far better 
understanding of child sexual exploitation 
in order to provide an appropriate and 
meaningful response to young people at risk of 
exploitation.    

Equally, it was clear from reading the historical 
Thames Valley Police operations reports, other 
reports and the serious case reviews that the 
concerns and gaps around handling cases 
involving child sexual exploitation found in 
other recent high profile reports in other areas, 
were closely reflected in Buckinghamshire. 
Both the Oxfordshire (Bullfinch) serious case 
review into child sexual exploitation and Alexis 
Jay’s Rotherham review identified similar 
issues. Namely, professionals had a limited 
understanding of child sexual exploitation. 
They frequently “blamed” young people for 
putting themselves at risk and had little 
understanding of the grooming process or 
the erosion of consent. Professionals had a 
lack of curiosity and sometimes doubted the 
veracity of the allegations being made which 
was compounded by a lack of supervision. 
Similarly, there appeared to be little strategic 
leadership, involvement or direction, which 
meant that although the RUSafe service was 
in place and there was ongoing work through 
the Child Sexual Exploitation Working Group, 
there was no inter-agency or multi-agency co-
ordinated response to the problem. 

Nevertheless, even as recently as 2014, reviews 
revealed that some practitioners did not have 
a good understanding of the complexity of 
the issue and continued to talk of “lifestyle 
choices” and young people “putting themselves 
at risk”. Indeed, anecdotal information gleaned 

from the multi-agency fact finding workshop 
and the challenge events (page 7) suggests 
that there are still individual practitioners who 
hold these views. 

Since 2013 there has been a re-focus on joint 
working with agencies coming together to 
participate in the Multi-Agency Safeguarding 
Hub (MASH) (page 43), the Swan Unit (page 
45), Missing and Sexual Exploitation Risk 
Assessment Conference (MSERAC) (page 48) 
and Gangs Multi-Agency Partnership (GMAP) 
(page 49). In the past, there was a view that 
the ‘First Response’ team in Children’s Social 
Care was reluctant to get involved in a number 
of child sexual exploitation cases. The Child J 
serious case review highlighted that strategy 
meetings were being held over the phone 
between police and Children’s Social Care and 
agencies were not sharing information. These 
tensions that existed between RUSafe, Thames 
Valley Police and Children’s Social Care appear 
to have diminished since the development of 
the Multi-Agency Safeguarding Hub (MASH) 
and the importance of joint working has been 
recognised across agencies.

“I work with 5 – 10 year olds, so 
child sexual exploitation isn’t relevant 
to me”

Feedback from a 2016 Buckinghamshire 
Safeguarding Children Board
training course on child sexual exploitation
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7. EVIDENCE OF IMPROVEMENT
7.1. Buckinghamshire Safeguarding Children Board

Buckinghamshire Safeguarding Children Board 
has now developed a strategy for tackling 
child sexual exploitation. The strategy and 
concomitant action plan were published in 
January 2016. Although this was long overdue, 
it is a significant step forward for the following 
reasons:

• The strategy is Buckinghamshire–wide and 
covers children and adults, victims and 
perpetrators. It seeks to draw attention to 
the relevance of child sexual exploitation 
to a much wider range of services, not just 
those that are working with young people

• The action plan is more comprehensive – it 
is clearly far more developed than when the 
Child Sexual Exploitation Sub Group’s main 
focus was on awareness raising 

• There is better ownership of the strategy 
across Boards including the new ‘pursue’ 
strand which is owned by the Safer 
Stronger Bucks Partnership Board.14 
The Safeguarding Adults Board has also 
recognised the role they have to play 
around ensuring there are appropriate 
services for adults who disclose past 
exploitation, and there is emerging 
recognition of issues around adults with 
learning disabilities 

• Information in the strategy has fed into 
the child sexual exploitation section in the 
revised Joint Strategic Needs Assessment15

• Buckinghamshire Safeguarding Children 
Board has encouraged much more visible 
and tangible ownership of the strategy by 
asking all partners to sign up to a child 
sexual exploitation ‘promise’.16  

Over the past 18 months, Buckinghamshire 
Safeguarding Children Board has developed a 
child sexual exploitation ‘dataset’. The dataset 
is monitored by the Child Sexual Exploitation 
Sub Group. The headline trends and ‘red flag’ 
areas of concern are presented at every Board 

meeting. This data includes (amongst other 
things) the numbers of referrals to RUSafe, 
new young people discussed at the Missing 
and Sexual Exploitation Risk Assessment 
Conference (MSERAC), young people who are 
repeatedly going missing and young people 
discussed at the Swan Unit strategy meetings. 
  
The dataset continues to be refined as the local 
approach develops (for example, with further 
data from the more recently established Swan 
Unit) but it is already opening up discussion 
at the Board and identifying areas for further 
investigation. For instance, a lack of data 
around disability led to an audit of the Missing 
and Sexual Exploitation Risk Assessment 
Conference (MSERAC) minutes to ascertain 
how many of the young people referred to 
the conference had learning difficulties. This 
in turn led to an agreement to do a self-
assessment against the recommendations 
in the Barnardo’s report around child sexual 
exploitation and learning disabilities.17

  
Multi-agency training on child sexual 
exploitation has been removed from the 
Buckinghamshire Safeguarding Children 
Board training pathway. It is now open to 
all professionals (i.e. they do not have to 
undertake the basic safeguarding training 
first). The Board has doubled the number of 
courses from three to six in 2016 in order 
to meet increased demand. The Board has 
worked with individual agencies to ensure 
their staff have access to appropriate training. 
The MsUnderstood work in Buckinghamshire 
has helped the Board to develop some new 
training material in relation to peer-on-peer 
abuse. The training is based on case studies 
developed from auditing local children’s 
journeys. A group of trainers from across the 
partnership have worked together on how to 
incorporate this learning into existing training 
programmes. 

14 The Safer and Stronger Bucks Partnership Board provides the ‘county strategy group’ as identified in the Crime 
& Disorder (Formulation and Implementation of Strategy) regulations 2007. Its key function is to agree county level 
community safety priorities to build safer and stronger communities
15 A Joint Strategic Needs Assessment (JSNA) is an ongoing process by which local authorities, clinical 
commissioning groups (CCGs) and other public sector partners jointly describe the current and future health and 
wellbeing needs of its local population and identify priorities for action
16 For further information, see http://www.bucks-lscb.org.uk/about-the-bscb/child-sexual-exploitation-cse/ - 
accessed online 17 August 2016
17 Unprotected, overprotected: meeting the needs of young people with learning disabilities who experience, or 
are at risk of, sexual exploitation, Anita Franklin, Phil Raws and Emilie Smeaton, Barnardo’s 2015
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18 For further information, see www.bucks-lscb.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/CSE/CSE-Aide-Memoire-April-2015.
pdf - accessed online 17 August 2016
19 For further information, see www.bucks-lscb.org.uk/about-the-bscb/audits-other-learning/ - accessed online 17 
August 2016

An aide memoire has been developed through 
the Child Sexual Exploitation Sub Group.18 This 
sets out a number of possible indicators of 
child sexual exploitation and should be used 
alongside the Buckinghamshire Safeguarding 
Children Board Practice Guidance to help 
professionals recognise the possible signs of 
child sexual exploitation and take appropriate 
action.

In May 2015, the Buckinghamshire 
Safeguarding Children Board ran a multi-agency 
pop-up event. This provided an opportunity to 
bring together a wider range of professionals 
to hear about and start discussing child sexual 
exploitation.19 

For the past two years, Buckinghamshire 
Safeguarding Children Board partners have 
supported the delivery of two waves of the 
drama production ‘Chelsea’s Choice’ in 
secondary schools across the county. 
Partners have covered the cost so that this has 
been free for schools and, to date, thousands 
of local pupils in years 8 – 10 have been able 
to see the production and as a result, have 
greater awareness of the signs of sexual 
exploitation and the impact it has on young 
people. A worker from RUSafe has attended 
each session to provide follow-up group 
discussions with pupils. There have been at 
least three disclosures directly related to young 

people seeing the production. The Board will 
be delivering Chelsea’s Choice again next 
year (2017) to Buckinghamshire schools, the 
Police and Crime Commissioner’s Office having 
committed to funding a further wave of the 
production.

“It has made me more aware that it 
can happen to anyone, even me if we 
aren’t informed because you hear about 
it and you never think it could happen to 
you, but this play stressed that it could 
happen to you and has made me set 
my profile settings high and make sure 
I don’t talk to strangers and only add 
people I know.”

Schools and individual pupils are asked to 
evaluate the feedback. The feedback showed 
that the vast majority of those who saw the 
performance felt that they learned something 
new about child sexual exploitation. Many said 
it changed their attitude towards the issues 
raised.

“I now understand how important it is 
to be careful with people you don’t know 
because it can even happen to boys and 
also just in general it is easy for anyone 
to be manipulated into doing things you 
don’t want to do.”

Chelsea’s Choice is a play that tells the story of a group of three students 
who discover the diary of a girl called Chelsea. Chelsea was a young girl 
who, having fallen out with her friends and family, was approached by a 
man called Gary. He appeared to be nice and treated her like an adult, but 
in reality, he was grooming Chelsea to gain her trust and then sexually 
exploited her for a number of years. Chelsea’s story is played out and 
examined by the three students who, along with their teacher, attempt 
to understand what happened to Chelsea and how it could have been 
prevented.

Chelsea’s 
Choice
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As part of the evaluation, pupils were asked 
what they thought were the main issues raised 
in Chelsea’s Choice. This ‘word cloud’ sets out 
some of the topics that were mentioned.

“I was previously aware of these things 
but this just open my eyes as they gave 
us so many examples that we weren’t 
aware of before. It related to us a lot.”

In October 2015, the Board ran six child sexual 
exploitation awareness evenings for parents. 
Across the six events, 240 parents attended 
and there was good feedback revealing that 
100% of the parents found the sessions 
informative and would now know where to 
seek further information. The Board partners 
ran a second wave of these events in Summer 
2016 and although attendance overall was 
lower than anticipated, the engagement and 
feedback received from parents, professionals 
and members of the public who attended was 
overwhelmingly positive. The Child Sexual 
Exploitation Sub Group is planning further 
engagement with parents through a range of 
channels.   

Buckinghamshire County Council (with 
financial support from partners) has developed 
a partnership campaign for young people 
called ‘RUWise2it?’. The campaign includes 
posters, leaflets and wallet cards giving basic 
information on child sexual exploitation and 

signposting to further sources of support. 
Young people have been involved in the design 
of the campaign, including through the RUSafe 
client forum.20 

In order to understand how effectively child 
sexual exploitation is tackled locally, the Board 
has developed the use of challenge events. 
The findings of these events feed into the child 
sexual exploitation work plan and provide 
opportunities to share good practice, identify 
areas of challenge and identify possibilities 
for improving the local approach. To date, 
there have been two challenge events, one 
specifically on child sexual exploitation and 
the second on child sexual exploitation and 
commissioning services. This second event 
looked specifically at commissioning specialist 
child sexual exploitation services and how child 
sexual exploitation is considered as part of the 
commissioning process for wider services in 
Buckinghamshire.   

The Buckinghamshire Safeguarding Children 
Board and the Safer Stronger Bucks Partnership 
Board are currently developing a generic 
‘exploitation’ training course (which will 
not replace specialist courses), and the 
Safeguarding Children Board is looking at a 
public facing campaign to encourage people to 
report concerns. 

The Board’s next challenge is to move towards 
a more co-ordinated approach to different 
forms of exploitation across the four strategic 
boards working in Buckinghamshire (Health 
and Wellbeing Board; Safer, Stronger Bucks 
Partnership Board; Safeguarding Adults Board; 
Buckinghamshire Safeguarding Children 
Board). This has been agreed by the four 
Board Chairs. Whilst it is recognised that child 
sexual exploitation is an issue in its own right, 
this approach will enable Buckinghamshire 
Safeguarding Children Board to work with 
the public and professionals to highlight the 
commonalities (i.e. risk, vulnerabilities and 
warning signs) that exist across different forms 
of exploitation such as radicalisation, youth 
violence and child sexual exploitation. 

20 See for example: http://www.bucks-lscb.org.uk/parents-carers/child-sexual-exploitation-r-u-wise-2-it/
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21 For further information, see www.barnardos.org.uk/rusafebucks.htm – accessed online 17 August 2016

7.2. RUSafe 21

Barnardo’s RUSafe service was commissioned 
in 2006. Ten years on, the service works with 
young people to promote safety, healthy 
relationships, reduce risky behaviour and 
increase self-worth and self-esteem and enable 
them to make positive choices for the future. 
This includes encouraging and supporting 
young people to exit harmful relationships. 
It provides outreach, one-to-one engagement 
and awareness raising and preventative 
programmes. The direct work includes 
(amongst other things) a range of activities, 
programmes and opportunities that assist 
in addressing young people’s diverse and 
complex needs.

“With RUSafe I had the same worker 
that walked my journey with me”.

Sophie

In January 2014, Barnardo’s and Thames 
Valley Police jointly funded a new ‘missing’ 
pilot project. Two additional staff members 
(one female and one male) were recruited to 
make contact with each young person within 
72 hours of receiving their missing report. 
Those who are considered high risk (missing 
from care or multiple missing episodes) are 
visited as a priority. Those deemed high risk, 
or assessed as at risk of, or potentially involved 
in, sexual exploitation are offered a service 
from RUSafe for one-to-one support. RUSafe 
delivers group workshops within children’s 
residential homes for ‘hard to reach’ young 
people who are reluctant to engage on a one-
to-one basis. 

“I was looking after my mum, paying the 
bills, running the house. I wasn’t a child 
– my RUSafe worker spoke to me like an 
adult. A bit of respect goes a long way”.

Abi
Since January 2013, RUSafe has employed 
a counsellor to engage those young people 
identified as having experienced trauma. This 
emotional support helps young people process 
difficult experiences in a safe and supportive 
environment. This service is only available to 
those ‘open’ to RUSafe. In the financial year 
2015- 2016, 41 young people have engaged 
with this counselling service. 

From 2006, RUSafe provided a child sexual 
exploitation prevention and awareness 
raising service for both young people and 
professionals. Since October 2013, this part 
of the service has had a dedicated worker. The 
prevention work has taken place in a number 
of schools across the county and schools 
within ‘hot spots’ are given priority. During 
the last financial year, 17,989 young people 
were reached through assemblies or targeted 
programmes. The prevention and awareness 
raising work has been extended to frontline 
professionals and is delivered to key partners 
such as Children’s Social Care and sexual 
health professionals. There are plans to target 
GP surgeries.

“Sue from RUSafe says that when I first 
met her I only said about two words but 
I open up now. When Claire at RUSafe 
handed over to Sue she gave her all my 
notes so I didn’t have to say it all again”

Bella

RUSafe also hosts a ‘care home forum’ where 
care home managers (both full residential and 
semi-independent) have the opportunity to 
discuss issues around young people at risk of 

Thank you for helping me and telling me a 
thing or two,

Thank you for helping me with the things I 
find hard to do.

Thank you for helping my confidence raise,
Thank you for encouraging me and giving 

me praise.
Thank you for making me see what life is 

about,
Thank you for helping me stay when I 

wanted to find a way out.
Thank you for your time and your care,
Thank you for taking me for me and just 

being there.
Thank you for all the hard work you have 

put in for me,
Thank you for mending the relationship 

with my mummy.
Thank you for helping to get me out of that 

relationship,
Thank you for telling me advice when my 

life’s about to slip

A poem by a young person receiving 
support from RUSafe in Buckinghamshire
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child sexual exploitation, the dynamics of child 
sexual exploitation and potential ‘hot spots’. 
RUSafe has been running the forums since 
October 2015 when the previous police-led 
meeting ceased.

Currently, RUSafe has an open caseload of 
91 young people (June 2016), including 14 
young men. Some young people require long-
term support whilst others simply need short-
term risk awareness and prevention work (for 
example around online safety and recognising 
the grooming process). Many of these young 
people are vulnerable. During 2015 – 2016, 
16% reported domestic violence in their homes, 
25% were children in need, 19% were subject 
to a child protection plan, 12.5% were ‘looked 
after’ by the local authority and 14% reported 
partner abuse. Anecdotally, several young 
people had learning difficulties. 

During 2015 – 2016, 10% of clients accessing 
RUSafe were male, 79% of the young people 
were white British, 6% were Asian or Asian 
British and 5% were black or black British. 
Over the year, 89% of the young people 
demonstrated knowledge of sexual health 

Funding RUSafe 
2016/2017

Buckinghamshire County Council and Thames Valley Police commission RUSafe to 
provide child sexual exploitation and missing services for all children and young 
people aged 11 to 18 who are resident in Buckinghamshire.

In 2015/2016, Barnardo’s voluntarily contributed approximately 30% of the cost 
of the service. Both Buckinghamshire County Council and Thames Valley Police 
have committed to providing the same amount of funding for the next financial 
year. However, the new contract will focus on 10 – 18 year olds who are the 
responsibility of Buckinghamshire and are resident within the county or 20 miles 
of its border.

The service provider will be expected to reclaim the cost of the service provided 
to young people who are resident in Buckinghamshire but the responsibility of 
other local authorities. 

7. Evidence of improvement

strategies when they exited the service and 
73% had reduced their association with risky 
peers or adults. 

RUSafe currently has in post (May 2016):

• Ten project workers who provide one-
to-one support for young people; these 
include two ‘missing’ workers and two male 
workers who work specifically with boys 
and young men

• One qualified counsellor

• One prevention worker who conducts 
awareness raising within schools and other 
agencies, delivering to both professionals 
and young people 

• One evaluation officer who is 
mapping trends and patterns across 
Buckinghamshire. 

They work closely with Thames Valley 
Police, the Gangs Multi-Agency Partnership 
(GMAP), the Missing and Sexual Exploitation 
Risk Assessment Conference (MSERAC) and 
Children’s Social Care to identify groups of 
young people at high risk of harm, potential 
offenders and ‘hot spot’ areas of the county. 
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7.3. Single agency response to child sexual exploitation

Over the past two years, there has been an 
improvement in the multi-agency response 
to child sexual exploitation. As previously 
discussed, Buckinghamshire Safeguarding 
Children Board has worked closely with RUSafe 
and all the agencies to raise awareness and 
understanding of child sexual exploitation. The 
same definition is now used by all agencies and 
the Buckinghamshire Safeguarding Children 
board safeguarding audit (section 11) now 
includes specific reference to child sexual 
exploitation.  

Individual agencies have worked hard 
to improve their practice. For example, 
Buckinghamshire Healthcare NHS Trust has 
made a number of changes over the past 
years. The safeguarding lead supports the 
strategic leadership to ensure that information 
relating to child sexual exploitation is clearly 
disseminated throughout the organisation. 
All school nurses and practitioners working 
within any sexual health services delivered 
by Buckinghamshire Healthcare NHS Trust 
are trained in ‘Spotting the Signs’.22 All new 
members of staff will also be offered this 
training. In addition, members of staff in 
sexual health services undertake training to 
improve their understanding of responsibilities, 
confidentiality and information sharing 
around child sexual exploitation. There is now 
guidance in place on ‘information disclosure 
and sharing decisions’. This aims to help staff 
share information with other agencies and 
recognise the importance of sharing relevant, 
proportionate information to safeguard young 
people. 

Having recognised that young people with 
learning disabilities can be particularly 
vulnerable to child sexual exploitation, 
the Trust is now working with the learning 
disability nurses and the specialist school 
nurses to raise awareness of the issue. 

Furthermore, school nurses are now notified 
when a child or young person attends the 
emergency department. This highlights 

vulnerable children, children missing from 
school or children who are presenting 
with symptoms that might indicate sexual 
exploitation. 

To ensure that systems are ‘joined up’ a 
specialist public health nurse is based in the 
Swan Unit for 25 hours a week. This guarantees 
that young people’s complex specialist health 
assessments are completed in a timely manner.
Health has improved its processes so young 
people at risk of sexual exploitation can be 
identified. For example, if a young person 
is discussed at the Missing and Sexual 
Exploitation Risk Assessment Conference 
(MSERAC), a progress note is added to the 
young person’s electronic health record; it is 
added to the ‘sexual and reproductive health 
nursing screen’ which means it is available 
to colleagues who have the relevant access/
permissions. Furthermore, following the 
assessment of children who are looked after by 
the local authority, the paperwork is scanned 
and uploaded to the electronic child health 
record. Full copies of the completed paperwork 
are sent to the young person’s GP and scanned 
copies are sent to the young person’s social 
worker. In addition, copies of the summary and 
the health plan are sent to the young person (if 
they wish) and to their carer. This ensures that 
information is shared appropriately.

Overall, the awareness of child sexual 
exploitation within Buckinghamshire Healthcare 
NHS Trust has greatly improved. This is evident 
through the good uptake of the child sexual 
exploitation training sessions, the closer liaison 
with Children’s Social Care through the Multi-
Agency Safeguarding Hub (MASH) and Swan 
Unit, the joint training with RUSafe and the 
improved liaison with the Child and Adolescent 
Mental Health Service (CAMHS).

The Trust recognises that further progress 
needs to be made. Nevertheless, it has 
taken positive steps to recognise, signpost 
and support victims of sexual exploitation. 
Awareness and knowledge are growing.  

22 The British Association for Sexual Health and HIV (BASHH) and Brook have developed a child sexual 
exploitation (CSE) proforma, Spotting the Signs, to help health professionals across the UK identify young people 
attending sexual health services who may be at risk of or experiencing sexual exploitation – for further information see 
https://www.brook.org.uk/our-work/spotting-the-signs-cse-national-proforma - accessed online 17 August 2016
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I didn’t tell anyone when it was 
happening. I didn’t attend school much. I 
had panic attacks and needed extra help. 
I was a difficult student. Then we had a 
RUSafe assembly at school and a teacher 
picked me out after and said I needed 
to speak to someone. I didn’t want to at 
first. I spoke to Claire at RUSafe; she was 
really nice to me. Second time I saw her 
I told her everything. I was crying when I 
said it. I was heard.

 Megan

Likewise, the Education Safeguarding Advisory 
Service (ESAS) has made a number of changes. 
This service is based within Buckinghamshire 
County Council and it provides support and 
training for schools on safeguarding issues. 
A member of the service works within the 
Multi-Agency Safeguarding Hub. There is now 

an allocated worker to engage with the Swan 
Unit. This worker not only links with the Swan 
Unit but also attends the Missing and Sexual 
Exploitation Risk Assessment Conference 
(MSERAC). The Education Safeguarding 
Advisory Service (ESAS) is represented on 
the Child Sexual Exploitation Sub Group and 
works closely with RUSafe to deliver training to 
secondary schools. 

Child sexual exploitation is now included as a 
standard part of the Education Safeguarding 
Advisory Service (ESAS) Designated 
Safeguarding Lead initial and refresher training. 
Child sexual exploitation is also a specific 
topic in the schools safeguarding audit tool. 
This audit tool was developed by the Education 
Safeguarding Advisory Service (ESAS) to help 
schools and governing bodies undertake an 
annual assessment of how they are meeting 
their safeguarding duties. 

CARA

Cara was 15 years old when her behaviour suddenly changed and her 
teachers started to have concerns about her. She missed three Mondays in 
a row. Her attendance went down to 78%. Then over a period of a couple 
of weeks, her teachers started hearing lots of different worrying things 
about her. For example, other pupils said she was staying out late and 
catching the last train home to Aylesbury at 11pm. She started going 
missing from home and school with another girl. Cara disclosed that she 
was using drugs and described how a friend of hers had sex with a group 
of men for £30. She told staff she was sexually active – and she was 
regularly travelling to London by this time.

Another friend of Cara’s told staff that a man had sent Cara an 
inappropriate photo of himself. Then a couple of weeks later, Cara was 
arrested. She had been out with a group and one of them was seen 
carrying a knife. Teachers knew some of the men she was associating with 
and although much of the information they had about Cara was anecdotal, 
they liaised with Children’s Social Care. Cara’s case was referred to the 
Missing and Sexual Exploitation Risk Assessment Conference (MSERAC). 
She now has a social worker and is on a child protection plan.

7. Evidence of improvement
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ED

Ed had been known to Children’s Social Care most of his life. His mother 
struggled with her mental health and sometimes found her two children 
difficult to care for. Ed was hyperactive and aggressive and he used 
cannabis to calm himself. When Ed was about 13 years old he started 
hanging out with boys older than himself. His mother reported him missing 
a number of times but when the police found him, he wouldn’t tell them 
anything. He didn’t want to get his older friends into trouble.  

His school was concerned about him and made a referral to RUSafe. Ed 
liked the guy from RUSafe, he wasn’t pushy and so Ed agreed to work with 
him. RUSafe referred him to drug and alcohol services, and worked with 
him on his aggression. At the same time, Ed transferred from his school to 
a pupil referral unit and was diagnosed with Attention Deficit Hyperactivity 
Disorder (ADHD). His RUSafe worker supported him to go to court to give 
evidence about a friend of his who had been sexually exploited. 

Ed has done his GCSEs and is now going on to sixth form. He has reduced 
the amount of cannabis he uses, and no longer hangs out with older men. 
He is very positive about his future and couldn’t praise his RUSafe worker 
enough; he feels his worker really helped him to change his life around. 

Since Operation Bullfinch in Oxford,23 Thames 
Valley Police has made a number of changes 
across the force area. For example, child sexual 
exploitation is now a specific feature in risk 
assessments. The missing person co-ordinator 
sits with the Multi-Agency Safeguarding 
Hub (MASH) and works closely with newly 
introduced dedicated ‘child sexual exploitation 
intelligence officers’. Their role is to consider, 
assess and cross reference information and 
make sure it is recorded accurately and 
shared. The engagement with children and 
young people who are at risk of child sexual 
exploitation is undertaken by the Child Sexual 
Exploitation Engagement Officers. These 
civilian staff are employed by Thames Valley 
Police. They work within the Swan Unit and 
liaise closely with RUSafe.
  
The police have been instrumental in setting 
up the Swan Unit and the Missing and Sexual 

Exploitation Risk Assessment Conference 
(MSERAC). Thames Valley Police has now 
actively turned its focus on disruption rather 
than waiting for victims to make a complaint. 
All Thames Valley Police staff (up to Chief 
Inspector) have been re-trained and a new IT 
system means that all crime, intelligence and 
missing person data is now on a single system. 
The system is capable of ‘flagging’ children 
and young people who are at risk of child 
sexual exploitation.  

“I couldn’t fault the police – I had 
one officer for the whole case. She was 
consistent throughout the whole thing. 
When dealing with vulnerable girls who 
have been abused you need to build a 
rapport with them, like a friendship, a 
trust. She was brilliant about doing that”. 

Ashleigh

23 For further information, see – Serious Case Review into Child Sexual Exploitation in Oxfordshire: from the 
experiences of Children A, B, C, D, E, and F www.oscb.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/SCR-into-CSE-in-Oxfordshire-FINAL-
FOR-WEBSITE.pdf – accessed online 17 August 2016
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Oxford Health NHS Foundation Trust provides 
(amongst other things) a range of specialist 
Child and Adolescent Mental Health (CAMHS) 
and Adult Mental Health services across 
Buckinghamshire. Raising awareness of child 
sexual exploitation became a priority for the 
Trust following the Oxfordshire (Bullfinch) 
serious case review and the Buckinghamshire 
serious case review (Young Person J). A 
representative from the Child and Adolescent 
Mental Health Service (CAMHS) attends 
the Missing and Sexual Exploitation Risk 
Assessment Conference (MSERAC). Equally, 
the service is involved with the Swan Unit and 
works closely with RUSafe. To ensure a co-
ordinated response to child sexual exploitation, 
a senior nurse from the safeguarding children 
team is a member of the Child Sexual 
Exploitation Sub Group.

Since 2013, Oxford Health NHS Foundation 
Trust has delivered seven workshops for 
its Buckinghamshire staff (primarily within 
children’s services). The aim of these 
workshops was to support staff to recognise 
and respond to child sexual exploitation. They 
also disseminated the findings from local and 
national serious case reviews related to child 
sexual exploitation.

In 2015, Oxford Health NHS Foundation 
Trust introduced a new electronic patient 
record system. The safeguarding children 
team developed a safeguarding children form 
which enables staff to record safeguarding 
concerns, including children at risk of sexual 
exploitation. Although the new system is able 
to record this information, the use of the form 
is still being embedded with staff. There is 
also the capability within the system to have a 
safeguarding alert attached to young people’s 
records so staff can easily identify them. 
Furthermore, children who are looked after 
by the local authority also have alerts on their 
health records. In addition to this, the Child 
and Adolescent Mental Health Service (CAMHS) 
has now developed a looked after children 
service. This service offers consultation and 
advice to social workers and foster carers 
about young people who are being sexually 
exploited. Members of staff also carry out 

direct assessments and offer treatment to 
young people as well as interventions with the 
young person and their carer. 

Public Health commissions a number of 
services and although some are universal 
services, they are key to protecting young 
people at risk of child sexual exploitation. 
For example, they commission health visitors, 
school nurses, sexual health, drug and alcohol 
services and the Family Nurse Partnership.24  
Safeguarding is a key thread running through 
all their work.

The Public Health team recently identified 
an anomaly in the data for the county’s 
emergency hormonal contraception scheme 
for young women and girls under 19 years. 
Public health noticed that, over a short 
period, a small number of young women/
girls were repeatedly requesting emergency 
hormonal contraception from four 
pharmacies in High Wycombe, Beaconsfield 
and Wycombe Marsh.  This information was 
referred to the Swan Unit for discussion at 
one of their weekly strategy meetings.

To ensure there is a systematic approach to 
child sexual exploitation, Public Health is 
represented on the Child Sexual Exploitation 
Sub Group. A number of changes have been 
introduced to help protect young people. 
For example, ‘Spotting the Signs’ training 
is now key training for all those working in 
specialist sexual health services. The training 
introduces additional questions on child sexual 
exploitation which can be integrated in to the 
standard sexual health history.

Public Health also works with a specialist 
social worker from the Swan Unit to visit 
community pharmacies to offer training and 
further support. Safeguarding, child sexual 
exploitation training and DBS checks are 
already a key part of the bi-annual training 
for pharmacists who wish to deliver the 
emergency hormonal contraception scheme 
and/or are attending refresher training in 
Buckinghamshire.  

24 The Family Nurse Partnership is a support programme for young first time mothers aged 19 years or under
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Work is underway with the leads for the 
national electronic system for community 
pharmacists to introduce a more robust 
flagging system locally to track girls who 
present at multiple pharmacies across 
the system.  The key issue is not to 
drive this underground but put in place 
mechanisms to safeguard those at risk of 
exploitation. The work aims to support and 
train professionals to identify the signs of 
child sexual exploitation and ensure that 
the electronic data collection systems are 
capable of identifying patterns and trends.

The sexual health services at Buckinghamshire 
Healthcare NHS Trust and Terrence Higgins 
Trust (THT) have both reviewed their under-18 
proformas to ensure that issues around child 
sexual exploitation are integrated into them 
and that ‘flagging’ systems are in place. Since 
April 2016, the two services also have joint 
governance meetings on safeguarding which 
link with the leads of the Missing and Sexual 
Exploitation Risk Assessment Conference 
(MSERAC). The Terrence Higgins Trust also 
provides one-to-one support for vulnerable 
people who may not reach the threshold for 
RUSafe and offers a six-week programme of 
support to those exhibiting early stages of 
risky sexual behaviour.

Recently, a local further education college 
identified that some of their male students 
were displaying inappropriate attitudes 
towards the female students. The college 
organised for the Terrence Higgins Trust to 
run a workshop for this group of teenage 
boys (17 to 19 years old) and talk with them 
about issues such as consent, sex and the 
law and young people’s sexual health.

The Children and Teenagers Community Help 
Team (CATCH) was established in September 
2011 with the specific remit of working with 
families at a point of crisis where there was 
either an immediate or an imminent likelihood 
that a young person (aged 11-17) may need to 
be accommodated. The team undertakes short-
term crisis intervention work, mediating with 
young people and families to try to improve 
relationships between family members and 
provide some immediate stability before any 
long term interventions can be put in place.

CATCH receives referrals from various 
departments in Children’s Social Care. 
CATCH does not manage cases so formal 
case responsibility remains with the young 
person’s allocated social worker. CATCH would 
not usually consider a referral purely on the 
basis that the young person is at risk of child 
sexual exploitation, but rather where this is 
a contributing factor leading to the family 
crisis and the young person being at risk of 
becoming accommodated.

CATCH has been a member of the Missing 
and Sexual Exploitation Risk Assessment 
Conference (MSERAC) since its inception. 
Prior to this CATCH was part of a small group 
of professionals from various agencies, 
including RUSafe, Children’s Social Care and 
Thames Valley Police, who met regularly to 
discuss young people at risk of child sexual 
exploitation.

“CATCH were very good – they were 
trying to prevent me going into care and 
trying to get me back home, I just wasn’t 
listening” 

Chloe

Children’s Social Care now chairs weekly 
meetings for all children who have been 
referred, or have been identified, as being 
at risk of sexual exploitation in the previous 
week. It also chairs strategy meetings for 
those deemed at risk of significant harm due 
to child sexual exploitation. This is to ensure 
that there is an effective multi-agency response 
to minimise the risk to children. In the past, a 
decision had been taken not to make children 
at risk of child sexual exploitation subject 
to child protection plans. This decision was 
taken by a local manager, but has now been 
reversed so that there is a clearer emphasis on 
the risks to children and young people of child 
sexual exploitation. Furthermore, to ensure 
that the risk of child sexual exploitation is 
always identified, recording systems have been 
changed so that child sexual exploitation can 
be recorded as a ‘characteristic’ on the child’s 
file. Additionally, missing episodes are now 
recorded on children’s files. This helps link to 
the work undertaken at the Missing and Sexual 
Exploitation Risk Assessment Conference 
(MSERAC).
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Children’s Social Care has commissioned 
RUSafe to re-focus some of their time in the 
Swan Unit, this should ensure an effective 
partnership around the child. Additional 
workshops have been undertaken to develop 
the learning and increase awareness of child 
sexual exploitation across Children’s Social 
Care. 

Regular meetings are held between Children’s 
Social Care and Thames Valley Police. One 
is a strategic multi-agency meeting chaired 
by the Chief Executive of the County Council 
to look at current Thames Valley Police 
operations. The focus of the meeting is on the 
disruption and conviction of perpetrators. It 
aims to ensure there is a coherent strategy to 
police operations and an effective response 
to safeguarding children. Then there is an 
operational meeting to exchange information 
between Thames Valley Police and Children’s 
Social Care about victims within current police 
operations. 

Youth provision in Buckinghamshire is 
delivered through collaboration between the 
voluntary and community youth sector and 
the County Council’s retained Youth Service. 
District, Town and Parish Councils also 
contribute to this work, primarily through open 
access youth activities for the young people in 
their communities.

Prior to 2011, the Youth Service delivered level 
1 (open access) informal education and positive 
activities based in youth centres, schools and 
other community settings. In 2011, the Council 
handed over 16 youth centre buildings to 
management committees (members of the local 
community). These management committees 
not only pay for and manage the running of the 
buildings but also provide open access weekly 
youth clubs and other positive activities for 
their local young people.  

At the same time, the Youth Service was 
restructured to provide targeted services 
for young people with additional needs. The 
targeted Youth Service is a tier 2/3 service, 
which works with young people before 
issues escalate into statutory provision. It 
also provides a ‘step down’ route for young 

people who have already received a specialist 
intervention from another agency.

The Youth Service does provide some support 
for young people who have been the victims of 
child sexual exploitation. However, this is often 
as a ‘step down’ from specialist agencies such 
as RUSafe. The types of interventions that the 
Youth Service provides include:

• Group work programmes: These focus on 
promoting positive relationships, sexual 
health or self-esteem and resilience. 
They provide young people with a safe 
space to explore concerns, increase their 
understanding and help them to develop 
the tools to keep safe from risk and harm 

• One-to-one mentoring: The one-to-one 
support and mentoring programme is able 
to address similar risk factors but enables 
a youth worker to provide specific support 
for a period of up to 12 sessions

Schools, partner agencies, parents and young 
people can all make referrals to the service. 
Often referrals come from Children’s Social 
Care, the Family Resilience Service, Child and 
Adolescent Mental Health Service (CAMHS) and 
RUSafe. The reasons for referral include low 
confidence and self-esteem, lack of a positive 
peer group, social isolation and risk taking 
behaviour, all of which represent key risk 
factors in young people being vulnerable to 
sexual exploitation.

The Youth Service currently triages all incoming 
referrals and has close working relationships 
with partner agencies that provide similar 
support. Thus, young people are quickly 
directed to the most appropriate agency and 
service. The Youth Service also undertakes 
outreach work directly in settings where 
concerns have been identified. This enables 
youth workers to intervene and support 
vulnerable young people who otherwise may 
not engage with or do not have access to 
support services.

The outreach work can provide a unique 
opportunity to work in the location where 
young people may be at risk. Youth workers 
are well placed to recognise changes in young 

7. Evidence of improvement
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people’s behaviour. The team works closely 
with Thames Valley Police and community 
safety teams, and relies on information and 
referrals to target specific areas. To date there 
have been limited specific requests for the 
team to target areas because of concerns over 
child sexual exploitation. Requests usually 
come from other more general concerns 
including anti-social behaviour or risk-taking 
behaviour linked to alcohol or drug use.

However, once the team enters an area and 
begins working with young people, concerns 
linked to potentially exploitative relationships 
have been uncovered. The Missing and 
Sexually Exploited Risk Assessment Conference 
(MSERAC) has on occasions requested some 
outreach work from the service.
As a non-statutory service, information sharing 
with the Youth Service is often limited or non-
existent. The Youth Service is developing links 
with the Swan Unit to share information and 
a representative now attends the Missing and 
Sexually Exploited Risk Assessment Conference 
(MSERAC). A representative also sits on the 
Buckinghamshire Safeguarding Children 
Board’s Child Sexual Exploitation Sub Group. 

A manager from the service chairs the E-Safety 
Sub Group, and the links between online 
grooming and child sexual exploitation form 
part of the e-safety training that the Youth 
Service delivers to pupils. 

This more integrated approach should help 
deliver services in a more joined up way, 
especially as emerging hotspots/peer groups 
are identified. With good information sharing, 
the Youth Service is well placed to support 
other services as the youth workers may 
hold some relevant information linked to 
peer groups and changes in young people’s 
behaviour etc. which can help feed into wider 
intelligence gathering.

Further to all the single agency improvements 
that have taken place across Buckinghamshire, 
perhaps more significant are those multi-
agency approaches and individual projects 
that have improved information sharing, 
multi-agency working and developed a shared 
understanding of child sexual exploitation. 

Time to Talk

Time to Talk provides free (to access) 
counselling services for 11-25 year olds 
across Buckinghamshire. Referrals can 
be made by parents, agencies or the 
young person themselves. The service 
is part of the youth counselling pathway 
and it links closely with the Child 
and Adolescent Mental Health Service 
(CAMHS). All young people accessing 
the counselling services are triaged on 
entry with priority given to those with 
the highest risk factors.

There is no limit on the number of 
sessions provided by counsellors. 
However, counsellors must follow the 
British Association for Counselling and 
Psychotherapy (BACP) guidelines and 
manage their cases effectively. Services 
are open to all young people. Pairing 

of young people and counsellor is 
undertaken to ensure an appropriate 
service can be delivered. The service is 
delivered in a range of venues including 
schools, community venues and GP 
surgeries.   

For further information, see 
www.timetotalkbucks.org.uk – accessed online 
17 August 2016

7. Evidence of improvement
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Holmer Green Youth Club is a charity that 
caters for 10 to 18 year olds. It opens five 
days and four evenings a week. Young 
people are separated into age groups, which 
makes it easier for them to talk openly about 
things that affect them and their peers.

The largest year group at the youth club 
is the 12-13 year olds; the smallest is the 
15-16 year olds. There are 35 12-13 year 
olds and the relationship with this group 
is growing. Currently, they also bring 
in a significant part of the youth club’s 
weekly income (through admission fees). 
As the years pass, this group will dwindle 

but the relationships with the remaining 
group will mature and strengthen. Some 
will become young helpers – others will 
need help. Although the numbers will get 
smaller, (possibly putting the group at 
risk of closure) their problems become 
more significant and because of the 
trusting relationships that have built up 
over the years they are more likely to 
talk about the problems they are facing. 
During an average week at the youth club, 
young people disclose issues around self-
harm and suicide, depression, sexual 
exploitation, bullying, drugs and alcohol.

The Important Role of Youth Clubs

7. Evidence of improvement

7.4. Multi-Agency Safeguarding Hub (MASH) 

In September 2014, a Multi-Agency 
Safeguarding Hub (MASH) was established at 
Aylesbury Police Station. The purpose of the 
Multi-Agency Safeguarding Hub (MASH) was to:

• Improve information sharing and awareness 
of the ‘bigger picture’

• Make better informed multi-agency risk 
based decisions

• Provide a more coordinated response

• Take appropriate early intervention.

The aim was to be able to identify children 
and young people who are vulnerable but 
have not yet reached a threshold that would 
trigger a statutory requirement for agencies 
to share information. Thus the Multi-Agency 
Safeguarding Hub (MASH) enables cases 
with less obvious or imminent safeguarding 
needs to be identified early and triaged at the 
initial referral. If the threshold is met, timely 
information is requested from partner agencies 
and the case is reviewed. The outcomes of the 
Multi-Agency Safeguarding Hub (MASH) process 
might include a s.47 (joint investigation), no 
further action, offers of early help or similar 
intervention work.

In September 2015, the remit of the Multi-
Agency Safeguarding Hub (MASH) was 
extended to include undertaking strategy 
meetings for new referrals. The aim was to 
increase efficiency, prevent multiple handovers 
with the police and improve the consistency of 
decision making. 

The Multi-Agency Safeguarding Hub (MASH) is 
managed through an operational group and 
via a multi-agency strategic group. Both are 
chaired by Children’s Social Care. No agency 
has primacy beyond the fact that Children’s 
Social Care are the lead agency for child 
protection. Careful consideration was given to 
establishing a Multi-Agency Safeguarding Hub 
(MASH) manager but this was not implemented. 
If any specific issue cannot be resolved at an 
operational group level, it can be referred to 
the Strategic Group for further discussion. 
This approach is underpinned by an escalation 
policy and appears to work effectively. Each 
agency funds the cost of  their own staff within 
the Hub and thus there is not a shared or 
pooled budget.   
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The key partner agencies based in the Hub 
include:

• Thames Valley Police

• Buckinghamshire County Council Children’s 
Social Care 

• Buckinghamshire County Council Adult 
Social Care

• Buckinghamshire Healthcare NHS Trust

• Education Safeguarding Advisory Service 
(ESAS)

• Buckinghamshire Family Information Service 
(BFIS)

• Drug and alcohol worker

• Domestic abuse specialist workers 
(Children’s Social Care)

• RUSafe (based in the Swan Unit but 
available for consultation).

There are other agencies that, although they 
do not have staff members located in the 
Multi-Agency Safeguarding Hub (MASH), act as 
virtual partners in the process. These include 
(amongst others) probation, youth offending 
service, child and adult mental health services 
and Women’s Aid. 

The effectiveness of the Multi-Agency 
Safeguarding Hub (MASH) is monitored through 
key performance indicators and the timeliness 
of intervention. The Hub has improved the 
response to child sexual exploitation. It has 

enabled agencies to collate information about 
young people such as persistent missing 
episodes, absences from school and partial 
pieces  of information that previously would 
be assessed through the prism of ‘Thresholds 
of Need’. Often these individual pieces of 
information would not reach a threshold that 
required statutory intervention and missed the 
reality of what was happening in the child’s 
life.  The whole ethos of the Multi-Agency 
Safeguarding Hub (MASH) is that partner 
agencies share information at an earlier stage 
which is integral in identifying child sexual 
exploitation at an early stage.
 
Indeed, any child who is identified as being at 
risk of child sexual exploitation through a new 
referral is referred to the Swan Unit. They are 
assessed by social workers in the Swan Unit 
and if there is any immediate risk of harm, a 
strategy meeting is convened to ensure that the 
child is safeguarded. If a child who is referred 
to the Hub is identified as being at risk of child 
sexual exploitation and their case has already 
been allocated to a social worker, a strategy 
meeting will be undertaken by a social work 
manager. 
There remain challenges for the Multi-Agency 
Safeguarding Hub (MASH); these mostly 
concern the staffing capacity within Children’s 
Social Care, Thames Valley Police and 
Buckinghamshire Healthcare NHS Trust. 

7. Evidence of improvement
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7.5. Swan Unit 

In response to Alexis Jay’s Rotherham review 
and other high profile enquiries, Children’s 
Social Care commissioned an external review 
to assess the services they offered to young 
people at risk of child sexual exploitation 
in Buckinghamshire. The recommendations 
proposed the development of a service to 
work specifically on child sexual exploitation. 
Thus in July 2015, Children’s Social Care, 
in collaboration with Thames Valley Police, 
developed the Swan Unit. 

The Swan Unit is a multi-agency team dedicated 
to working on child sexual exploitation. It 
consists of professionals from Thames Valley 
Police, Children’s Social Care, health, education 
and RUSafe. The Unit is based in Aylesbury 
Police Station (the same building as the Multi-
Agency Safeguarding Hub). The Unit has five 
specific functions in relation to young people at 
risk of sexual exploitation.

i. Assessment: All new cases coming into 
the Swan Unit are assessed. Practitioners 
within the Swan Unit provide advice to 
social workers and other agencies about 
assessing the risk of young people who 
are open to other services (including those 
already open to other social care teams)

ii. Strategy meetings: The social care 
manager of the Swan Unit chairs all 
strategy meetings concerning child sexual 
exploitation

iii. Advice: Practitioners in the Swan Unit 
provide advice and consultation to 
professionals who have concerns about 
young people at risk of child sexual 
exploitation

iv. Direct work with young people: The social 
workers within the Swan Unit are allocated 
up to ten complex cases to assess. This 
work is short term, although sometimes the 
Swan Unit social worker remains involved 
for longer if this helps the young person to 
continue to engage with services 

v. Co-ordination of information and 
intelligence: All information in relation to 
child sexual exploitation will be passed 
through to the Swan Unit. The Unit co-
ordinates intelligence of possible and actual 
victims and possible perpetrators of child 
sexual exploitation. The co-location of the 
Swan Unit in the same building as the Multi-
Agency Safeguarding Hub (MASH) helps 
information to be shared.

The Swan Unit is a multi-agency team. Thames 
Valley Police provides a detective sergeant 
and two police engagement officers. The 
detective sergeant also oversees child sexual 
exploitation in Milton Keynes and thus links 
practice in both areas. The officers work closely 
with the two ‘missing persons’ police officers 
in the Multi-Agency Safeguarding Hub (MASH). 
There are two social workers within the team to 
hold ‘complex’ cases. They also provide advice 

7. Evidence of improvement

Sophie is a white British 14-year-old. She lives with her mother and stepfather. She 
was first referred to social care in 2013 and the family received support from the 
adoption support service. In November 2015, a second referral was made when 
her parents threatened to drop her off at the office, as they could no longer cope. 
Sophie was made the subject of a child in need plan. Sophie disclosed that she was 
being exploited by two Egyptian men;  a strategy discussion was held in the SWAN 
Unit in March 2016. One man was subsequently arrested and charged. Sophie 
remains subject of a child in need plan.

SWAN
UNITsafetydrugs
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Justin is a white British 16-year-old. He was referred to Children’s Social Care in 
September 2015 for post adoption support, as his parents struggled with his 
behaviour and wanted him ‘accommodated’ by the local authority. A child and 
family assessment was completed in February 2016. It recommended ongoing 
support from the permanence team. A further referral was made when his sister 
disclosed that he was being paid to have sex with older men. A strategy meeting 
was held in the multi-agency safeguarding hub and a s.47 investigation was 
undertaken. In March 2016 at an initial child protection conference, he was made 
subject of a plan under the category of emotional abuse

During April 2016, an independent audit 
of the Swan Unit was commissioned by the 
Buckinghamshire Safeguarding Children Board 
and carried out by Ingson Ltd. The cases of 17 
young people referred because of concerns 
around sexual exploitation were reviewed. 
The referrals occurred over a period of seven 
months (August 2015 to March 2016) and all 
of them led to a strategy discussion to consider 
the concerns raised. 

The audit concluded that the practice of the 
Swan Unit and their work with young people 
was broadly very positive. It was clear that 
the Swan Unit provided a “professional, 

dedicated, effective and balanced service to 
this group of young people”. The strengths 
included (amongst other things) strategy 
discussions which produced good decisions 
and outcomes, good partnership working, the 
opinions of the young people were sought 
and heard, and the advice given to them was 
clear and comprehensive. The audit suggested 
three areas for improvement. First, strategy 
discussions could sometimes be held in a more 
timely way; second, they should always be 
chaired by a social care manager and finally, it 
would be helpful if a health representative was 
always able to attend strategy discussions. 

Gaps Identified

• The same social worker supports the young 
person and their extended family – ideally 
a separate social worker would support the 
young person’s family

• Resources are not currently available within 
the Swan Unit to support adult victims who 
are in court following disclosures of sexual 
exploitation when they were children.

7. Evidence of improvement

and training via Buckinghamshire Safeguarding 
Children Board and within Children’s Social 
Care teams. The team has a part-time specialist 
community public health nurse to ensure that 
complex specialist health assessments of 
young people at risk of sexual exploitation are 
completed. An education welfare officer liaises 

with schools about specific young people 
who are at risk and participates in the advice 
service. RUSafe provides a member of staff who 
supports young people, provides information 
and ‘intelligence’ and participates in the 
advice line. There are 8.5 full-time equivalent 
members of the team at any one time.

SWAN
UNIT
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7.6. Missing and Sexual Exploitation Risk Assessment   
 Conference (MSERAC) 

The Missing and Sexual Exploitation Risk 
Assessment Conference (MSERAC) is a monthly 
multi-agency risk management meeting that 
seeks to ensure that young people living in 
Buckinghamshire are effectively safeguarded 
and protected from harm in cases where:

• They are, or might be, victims of child 
sexual exploitation

• They are high risk missing children or 
young people who regularly go missing

It is jointly chaired by a senior manager from 
Children’s Social Care and a senior member 
of the police Child Abuse Investigation Unit 
(CAIU). Partner agencies come together to 
share information and set actions to address 
the potential or recognised risk to young 
people. This meeting is intended to share 
intelligence, provide early intervention, reduce 
the risk to the young person and consider how 
harmful activities can be disrupted.

Regular participants include:

• Buckinghamshire Healthcare NHS Trust

• Child and Adolescent Mental Health 
Services (CAMHS)

• Children and Teenagers Community Help 
(CATCH)

• Children’s Social Care (Children in Care 
Teams) 

• Commissioning Manager, Buckinghamshire 
County Council 

• Connexions

• Education Safeguarding Advisory Service 
(ESAS)

• Exclusions Team (Buckinghamshire County 
Council) 

• National Probation Service

• Residential care homes 

• RUSafe

• Sexual Health Services

• Swan Unit Team

• Thames Valley Police

• Young Addaction (drug and alcohol service)

• Youth Offending Service

• Youth Services.

In the year up to June 2016, 223 young people 
were discussed at the Missing and Sexual 
Exploitation Risk Assessment Conference 
(MSERAC). An average of 19 cases were 

discussed each month with 42% being new 
referrals, of whom 28% were male. Over 80% of 
the new referrals were young people aged 14 – 
16 years old, however, 8.5% were 13 years old 
and 2.1 % were 12 years old or under. 

The meeting is central to tackling child sexual 
exploitation and therefore both chairs sit on 
the Buckinghamshire Safeguarding Children 
Board Child Sexual Exploitation Sub Group. 
They provide the group with anonymised 
quarterly performance data together with any 
information on emerging trends or patterns 
and issues relating to local policies and 
procedures or any other concerns that have 
emerged. The Child Sexual Exploitation Sub 
Group reports directly to the Buckinghamshire 
Safeguarding Children Board. Thus, the 
information that the Missing and Sexual 
Exploitation Risk Assessment Conference 
(MSERAC) provides is used to help the Board 
assess how well partners are safeguarding 
young people from harm.

“They asked me every time they took 
me home. I would never tell them any 
details. I didn’t like getting people into 
trouble – I didn’t think it was wrong 
the age thing, so I didn’t tell the police 
much”. 

 Chloe

All young people in care from other areas who 
are at risk of child sexual exploitation and 
are placed in Buckinghamshire are discussed 
at the Missing and Sexual Exploitation Risk 
Assessment Conference (MSERAC). In addition, 
a new child sexual exploitation screening tool 
has been introduced to assess all young people 
who are in local authority care in other areas 
and have been placed in Buckinghamshire.

7. Evidence of improvement
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7.7. Gangs Multi-Agency Partnership (GMAP)

The Gangs Multi-Agency Partnership is a six 
weekly meeting. It aims to provide a forum 
where individuals engaged in gang related 
violence and activity can be referred, and where 
agencies can share information and agree joint 
plans. The purpose is to protect the individual 
young people as well as the public.  

The purpose of the meeting is to: 

1. Share information and identify those who 
are involved or affected by gang activity

2. Reduce gang related incidents and criminal 
activity

3. Define short and long term actions that 
may reduce the risk to individuals and the 
community

4. Construct jointly and implement a risk and 
support management plan that provides 
professional support to all those at risk and 
that reduces the risk of harm

5. Improve support for staff involved in 
supporting those people affected by gangs

The responsibility to take appropriate action 
rests with individual agencies. The meeting 
aims to facilitate, monitor and evaluate 
effective information sharing and enable 
appropriate actions to be taken to reduce gang 
activity and reduce the harm to those affected 
by it.  

Any agency can make a referral via secure 
email, but currently the majority of referrals 
come from the youth offending service, police 
and pupil referral units. The chairs (police 
and youth offending service) of the Gangs 
Multi-Agency Partnership (GMAP) review any 
information held on their systems and decide 
whether the referral meets the criteria. The 
agenda for the meeting is circulated with the 
name and date of birth of the young person 
so each agency can provide any relevant 
information from their agency to the meeting.
  
In October 2015, the Home Office produced an 
‘Ending Gang and Youth Violence Peer Review’ 
report.25  As part of the review, it was asked to 
provide specific feedback on the Gangs Multi-
Agency Partnership (GMAP). The report stated 
that “whilst this forum is well regarded, it 

appears that there is neither a success criteria 
applied to measure its performance nor any 
strategic oversight”. It remains unclear and it 
was not evident how the Gangs Multi-Agency 
Partnership (GMAP) linked to other structures 
such as the Multi-Agency Safeguarding Hub 
(MASH), Missing and Sexual Exploitation Risk 
Assessment Conference (MSERAC) or the Multi-
Agency Risk Assessment Conference (MARAC). 
The Home Office report stated that the 
strategic leadership and governance of Gangs 
Multi-Agency Partnership (GMAP) was unclear, 
“whilst it is clearly undertaking important and 
valuable work, GMAP needs to be positioned 
within Buckinghamshire’s overarching 
governance structures to ensure accountability, 
a strategic focus and sharing of best practice”. 
The report also stated, “There is a need to 
create a clear governance structure for the 
work of GMAP that is owned by the partnership 
at county and district levels, with clear 
strategic leadership and lines of accountability 
from the different organisations within the 
partnership. Strong governance arrangements 
will strengthen the operational delivery of 
GMAP to ensure that it is fit for purpose, with 
clearly defined and agreed objectives and 
outcomes that are delivered and monitored”. 

It has been agreed in Buckinghamshire that 
at a strategic level the Gangs Multi-Agency 
Partnership (GMAP) should be overseen by 
the Safer, Stronger Bucks Partnership Board. 
The panel for this review, however, could 
find no published documentation on the 
purpose and remit of the Partnership. Indeed, 
currently, the Gangs Multi-Agency Partnership 
(GMAP) does not have terms of reference, the 
development of which would help to establish 
clearer governance as well as appropriate 
links, data sharing, performance and reporting 
requirements. In addition, it would be 
beneficial to ensure the terms of reference 
align the referral process to the Gangs Multi-
Agency Partnership (GMAP) with the referral 
process into Children’s Social Care. 

During the course of this review, it became 
clear that no work around the governance of 
the Gangs Multi-Agency Partnership (GMAP) has 
been undertaken and a year after the Home 

25 Ending Gang and Youth Violence Peer Review Report: High Wycombe, Home Office October 2015

7. Evidence of improvement
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7.8. Nightwatch

Nightwatch was a 12-month Barnardo’s 
national pilot project designed to empower 
those working in the night-time economy 
to recognise and respond to child sexual 
exploitation. It was funded by the Department 
for Education from April 2015. RUSafe 
employed a part-time member of staff 
to undertake outreach work with public, 
voluntary and private sector establishments 
and businesses accessed by the community 
including taxi firms, hotels, security firms and 
licensed fast food outlets.

Rather than directly identifying child sexual 
exploitation, Nightwatch supports the wider 
community to recognise it, thereby increasing 
local watchfulness and encouraging the wider 
public  to report any concerns to Thames 
Valley Police. This approach highlighted that 
the local community lacked the confidence 
to report incidents to the police. There was a 
fear of potential repercussions so people were 
reluctant to use the existing police 101 non-
emergency number. Subsequently, the project 
has tried to raise awareness around how 
‘intelligence’ is processed and ‘sanitised’ in 
order to protect the source of the information. 
Another issue was the occasional disclosure 
from adults about sexual exploitation in their 
childhood. Those affected were signposted to 
the police. However, it highlighted the lack of 
specific support available in Buckinghamshire 
for adult survivors of child sexual exploitation 
and child sexual abuse. 

Nightwatch raises awareness of child sexual 
exploitation through classroom sessions 
and outreach work as well as on site visits. 
Additionally, Nightwatch has attended public 
events held in parks and local community 
buildings, including council-managed locations. 
Nightwatch works closely with other schemes 
such as Hotel Watch and the ‘Street Angels’.26  
It has provided training on child sexual 
exploitation for the Street Angels.

There have been outreach sessions delivered 
to taxi drivers in Chesham, Aylesbury and 
High Wycombe and a classroom based event at 
Chiltern District Council Offices. To date (March 
2016), Nightwatch has provided training to 368 
people working in the private sector and 205 
working in the public and voluntary sectors. 
Of those who received training, 70% reported 
that they would “do something differently” as a 
result.

Locally, Nightwatch has been very valuable, 
as it has helped develop links with minority 
ethnic communities in the area. Following the 
training, a taxi driver referred a case to the 
local police and three arrests were made after 
hotel staff reported concerns. 

The pilot scheme has now ended and the local 
provision has ceased. However, the value of 
this service has been recognised locally and the 
Swan Unit is currently seeking money from the 
Government’s Innovation Fund to enable this 
work to be re-established. 

26 Street Angels provide voluntary Christian support in High Wycombe and Aylesbury during Saturday and Sunday 
nights (10.30 pm to 4am) to help make the town centre safe and enjoyable for everyone. They work in partnership with 
the police, door staff, taxis and other agencies and engage with the public by offering both a listening ear and practical 
assistance, acting as a calming community presence especially around local pubs, clubs and restaurants.

7. Evidence of improvement

Office report, the issue of the governance of 
the Gangs Multi-Agency Partnership (GMAP) 
has not even been discussed at the Safer 
Stronger Bucks Partnership Board. This 
means that not only is there no governance 
in place but there has been no scrutiny of 
the work undertaken by the Gangs Multi-
Agency Partnership (GMAP) or exchange of 
information.

Figures provided to this review show that 44 
cases have been discussed since January 2014. 
Nevertheless, the panel for this review was 
unable to obtain any information from the 

Gangs Multi-Agency Partnership (GMAP) about 
the outcome of these cases. It was possible to 
find information about individual young people 
from individual agency records but the Gangs 
Multi-Agency Partnership (GMAP) could not 
provide any collated material to demonstrate 
the effectiveness of its work.

The governance of the partnership has been 
recognised as an area for further development 
and the Safer Stronger Bucks Partnership 
Board and the Buckinghamshire Safeguarding 
Children Board are currently working together 
to support this development.  
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7.9. Hotel Watch

Hotel Watch was set up in response to reports 
of young girls being seen accompanied by 
older men at a number of hotels across High 
Wycombe. It appeared that these men were 
sexually exploiting the girls. Both large hotel 
chains and smaller businesses were being used 
to facilitate the exploitation.

“I noticed lots of Asian guys with young 
girls at the hotel walking down the 
corridors. One day the girls in the room 
next door came out with black eyes. 
Sometimes I was taken out of town to 
places like Milton Keynes. Some of the 
girls had cuts on their faces; he said he 
wouldn’t hit me”.

Esme

The purpose of Hotel Watch was to increase 
hotel employees’ understanding and awareness 
of child sexual exploitation, providing them 
with information on what to do and who to 
contact if they had a concern about a young 
person. Often, hotel staff either did not know 
about or consider child sexual exploitation. 
Those who did have knowledge of sexual 
exploitation were unsure about what to do. 
They thought they might be wasting police 
time, generating bad publicity for the hotel 
or even reporting innocent customers to 
Thames Valley Police. Hotel Watch sought 
to combat these fears by establishing a 
dialogue with hotel management, providing 
training, investigating reports of child sexual 
exploitation at hotels and providing a regular 
presence by the neighbourhood police. 
Barnardo’s developed and delivered a training 

package for hotel staff that gave them the 
knowledge and confidence to report activity 
that may have been connected to child sexual 
exploitation. 

Photographs of vulnerable young people who 
were believed to be at risk from child sexual 
exploitation were disseminated to hotels 
participating in the scheme. This enabled staff 
to identify specific vulnerable young people 
and contact Thames Valley Police immediately. 
One particular hotel chain which was initially 
reticent about being involved is now fully 
engaged and has extended the Barnardo’s 
training to all their management team. A ‘ring 
around’ system was also put in place so that 
hotels could contact each other if suspicions 
were raised at one hotel. This meant that 
members of staff at other hotels were alerted in 
case the same people attempted to book rooms 
there.    

The result of Hotel Watch is that reported levels 
of child sexual exploitation related activity 
and associated enforcement operations have 
reduced considerably in the early part of 2016. 
There has been only one call to Thames Valley 
Police during that period relating to child 
sexual exploitation, which resulted in a man 
being arrested for the offence of sexual activity 
with a child.  

There remain challenges for Hotel Watch. These 
include the need to repeat training regularly, as 
there is a high turnover of staff in this sector, 
and the funding for training ends in July 2016.

7. Evidence of improvement
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8. EMERGING THEMES, AREAS 
FOR IMPROVEMENT AND 
RECOMMENDATIONS
8.1. Engaging with services

During the course of this review it became 
clear that professionals had concerns for 
those young people who refused to engage 
with agencies or services as they did not view 
their situation as abusive. Professionals were 
particularly concerned for older children (over 
16) who did not engage.  Although RUSafe 

accepts referrals from professionals and non-
professionals alike, the service gives priority to 
young people who self-refer. RUSafe also works 
on the premise that a young person must 
consent to the referral, as a first step towards 
their empowerment and taking control over 
their own life decisions.

BELINDA

Belinda was referred to RUSafe in 2013 by her (adoptive) mother, who was 
concerned about Belinda’s behaviour. She was concerned because Belinda 
was going missing and staying out late without permission. Mum was also 
concerned about Belinda spending time with older people and using cannabis. 

Belinda was allocated a worker, who tried to visit her at school. However, 
Belinda had been excluded for swearing at a teacher. The worker continued 
having problems meeting Belinda. The CATCH Team told RUSafe that there 
were reports about Belinda “getting into cars” 

The worker eventually managed to meet Belinda and she gave her consent to 
work with RUSafe. An assessment was completed before the school summer 
holidays. 

Her worker tried to engage with Belinda over the summer holidays but Belinda 
said she was too busy to meet.

After the holiday, Belinda was excluded from school again. Her worker tried 
to contact her at home and within the community. Concerns for Belinda grew 
as her mum was out at work and Belinda was at home alone. It transpired that 
Belinda was known to Children’s Social Care and was on a Child in Need Plan. 
Following the rise in concerns from professionals, she was placed on a child 
protection plan.
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Although her worker did not manage to meet Belinda, they maintained phone 
contact. By this time, Belinda’s relationship with her mother was breaking 
down. Her missing episodes began to increase in frequency, and as a result 
Mum confiscated her mobile phone which in turn prevented Belinda’s direct 
engagement with professionals, including her RUSafe worker. The worker 
eventually successfully met with Belinda at school, however Belinda’s opinion 
was that she was safe and couldn’t understand why professionals were all 
worried about her. 

A ‘Hard to Reach’ meeting was called by Children’s Social Care given 
concerns continuing to escalate regarding Belinda and her safety. Her RUSafe 
worker finally met with Belinda and engaged her in child sexual exploitation 
intervention work. Then Belinda told school she did not want to engage with 
RUSafe. Her worker closed the case. Following the closure, Belinda went 
missing again and the missing episodes began to increase in frequency. An 
RUSafe missing worker contacted Belinda by phone on multiple occasions in 
order to arrange to meet with her and complete a return interview, however 
Belinda declined to meet on each occasion.

Belinda continued to go missing, therefore it was decided that a different 
worker from RUSafe would try to engage her. A member of the RUSafe senior 
management team took on this responsibility. Belinda initially declined, 
however the worker maintained contact with her and her Mum, and eventually 
Belinda agreed to meet. Belinda met with the worker but again declined any 
further support at that time.

RUSafe continued to contact Belinda after each of her missing episodes, and 
although sometimes managing to briefly chat with her over the phone, she 
refused to meet in person. 
Belinda was regularly discussed at the monthly Missing and Sexual 
Exploitation Risk Assessment Conference (MSERAC). 

The RUSafe worker tried various methods to try to encourage Belinda to meet 
to discuss her missing episodes. This included trying to arrange to meet her 
with a friend (who was also open to the service). However, these attempts 
were again unsuccessful. 

Recently, a fourth worker from RUSafe tried to engage with Belinda, however 
Belinda was not present at school during the times the worker had tried to 
visit – and when the worker spoke to her over the phone Belinda advised that 
she didn’t see the point in meeting and refused to give her consent. This 
most recent attempt to contact Belinda was made in July 2016.

In total, four different members of RUSafe staff have attempted to engage 
Belinda in either intervention work or missing return interviews – including 
Project Workers, Missing Workers and a member of the senior management 
team. 

8. Emerging themes, areas for improvement and  recommendations
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RUSafe recognises that some young people 
refuse to engage,  therefore the service has 
developed strategies to overcome this, for 
example:   

• There is now a dedicated worker for looked 
after children

•  This worker visits all the care homes and 
spends time with the staff and young 
people. Once a rapport is built, the worker 
can start building a relationship with 
individual young people at risk of child 
sexual exploitation 

• When a young person continues to refuse 
to engage, the case is taken to ‘team 
supervision’ and they are allocated another 
member of the team. This recognises that 
different people (age, gender, appearance, 
communication style) relate to different 
young people

• If the young person still will not engage, 
RUSafe will offer to see them with a friend 
for a coffee and chat. This has worked 

particularly well and in a recent case 
enabled a member of staff to engage with 
two young people – neither of whom would 
engage individually but were both happy to 
be seen together (Obviously, this needs to 
be handled very carefully to avoid increased 
risk for either young person)

To mitigate the risk to young people who do 
not engage, Buckinghamshire Safeguarding 
Children Board has updated its procedures 
in relation to ‘harder to reach’ children and 
young people. A panel has been introduced 
to review cases that are, for example, ‘stuck’ 
or complex because either the young person 
is refusing to engage or they have engaged 
but the interventions are not working. 
This ensures that agencies are owning and 
managing these cases collectively. The panel 
has been established relatively recently and 
has agreed that any subsequent reviews or 
audits of its activities will be presented to the 
Buckinghamshire Safeguarding Children Board. 

8.2. Sharing information and feedback on referrals

The fact finding workshop (page 7) 
demonstrated that feedback from referrals 
continues to be an issue for some professionals 
– particularly following referrals to Children’s 
Social Care. Concerns were raised that when 
a case is closed by Children’s Social Care, 
the referring agency often does not know 
what action has been taken or why the case 
was closed. This appeared to be a particular 
problem for organisations such as Young 
Carers, Youth Clubs and the Youth Service. 
Practitioners recognised that providing 
feedback has significant resource implications. 
Some participants thought that a lack of 
feedback on referrals meant that agencies 
ceased to provide information to Children’s 
Social Care. Practitioners also stated that when 
cases are referred to youth clubs or the Youth 
Service it is often as part of a ‘step down’ plan 
and therefore the original agency has closed 

the case. Thus youth clubs and the Youth 
Service have no agency to whom they can 
provide feedback. 

Despite these concerns, practitioners described 
how the introduction of the Multi Agency 
Safeguarding Hub (MASH) had improved 
communication enormously – specifically in 
response to young people on child protection 
plans. Yet many participants at the fact 
finding workshop considered there was 
still room to improve communication more 
generally between agencies. They felt that 
poor communication resulted in meetings 
being missed or not known about. Participants 
considered that it would be useful to have a 
more structured means of sharing information 
between agencies who were working with the 
same families. 

Recommendation One

Buckinghamshire Safeguarding Children Board/Children’s Social Care should facilitate 
discussions with organisations such as Young Carers, Youth Clubs and the Youth Service to 
ascertain how they can better engage with statutory agencies to safeguard young people at 
risk of child sexual exploitation. 

[The outcomes from these discussions should improve feedback and the sharing of 
information and may also assist in helping other voluntary sector organisations who are in 
contact with young people at risk of child sexual exploitation engage with services.]

8. Emerging themes, areas for improvement and  recommendations
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8.3. Looked after children

This review has highlighted a number of 
concerns around young people who are 
‘looked after’ by the local authority. In 
the past young people who were sexually 
exploited tended to be placed out of the 
Buckinghamshire area in an attempt to keep 
them safe and away from their abusers. 
However, recent learning (including from the 
Oxfordshire (Bullfinch) serious case review) 
showed that in many cases, especially those 
involving organised groups, distance is not 
a sufficient measure to protect the young 
person from further exploitation. So whilst it is 
important to consider each case individually, 
it is now considered better to keep the most 
vulnerable young people closest to home. 
However, because of the lack of placements in 
Buckinghamshire, this is not always possible.
The lack of accommodation is partly because 
there are insufficient foster carers. In fact, 
Buckinghamshire (in proportion to population) 
has about a third of the foster placements of 
other local authorities. There are currently 
about 470 ‘looked after’ children but only 
200 placements within Buckinghamshire. This 
means increasingly young people have to be 
accommodated out of the area.  

There is ongoing work to understand 
the barriers to foster care recruitment in 
Buckinghamshire. At one time, it was thought 
that it was simply a matter of being unable 
to compete with the private sector, but work 
in this area has uncovered a number of 
contributory factors including:

• It costs more to recruit in Buckinghamshire 
so agencies tend to put more resources 
into recruiting in nearby areas such as 
Milton Keynes and Slough. This is cheaper 
for them and they know Buckinghamshire 
will still place young people there

• The high cost of housing in 
Buckinghamshire means that those who 
want to foster often do not have a big 
enough property to do so.

The issue of placements is further exacerbated 
in Buckinghamshire because the proportion 
of young people who come into care as 
teenagers is higher than the national average. 
These young people are already vulnerable 
in many ways, including being vulnerable to 

sexual exploitation, and it is therefore more 
difficult to find them a suitable placement. 
Since Buckinghamshire only place young 
people in settings that are assessed as ‘good’ 
or ‘outstanding’, providers may view these 
children with complex needs as too risky. 
The lack of placements for sexually exploited 
children has resulted in some businesses 
setting up ‘specialist’ child sexual exploitation 
care homes. These residential homes charge 
more and despite their claims, there is no 
evidence that young people have better 
outcomes. 

Thus, there is growing concern for young 
people at risk of sexual exploitation who are 
placed outside of the local area. Although 
Children’s Social Care within Buckinghamshire 
has a responsibility to inform the other area 
when a young person is placed in that area, 
the young person remains under the care of 
Buckinghamshire. This means that a young 
person can be far away from Buckinghamshire, 
which makes safeguarding them much harder. 
It is much more difficult to work with them 
and address the possible sexual exploitation. 
To help overcome this, the Health Children 
in Care Team now has a specialist outreach 
nurse who travels outside of the county to see 
these young people. This ensures that young 
people are seen in a timely manner and their 
assessments are carried out by a consistent 
practitioner.

Further risk arises because young people 
placed outside Buckinghamshire may not 
always get access to the other services they 
require. This is a particular issue with Child and 
Adolescent Mental Health Services (CAMHS). 
RUSafe will not support young people who have 
been placed out of the local area unless they 
are within 20 miles of the Buckinghamshire 
border. Nonetheless, if they are placed a 
long way away, RUSafe will ascertain whether 
there is a suitable existing service in that area 
and, with the young person’s consent, refer 
them.   When there is another Barnardo’s 
service, RUSafe is able to share or transfer 
the young person’s case history, again with 
their consent. If the young person returns to 
Buckinghamshire, RUSafe will resume their 
support. 

8. Emerging themes, areas for improvement and  recommendations
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Owing to the difficulties surrounding young 
people who are placed out of area, it is 
imperative that there is good communication 
between local authority areas, but this is not 
always the case. It is clear from the Missing and 
Sexually Exploited Risk Assessment Conference 
(MSERAC) that a number of young people who 
are vulnerable to sexual exploitation have 
been accommodated in Buckinghamshire by 
other local authorities. Frequently, agencies 
are unaware and the young people only come 
to light when their case is referred into the 
meeting. Local practitioners such as the 
Health Children in Care Team do not have 
capacity to support young people placed within 
Buckinghamshire unless they are commissioned 
by the placing local authority. There is ongoing 
work to address this issue and consideration 
is being given to ‘joint commissioning’ 
across local authorities so that the ‘placing’ 
authority can be charged for services their 
young people access. Furthermore, a new child 
sexual exploitation screening tool has been 
introduced to assess all young people who are 
in local authority care in other areas and have 
been placed in Buckinghamshire.

“Several young people who have been 
placed in Buckinghamshire by other local 
authorities told me that they are easily 
identified by perpetrators; it’s as if they 
have a beacon. In every case the young 
person said that when they arrived in 
Buckinghamshire there was someone 
already there who had contacts, knew 
the local score, drug dealers etc.”

Designated Nurse, Children in Care

In the past, a significant number of young 
people were exploited whilst in care. 
Changes have taken place to reduce the risk 
to young people living in children’s homes 
or foster placements. To ensure that the 
residential units and foster carers within 
Buckinghamshire are equipped to care for 
young people at risk of sexual exploitation, 
training is now available. They can access the 
Buckinghamshire Safeguarding Children Board 
child sexual exploitation training; RUSafe 
offers specific training to some residential 
units and the designated nurse and RUSafe 
offer a session for foster carers. RUSafe raises 
awareness of sexual exploitation, with their 
link worker speaking directly with young 
people in residential homes. Buckinghamshire 
Safeguarding Children Board now provides 
commissioners with data on the number of 
staff from children’s home who have attended 
the Board’s training. 

More recently, Children’s Social Care 
has convened more frequent multi-risk 
management meetings concerning ‘looked 
after’ children. These are attended by partners 
and specifically address current concerns such 
as sexual exploitation. The formal meetings 
are chaired by a senior manager in Children’s 
Social Care and the notes and any actions are 
circulated following the meeting. Subsequent 
meetings are called if necessary to ensure that 
actions have been undertaken and to re-assess 
the risk.

8. Emerging themes, areas for improvement and  recommendations
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8.4.Supporting child victims and their families

The challenge event on child sexual 
exploitation (page 7) highlighted that although 
there are a number of channels through 
which young people at risk of child sexual 
exploitation can be supported, less support is 
available for their parents, siblings and other 
family members. At a national level, Parents 
against Child Sexual Exploitation (PACE) 
provides advice and guidance. In addition, 
RUSafe provides ad hoc support but on the 
whole this tends to consist of signposting 
parents to appropriate resources such as 
Family Resilience (Early Help), and providing 
advice on managing and responding to 
their child’s behaviour. For example, RUSafe 
staff will encourage parents to report their 
child missing if there are concerns for their 
safety, even if they know the whereabouts 
of their child. Nevertheless, there is nothing 
commissioned locally, so in response RUSafe 
recently (2016) ran a scoping exercise 
with parents of the young people they are 
supporting. The aim was to establish whether 
parents would be interested in a parents’ group 

run by RUSafe Interestingly, the parents did 
not want to come together as a group, but 
favoured personal support for themselves and 
their families. 

Anecdotally, social workers also find it 
increasingly difficult to engage with the parent 
and young person at the same time. There is 
a risk that the young person may disengage 
if they feel the social worker is spending too 
much time with the parent. 

Providing support for families of child victims is 
an important area that needs to be addressed. 
If the parents are supported to understand 
and safeguard their children, then child sexual 
exploitation may be prevented earlier or 
disrupted much more effectively with parents’ 
support. 

“I wasn’t eating. Felt sick all the time. 
Mum noticed I was cutting. She tried to 
talk to me but I didn’t want to”. 

Bella

Recommendation Two

A family worker should be employed within the Swan Unit to support the families of child 
victims. 

8.5.Young people with learning disabilities

Recently there has been growing awareness 
about the particular vulnerability to sexual 
exploitation of young people with learning 
disabilities. Agencies have recognised this and 
have started to put specific measures in place 
to support this vulnerable group. For example, 
Buckinghamshire Healthcare NHS Trust is now 
working with the learning disability nurses 
and specialist school nurses to ensure that 
awareness and recognition of child sexual 
exploitation is in place.

The Child Sexual Exploitation Sub Group has 
also recently started to explore the issue 
further. In April 2016, an audit of the Missing 
and Sexual Exploitation Risk Assessment 

Conference (MSERAC) minutes was conducted 
to establish whether there was any reference to 
suggest that any young person discussed at the 
meeting might have a learning disability. 

Although the audit provided some limited 
information, the Child Sexual Exploitation Sub 
Group concluded that there was insufficient 
information. Therefore, the Sub Group is 
conducting a more detailed piece of work to 
assess the local response for children with 
learning disabilities. This work will be based 
on the recommendations from the recent 
Barnardo’s report ‘Unprotected, Overprotected’ 
which looks specifically at child sexual 
exploitation and learning disabilities. 

8. Emerging themes, areas for improvement and  recommendations
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8.6. Support for young people as they become adults

Information came from both the child sexual 
exploitation challenge event and the fact 
finding workshop that there is a need for ‘fit 
for purpose’ therapeutic services for children 
as they transition into adulthood. Practitioners 
were concerned that some very vulnerable 
young adults could potentially be left 
unsupported and therefore more vulnerable.
 
Currently, some services do not work with 
young people over the age of 18 years. For 
instance, RUSafe is commissioned to work with 
children and young people aged 11 to 18 (21 
years for those with learning disabilities). This 
means that support can cease when a young 
person transitions to adulthood. Nonetheless, 
from discussions with victims and survivors it 
was clear that RUSafe often maintained contact 
with victims even though this was not within 
their remit.

Young people also spoke of their concern 
about leaving children’s services and having 
to access adult services. This was particularly 
apparent around the transition from the Child 

and Adolescent Mental Health Service (CAMHS) 
to Adult Mental Health Services. This caused 
huge anxiety for some young people who were 
interviewed as part of the review.

There is currently work in progress between 
the Child and Adolescent Mental Health Service 
(CAMHS) and Adult Mental Health Services to 
improve this transition. For example, a Child 
and Adolescent Mental Health Service (CAMHS) 
worker will attend alongside the young person 
for their first appointment with adult services. 
Furthermore, the care co-ordinator from 
adult services will attend the final Child and 
Adolescent Mental Health Service (CAMHS) 
discharge care programme approach meeting. 
A monthly meeting takes place between adult 
and children services to identify children 
that will be transferring to adult services. In 
addition, a leaflet is being developed by both 
services for parents and children with input 
from families on what information should be 
included.

Worryingly, there is information emerging 
nationally and locally to suggest that those 
living in residential settings for people with 
learning disabilities are being exploited. 
Furthermore, there is anecdotal information 
to suggest that some people with learning 
disabilities living independently within 
Buckinghamshire are having their homes used 
as venues for activities such as parties. 

Professionals concluded that it was important 
to be able to offer support around sexual 
exploitation into early adulthood. This would 
ensure that young people would not face a 
sudden withdrawal of services when they reach 
18. Ideally, this would be regardless of their 
learning capacity. 

Recommendation Three

Buckinghamshire Safeguarding Adults Board should bring agencies together to ensure 
there is an appropriate, effective and coordinated response available to victims of child 
sexual exploitation as they become adults.

8. Emerging themes, areas for improvement and  recommendations
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8.8. Perpetrators

8.7. Adults who disclose that they were sexually exploited  
 as children

Recommendation Four

Buckinghamshire Safeguarding Adults Board should review the support that is in place for 
adults who disclose they were sexually exploited when they were children.

Again, information from both events suggested 
that there is a need for greater ‘fit for purpose’ 
therapeutic services for adults who have been 
victims of child sexual exploitation in their 
childhood. Recent high profile cases have 
raised the profile of child sexual exploitation 
locally which in turn has resulted in an increase 
in the number of adults coming forward to 
disclose that they have experienced child 
sexual exploitation in the past. Participants at 
the events thought it was important to ensure 
that there is appropriate support available 
regardless of whether or not individuals engage 
with the legal process. Buckinghamshire 
Safeguarding Children Board has agreed 
to consider how the commissioning of this 
provision can be supported. 

Currently, RUSafe is not commissioned to work 
with adult victims. However, on a few occasions 
(in specific circumstances) RUSafe has offered 

support to young adults who are ex-clients as 
they navigate the court process. 

Oxford Health has recently produced guidance 
on disclosure of historical child sexual abuse 
and although Buckinghamshire Safeguarding 
Children Board has a multi-agency procedure 
around delayed reporting of abuse, the Board 
is considering using the Oxford guidelines 
as the basis for reviewing their guidance. 
Furthermore, in response to the number of 
calls received concerning disclosures of child 
sexual abuse from adult clients, Oxford Health 
Foundation Trust has implemented workshops. 
The workshops are delivered to safeguarding 
leads within Adult Mental Health Services to 
raise awareness (amongst other things) of child 
sexual exploitation. The safeguarding leads are 
expected to disseminate the learning within 
their service/discipline. 

Some perpetrators who had received custodial 
sentences were contacted by letter in prison 
in an attempt to understand how things could 
have been different. Despite several attempts, 
no response was forthcoming.  

As part of the review, it was considered that 
perpetrators’ families should also be contacted 
to ascertain what support and advice they had 
received and to understand their experience 
of what had happened. As many of the 
perpetrators and their families came from the 
South Asian community, it was hoped to be 
able to do this partly through engaging with 
the community. However, this was not possible 
due to the difficulties encountered. 

Despite this, the Buckinghamshire Strategy 
for Tackling Child Sexual Exploitation (2016 – 
2019) does set out how agencies will develop 
a strong multi-agency and child centred 
approach in order to pursue and disrupt 

perpetrators of child sexual exploitation. It 
also addresses how victims will be supported 
to safely disclose abuse and provide evidence 
to prosecute offenders. The Safer and Stronger 
Bucks Partnership Board will play a key role 
in the ‘pursue’ strand of the strategy and in 
the disruption elements within the ‘prevent’ 
strand. The actions within the strategy include 
ensuring:

• Relevant staff understand how to gather 
information that can be used to bring 
prosecutions against abusers

• The Police and the CPS are supported to 
detect, pursue and prosecute abusers

• Perpetrators’ families are supported 
through and beyond the conclusion of the 
criminal justice process

• Perpetrator behaviour is disrupted through 
the full use of legislative powers

• Local perpetrator profiles are used to 
inform practice and services.

8. Emerging themes, areas for improvement and  recommendations
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8.9. Tackling unhealthy attitudes and identifying 
perpetrators

8.10. Sharing intelligence and information

Practitioners felt it was important that 
professionals were confident to share 
information about boys’ inappropriate 
behaviour. Schools play a key role as can 
youth clubs and sexual health services. All 
these services are more likely to have built 
up a relationship with the young people with 
whom they come into contact. In addition, 
practitioners described how boys tend to 
“brag”, and so in settings such as youth 
clubs, the staff may have quite a lot of local 
information about what is going on in their 
area. 

In the course of this review, it became apparent 
that only a few services ‘actively engage’ with 
young people who are potential perpetrators. 
Clearly, cases where young people present 
with more acute or harmful behaviour can be 
referred to the Child and Adolescent Harmful 
Behaviour Service (CAHBS). However, agencies 
appeared reluctant to seek the help of other 
services that have the capability to engage 
young people earlier or before any abuse has 
occurred. This may be due to an assumption 

One of the questions asked as part of the fact 
finding workshop centred on how agencies 
identify perpetrators and what they do with 
the ‘low level’ intelligence they receive. 
There was certainly a reluctance (particularly 
amongst schools) to share what they perceive 
as anecdotal information with the police. The 
main concerns raised were that young people 
who were simply “experimenting” might be 
prosecuted which would then be highlighted 
on any future DBS checks.27 Many agencies still 
appeared to consider perpetrators to be older 
men, and victims, younger girls. Nevertheless, 
it was clear from talking with victims and 
survivors that perpetrators can be peers. Thus, 
they are likely to be found in all agencies and 
services including (amongst others) schools, 

that a more specialist service is required. 
However, there are existing services, such as 
the Youth Service and youth clubs, that are 
often in a position to undertake positive work 
with young people.  

Indeed, RUSafe has recently (2016) 
developed a programme for schools known 
as #relationshipgoals. It is described as a 
Personal, Health, Social Citizenship Education 
(PHSCE) programme helping teenagers to 
navigate our increasingly sexualised world. 
The length of the programme is tailored to 
the school’s needs, and sessions focus on 
sexualisation in the media, body image and 
peer pressure relating to sexual expectations 
as well as considering healthy behaviour within 
sexual relationships. The programme has 
already been delivered within a small number 
of Buckinghamshire secondary schools, with 
arrangements currently being discussed with 
other schools. In addition, Public Health has 
commissioned the Terrence Higgins Trust to 
undertake work with teenage boys on healthy 
relationships

colleges, youth clubs, the Youth Offending 
Service, Children’s Social Care and Child and 
Adolescent Mental Health Services.

The fact finding workshop highlighted that 
many practitioners were unclear on how to 
share anecdotal information or with whom they 
should share it. Many stated that anecdotal 
‘intelligence’ could not be shared even with 
the police until there was some sort of ‘trigger’ 
event such as anti-social behaviour, pregnancy 
or substance misuse. However, the Swan Unit 
is ideally placed to collate information about 
reports on child sexual exploitation and will 
take on cases using this information, where 
appropriate.

27 Disclosure and Barring Service (DBS) checks are undertaken when individuals apply for certain jobs or voluntary 
work for example when working with children – for further information see  www.gov.uk/disclosure-barring-service-
check/overview - accessed online 17 August 2016
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Recent cut-backs have meant that there are fewer trained youth workers and often clubs run 
with untrained volunteers. This inevitably means that some young people may display signs 
of distress which may not be recognised. The youth club raises money to pay for trained 
staff, heating etc. in three ways:

1 By charging an admission fee
2 Through sponsorship
3 By running projects

Finding sponsorship takes time and is a job in itself. In addition, to qualify for this money 
the youth club often has to run specific projects such as self-defence or first aid courses. 
These are short, “one-off” courses and the young people who attend are less likely to build 
such strong relationships with the youth workers. The Youth Club finds it rare to find 
sponsorship money which will pay for the general running of the youth club. Without this 
money for these day-to-day expenses, the youth club will close.

The youth club frequently refers young people to other agencies for support. However, they 
do not often get feedback. Therefore, the youth club will continue to see the young person 
but is not aware of the outcome of the referral or any interventions. Furthermore, normally 
they are not part of any interventions that are put in place for the young person even though 
they are in regular contact and could play a role. There appears to be an unwillingness to 
share information with the trained youth workers, even though they are often best placed to 
know when things are going wrong in the lives of the young people they see.
Youth workers have a lot of knowledge about the local area, the networks within that 
area and the peer groups operating in it. There is a sense that nobody is tapping into this 
knowledge but also that there is a lack of clarity about what to do with the more anecdotal 
or partial information. Although the Swan Unit can deal with this, currently this is not widely 
known.

The important role of youth clubs

Recommendation Five

The Swan Unit should consider how to communicate to organisations working with children 
and young people how those organisations can share anecdotal information about child 
sexual exploitation with the Unit.

8. Emerging themes, areas for improvement and  recommendations
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Recently, Thames Valley Police has focussed 
more on disruption rather than waiting 
for victims to make a complaint. However, 
Buckinghamshire Safeguarding Children Board 
has identified that its child sexual exploitation 
work plan concentrates on preventing child 
sexual exploitation and  supporting victims 
and there is far less emphasis on disruption 
activity and the prosecution of perpetrators. 
To strengthen this aspect of work, the 
Board is liaising with the Safer and Stronger 
Buckinghamshire Partnership Board about 
whether they can lead on this aspect of child 
sexual exploitation and how disruption and 
prosecution of perpetrators can be reflected 
in Buckinghamshire Safeguarding Children 
Board’s work plan. 

The challenge event on child sexual 
exploitation also highlighted a lack of 
knowledge around sexual harm prevention 
orders (SHPOs), sexual risk orders (SROs) 

and child abduction warning notices as part 
of disruption activity. It was recommended 
that they should be included in multi-agency 
training. Thames Valley Police delivers 
a presentation at all Buckinghamshire 
Safeguarding Children Board multi-agency 
training on child sexual exploitation and 
this includes information on sexual harm 
prevention orders (SHPOs), sexual risk orders 
(SROs) and child abduction warning notices.

The Child Sexual Exploitation Sub Group has 
been tasked to identify other opportunities to 
raise awareness of disruption, for example, 
through the Buckinghamshire Safeguarding 
Children Board website, or by embedding the 
information into any relevant procedures and 
guidance.

“I’m stubborn. I knew it wasn’t right 
deep down but I didn’t want to admit it”. 

Megan

8.11. Disruption

8.12. Local communities

Strategies to address and tackle child sexual 
exploitation must recognise the need to adopt 
an inclusive approach which takes account 
of the interests of all stakeholders, including 
local communities. The recent Casey 28 inquiry 
and Alexis Jay’s 29 review  into child sexual 
exploitation in Rotherham highlighted the 
need for improved engagement with local 
communities in order to raise awareness of 
child sexual exploitation and challenge abusive 
behaviours; address the culture of denial about 
incidents of child sexual exploitation; and 
develop strategies to empower and encourage 
women and girls to speak about perpetrators 
and report their own experiences of sexual 
exploitation.  In 2015, the Department 
for Communities and Local Government 
announced a new fund to support women and 
give them the confidence to speak out against 

abuse and child sexual exploitation within their 
communities.30

Although local community groups and 
representatives were not invited to participate 
in the fact finding workshop, engagement 
with local communities was identified as a key 
strand of this review. An independent panel 
member was commissioned to undertake 
this work. The panel member had 30 years’ 
experience of violence against women and 
girls in minority communities. The community 
engagement work focussed on the South 
Asian/Pakistani communities of Aylesbury and 
High Wycombe.

Various strategies were used to engage 
community members but none delivered the 
anticipated outcomes. Ultimately, engagement 

28 Louise Casey, Report of Inspection of Rotherham Metropolitan Borough Council, February 2015
29 Alexis Jay OBE, Independent Inquiry into Child Sexual Exploitation in Rotherham 1997 – 2013, August 2014
30 The Women’s Empowerment Fund was a £250k fund introduced in March 2015 to support women and give 
them the confidence to report abuse and child sexual exploitation. For further information, see https://www.gov.uk/
government/news/new-fund-to-help-women-speak-up-on-child-sexual-exploitation - accessed online 17 August 2016
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with local minority communities proved 
incredibly difficult. The original intention was 
that the independent panel member, working 
closely with key community and agency 
contacts, would host two community events to 
specifically address child sexual exploitation. 
Despite initial positive meetings with several 
key contacts, including community members, 
activists, women’s organisations and service 
users, it soon became clear that there was 
significant reluctance to engage in dialogue 
with statutory services. It quickly became 
apparent that a public discussion at the 
proposed community events was not feasible. 
Those who were willing to engage were offered 
the opportunity of one-to-one meetings with 
the independent panel member and/or the 
report author which they accepted.

Numerous attempts were made to reassure 
those who did speak about confidentiality and 
ongoing support being available as needed. 
Meetings were held with staff from mainstream 
women’s organisations and a minority woman 
service user, with several community activists 
and a local businessman. The service user, 
community activists and local businessman are 
all of Pakistani heritage. It was clear from these 
conversations that the complex intersections 
of power relations with respect to gender, 
generations, race/ethnicity, nationality and 
faith were being played out in the community’s 
ability to engage with this review process. 

During each of these meetings those who 
were willing to speak described a community 
that perceived itself to be “under constant 
surveillance” and fearful and distrustful of the 
authorities. A number of factors may have led 
to such perceptions and some of these are 
highlighted in the following section.

Honour and Shame

Notions of honour and shame within minority 
communities are much better understood 
as a result of work to tackle issues such as 
forced marriage and honour based violence. 
Many policies and procedures on child sexual 
exploitation identify notions of honour and 
shame as tools employed by perpetrators to 
ensure the silence of minority victims and 
deter them from reporting to the authorities. 
Preserving the honour of the family is 
paramount.  Honour and shame will be a factor 
in maintaining the silence of victims of child 
sexual exploitation from minority communities 
in Buckinghamshire as it has been elsewhere. 

All of the community members who were 
willing to speak to the independent panel 
member identified notions of honour and 
shame as an issue that affected their ability 
and willingness to engage with statutory 
services. However, this was discussed as a 
matter that went beyond the accepted view 
of silencing victims, to increasing concerns 
about community loyalties and being seen to 
participate in the ongoing surveillance of the 
Pakistani communities in High Wycombe and 
Aylesbury. All those who were willing to speak 
described an atmosphere of fear and distrust 
of authorities but also of fellow community 
members. Community leaders were not trusted 
and were often blamed for “failing to speak to 
people on the ground”. Those who were seen to 
be engaging with authorities were labelled as 
disloyal and supporting the ongoing ‘shaming’ 
of the community. The fear of being labelled 
‘disloyal’ and of being excluded from the wider 
community is a huge barrier to engagement 
work to tackle child sexual exploitation and 
other key issues.

8. Emerging themes, areas for improvement and  recommendations
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BADLAA

Samina raised the concept of badlaa. She was living in a local refuge and 
was warned by fellow minority service users to be very careful about who 
she spoke to as she could suffer if she spoke out against the community. 
She was extremely frightened of the local community who she said were 
known to avenge disloyalty to the community.

One day, on a trip to town, Samina was threatened by a group of men 
(two Asian men and one black man). The men had a dog with them 
and used the dog to frighten her and her young child. They laughed as 
Samina ran away. When asked if she had reported the incident to the 
police, Samina said she had not and would not because she feared the 
consequences. 

Samina described having to wear a niqab when she travelled to the refuge 
so the local taxi drivers would not recognise her. She also described her 
surprise and concern when a taxi driver said he knew the address of the 
refuge and asked why she was going there. 

An Urdu/Hindi word 
meaning to avenge/revenge

8. Emerging themes, areas for improvement and  recommendations

abuse

aware
community

frightened
risk



Buckinghamshire Safeguarding Children Board

It is worth noting that this serious case review 
is being undertaken at a time of concern about 
the relationship between local police and local 
communities in the wake of counter terrorism 
raids and community campaigns. Community 
members highlighted the following as issues 
that caused heightened concerns and tensions 
between communities and statutory services:

• There have been counter terror raids in 
High Wycombe in recent months that have 
been widely reported by local and national 
media which has left local communities 
feeling vulnerable and isolated

• The impact of child sexual exploitation 
cases and the focus on South Asians and 
Muslims as perpetrators was thought 
to be disproportionate in an area that 
includes Stoke Mandeville Hospital and the 
connections to the Savile case 

• All of those who spoke to the independent 
panel member felt that victims from 
minority communities were not “taken as 
seriously” as white victims and this deterred 
them from coming forward and reporting

• Engagement with local minority 
communities in High Wycombe and 
Aylesbury was seen as reinforcing a 
disproportionate focus on South Asian/
Pakistani communities. A wider community 
engagement strategy was proposed by 
some of those who spoke out.  This was 

thought to be a more positive approach to 
tackling child sexual exploitation 

• There is currently a community campaign 
called ‘Justice 4 Paps’. This is in response 
to the death of Habib ‘Paps’ Ullah following 
a stop and search by police in High 
Wycombe in July 2008. Ultimately, an 
Independent Police Complaints Commission 
investigation concluded that there was no 
case to answer for all the officers involved

• There is a sense that communities are only 
spoken to when statutory agencies “need 
something” and the communities’ needs are 
not addressed

• A deep mistrust of community leaders was 
expressed by all those who were willing 
to speak. Concerns were raised about the 
increasing marginalisation and isolation 
of young people as a result of minority 
community power structures and the role of 
community leaders as gatekeepers.

Plainly, there were difficulties engaging with 
the local communities in Buckinghamshire and 
this work could not be taken further within the 
scope of this review. 

Inevitably, broader community engagement 
will need to be an area for further work within 
Buckinghamshire, not just in Aylesbury and 
High Wycombe but across all communities and 
the whole of the county.

8.13. Community relations with statutory services

Recommendation Six

Buckinghamshire Safeguarding Children Board’s Child Sexual Exploitation Sub Group should 
develop a strategy to engage with all local communities within Buckinghamshire on child 
sexual exploitation.

Recommendation Seven

Buckinghamshire Safeguarding Children Board must work with partner agencies to evaluate 
the effectiveness of current community initiatives such as Nightwatch and Hotel Watch, 
and ensure that those initiatives working effectively to reduce the risk of child sexual 
exploitation have sufficient funding to progress.  

8. Emerging themes, areas for improvement and  recommendations
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Across Buckinghamshire, over 95% of the 
taxi drivers come from minority ethnic 
communities. A large number originate 
from Pakistan (most commonly Mirpur). As a 
group, they hold a powerful position and have 
influence within the community. They appear to 
regard themselves as working for the council, 
despite being self-employed.  

Issues around taxi drivers have been 
highlighted in a number of child sexual 
exploitation cases including those of 
Rotherham, Oxford and Buckinghamshire. It is 
clear that taxi drivers picked young people up 
from schools and children’s homes and some 
drivers were directly involved in the abuse of 
the young people. The four district councils 
in Buckinghamshire only became aware of the 
issue of child sexual exploitation about two or 
three years ago. Nevertheless, one licensing 
team indicated they had noticed that the 
behaviour of drivers towards young women and 
girls had deteriorated recently.

Currently Wycombe District Council investigates 
about four new complaints a week about taxi 
drivers. These complaints usually concern 
issues such as driver behaviour, rudeness, 
driving standards or overcharging. Complaints 
should go directly to the appropriate licensing 
team or local authority. Nevertheless, the 
public often contact the driver’s operating 
company or Thames Valley Police. This 
means that the complaints are not always 
forwarded to the licensing officers. Equally, 
members of the public are often reluctant 
to make a formal complaint or provide their 
details because drivers will know where they 
live. Therefore, sharing ‘intelligence’ or ‘soft 
information’ between Thames Valley Police and 
local authorities is an essential and important 
practice.

As part of their role, the licensing authority has 
to be satisfied that all licensed drivers (both 
Hackney Carriage and private hire drivers) are 
‘fit and proper’ persons to hold a licence. The 
term ‘fit and proper’ however has never been 
defined in law which poses difficulties for local 
authorities. To establish whether drivers are 
‘fit and proper’, all new applicants undergo 
an enhanced criminal disclosure. This is the 
main source of information and it should 

reveal all court disposals and sometimes 
‘soft intelligence’. Taxi driving is a notifiable 
occupation so any arrest should be notified 
to the licensing authority. However, this only 
happens if the taxi driver (when arrested) tells 
the police of their occupation. The evidential 
basis to refuse or revoke a license is less than 
that to secure a criminal conviction (i.e. beyond 
reasonable doubt). It is based on a balance of 
probabilities; that is, one party’s case need 
only be more probable than the other party’s 
case.

In relation to the renewal of licences for 
existing licensed drivers, other information 
may be available, for example, complaints and 
arrests.

Licensing teams in  Buckinghamshire are now 
much more aware of child sexual exploitation 
and have worked to address some of the 
concerns that they have identified. Although 

8.14. Licensing and taxi services

Links to child sexual 
exploitation

An applicant applied for a driver’s 
licence in 2011 and his criminal 
disclosure revealed that he was 
under investigation for rape. He was 
informed that his application would 
be deferred until the investigation 
was complete. Discreet enquiries 
revealed that he had been arrested 
before and more than once for similar 
serious offences. The Criminal Records 
Bureau (now Disclosure and Barring 
Service, DBS) were contacted on two 
occasions and more information was 
sought, specifically an arrest history. 
The Criminal Records Bureau refused 
on both occasions to provide any 
additional information. The rape 
investigation was dropped and the 
driver was reluctantly licensed. In 2014, 
he was arrested and charged (although 
not convicted) as part of a child sexual 
exploitation operation

8. Emerging themes, areas for improvement and  recommendations
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In 2015, a private hire driver’s licence was revoked following three complaints of 
harassment/sexual harassment over a period of 18 months. The driver had not 
been convicted or even charged with any offence but the police did arrest and 
interview him on two occasions. The police provided invaluable evidence in the 
form of descriptions of the allegations and summaries of their interviews with the 
suspect. In each case, the complainants were women and the allegations were of 
an unsettling nature. The three complaints were similar and suggested a pattern 
of behaviour rather than a one off misunderstanding.

The driver appealed the council’s decision. The District Judge dismissed the 
appeal and ordered the driver to pay costs. In the absence of a conviction or 
charge, the evidence from the police was crucial to the success of the revocation 
and subsequent appeal. 

safeguarding children training is not mandatory 
for taxi drivers, Chiltern District Council and 
South Bucks District Council have provided 
training via RUSafe. They are now considering 
how to provide ongoing training in the longer 
term. Aylesbury Vale District Council is part 
of the Nightwatch scheme and training and 
awareness of child sexual exploitation is part 
of their remit. Furthermore, safeguarding is 
now part of the application procedure for new 
applicants. However, there remains a problem 
getting existing drivers to participate in 
safeguarding training; firstly, because it cannot 
be enforced under the current policy and 
second, drivers are self-employed and thus do 
not get paid for attending training.  

Currently information is not shared well 
between the four district councils and the 
county council.  Communication usually takes 
place via email or phone but only when there 
are serious concerns raised about an individual 
driver. Ideally, the licensing teams would 
like a national database where offences and 
concerns could be recorded centrally. This 

however is unlikely to happen. Thus, there are 
moves to create a countywide database for 
Buckinghamshire with the view of extending it 
across the Thames Valley.

To hold a valid client transport identification 
badge, Buckinghamshire County Council 
requires all drivers and passenger assistants 
to have an enhanced DBS check and two 
character references. Applicants must attend 
a qualification day to test their written 
and spoken English. This ensures they can 
communicate with the young people they 
transport. Of those who have attended, 
between 30 and 40 were initially suspended 
from holding a client transport identification 
badge because they lacked language skills 
(although measures are now in place to assist 
them in achieving the required standard).   
 
Applicants are also required to attend a two 
hour safeguarding training session. Client 
transport has, to date (August 2016), delivered 
safeguarding training to 95% of all taxi drivers 
and passenger assistants. 

8. Emerging themes, areas for improvement and  recommendations
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A driver was suspended in 2013 following his arrest for rape. His licence 
ultimately expired. He re-applied in 2015 and his criminal disclosure revealed 
only a couple of historical offences. There was no further intelligence provided. 
Given the knowledge of the arrest in 2013, discreet enquiries were made which 
revealed that he had been arrested more than once for rape and even charged 
and appeared in court, albeit the case was dismissed. He was interviewed and the 
driver alleged that the victim making the allegations was the same person with 
whom he’d had a sexual relationship. He said that the relationship had broken up 
acrimoniously and hence the allegations. Further information was sought from 
the relevant constabulary which was not local. They were reluctant to provide any 
further detail.

Further concerns arise as cautions no longer 
appear on an enhanced DBS report if the 
caution is more than six years old. This makes 
it harder to make an ‘informed’ decision about 
an individual’s pattern of behaviour.

As with licensed taxi drivers, challenges arise 
for Buckinghamshire County Council client 
transport services when individuals are of 
interest to the police, but they are not in a 
position to act on the information. In such 
cases, the only option is to monitor the driver 
closely. Therefore, client transport services 
maintain close links with the Local Authority 
Designated Officer (LADO). Thus, further action 
can be taken if the threshold for intervention 
by the Local Authority Designated Officer 
(LADO) is met or Thames Valley Police take 
action. 

Recommendation Nine

The four Buckinghamshire district council licensing services and the Buckinghamshire 
County Council client transport team should work together to progress their work around 
safeguarding young people from child sexual exploitation.  This work should focus on 
improved information sharing with Thames Valley Police by considering a special point of 
contact within Thames Valley Police for taxi related issues. 

Recommendation Ten

The Buckinghamshire Safeguarding Children Board, Safer Stronger Bucks Partnership Board 
and the Adult Safeguarding Board should lead multi-agency discussions to ensure agencies 
share “low level” information effectively. 

Recommendation Eight

HM Government should consider introducing a national central database of all licensed 
drivers, indicating whether any had been subject to any regulatory sanctions.

8. Emerging themes, areas for improvement and  recommendations

The transportation of vulnerable children has 
raised a number of areas of potential risk. In 
Oxfordshire, the County Council has extended 
the s.11 audit requirement to include licensing. 
Buckinghamshire Safeguarding Children Board 
has agreed to take a similar approach starting 
in 2016. 

There are currently a number of pieces of work 
being considered to improve services. For 
example, it is not clear whether parents, carers 
and children using client transport services are 
given adequate information on how to raise a 
concern; the development of a special point of 
contact within Thames Valley Police for taxi-
related issues; and the possibility of a ‘hybrid 
officer’ who would have access to Thames 
Valley Police and Council databases. 
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Recommendation Eleven

The governance for the Gangs Multi-Agency Partnership, and the links between the 
Multi-Agency Safeguarding Hub, the Swan Unit, the Missing and Sexual Exploitation 
Risk Assessment Conference, the Multi-Agency Risk Assessment Conference and the 
Gangs Multi-Agency Partnership must be formalised, recorded and reported to the 
Buckinghamshire Safeguarding Children Board.

Recommendation Twelve

Buckinghamshire Safeguarding Children Board to undertake a further challenge event on 
child sexual exploitation to ascertain whether agencies are working towards the review 
recommendations and are progressing within their agencies. 

Recommendation Thirteen

Buckinghamshire County Council must ensure that the funding of a dedicated service to 
safeguard children and young people from child sexual exploitation is sustainable and it is 
in line with local needs and national research. 

Recommendation Fourteen

Buckinghamshire Safeguarding Children Board should continue to explore ways of 
undertaking preventative work with children and young people so that they are able to 
recognise and seek help if they find themselves in bad relationships.

8.15. Synchronising ongoing work

To ensure the work on child sexual 
exploitation continues to improve and 
develop, the issue requires strong leadership 
across Buckinghamshire. It must be clear 
to all agencies and professionals where 
the responsibility lies for implementing 
improvements. Key to this is synchronising the 
ongoing work. 

Clearer links need to be established between 
key functions, particularly between the Multi-
Agency Safeguarding Hub (MASH), the Swan 
Unit, the Missing and Sexual Exploitation Risk 
Assessment Conference (MSERAC), the Multi 
Agency Risk Assessment Conference (MARAC) 
and the Gangs Multi-Agency Partnership 
(GMAP).

Oversight by the Child Sexual Exploitation 
Sub Group is crucial, as is its role in providing 
feedback to partner agencies and Boards 
including:

• Buckinghamshire Safeguarding Children 
Board

• Safer Stronger Bucks Partnership

• Adult Safeguarding Board 

• Health and Wellbeing Board 

• Police and Crime Commissioner. 

Elected members have received a session on 
safeguarding children to ensure that they are 
aware of their responsibilities as corporate 
parents. In addition, in November 2015 
Buckinghamshire County Council’s Children’s 
Social Care and Learning Select Committee 
undertook an inquiry into child sexual 
exploitation across Buckinghamshire. 

This demonstrates a wider acceptance of child 
sexual exploitation as something that does 
happen in Buckinghamshire and also shows the 
willingness of members to be open about the 
issue.

8. Emerging themes, areas for improvement and  recommendations
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9. CONCLUSION

This review has sought to understand the 
experience of children and young people at 
risk of child sexual exploitation from 1998 up 
to the present date. The panel had a wealth 
of information from a range of sources. 
Inevitably, the panel needed to be selective 
about what was included in the report and 
therefore could not include all the information 
that was provided by the victims, survivors, 
families, agencies, individual professionals, 
national and local research, and other reviews. 
Nevertheless, the panel recognised the paucity 
of  response by statutory agencies to victims 
and survivors in the past and recognises that 
the lives of some young people and adults 
have been indisputably changed by their 
experiences. The panel in no way wished to 
make light of these shocking experiences 
of the past but at the same time wanted to 
convey that improvements have been made to 
safeguard children from sexual exploitation in 
Buckinghamshire. 

Buckinghamshire recognised the issue of 
child sexual exploitation relatively early 
compared to some areas and commissioned 
Barnardo’s to provide the RUSafe service in 
2006. The review showed that bit by bit over 
the years, incremental improvements have 
been implemented across Buckinghamshire. 
Despite this, the testimony of children and 
young people undoubtedly showed that in 
the past their voice was not heard, but with 
the advent of the RUSafe service, the training 
of practitioners across the agencies, the 
preventative work with young people in schools 
and the general raising of awareness about 
child sexual exploitation, there is a far better 
understanding that sexual exploitation is not 
a ‘life style choice’ nor are these consensual 
relationships. 

A number of local reviews conducted 
in Buckinghamshire on child sexual 
exploitation between 2012 and 2015 made 
recommendations to improve the response to 
young people. These resulted in a number of 
changes including the introduction of the Multi-
Agency Safeguarding Hub (MASH), the Missing 
and Sexual Exploitation Risk Assessment 
Conference (MSERAC) and the Gangs Multi-

Agency Partnership (GMAP). Thus in June 
2014, despite an Ofsted inspection finding 
Buckinghamshire County Council’s Children’s 
Services and the Buckinghamshire Safeguarding 
Children Board inadequate, the identification, 
tracking and risk assessment processes for 
young people who go missing or are at risk of 
sexual exploitation were considered effective. 

This is not to say that there is no more room 
for improvement. At present, proactive and 
preventative work continues through the 
Buckinghamshire Safeguarding Children 
Board’s Child Sexual Exploitation Sub Group. 
This work is regularly reviewed by the Board. 
However, concerns remain about a number 
of areas, principally the funding of ongoing 
services that support children and young 
people at risk of sexual exploitation. This 
includes support for their families, as well as 
young people with learning disabilities and 
mental health difficulties. There also needs 
to be a greater focus on adults who report 
historical child sexual exploitation and young 
people as they become adults.

The independent panel member commissioned 
to undertake community engagement, faced 
considerable difficulties when attempting 
to engage with the South Asian/Pakistani 
communities in Aylesbury and High Wycombe. 
Ultimately, it was not possible to achieve the 
original intention of hosting two community 
events to specifically address child sexual 
exploitation. In hindsight perhaps the focus 
of community engagement should have been 
wider. Whatever the case, undoubtedly the 
community engagement strategy around child 
sexual exploitation is an area that requires 
further exploration, including engagement with 
perpetrators and their families. Inevitably, this 
cannot be achieved without wider engagement 
with all communities across Buckinghamshire. 

The challenge for the future centres around 
leadership, continued commitment to multi-
agency working and joint funding, particularly 
in a climate of austerity and cutbacks where 
agencies might be inclined to protect their own 
spheres of influence and revert to working in 
silos.  
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10. LOCAL AND NATIONAL 
CHRONOLOGY

Year Local and National Activity

1998 Advisory Team on Organised Abuse meetings started in Buckinghamshire County 
Council chaired by Assistant Director – Children

Draft guidance from the Home Office covering ‘Children Involved in Prostitution’

Strategy meetings on ‘possible child prostitution and drug ring’ in Aylesbury – this 
became known as the ‘Aylesbury Organised Abuse Case’

2000 Home Office funded research into child sexual exploitation in Rotherham

Safeguarding Children Involved in Prostitution: supplementary guidance to Working 
Together to Safeguard Children, HM Government 

Operation Avril started – concerns about a number of young people in Aylesbury, 
including some in the care of the local authority and living in children’s homes

2001 National Plan for Safeguarding Children from Commercial and Sexual Exploitation, 
Home Office and Department of Health

First meeting of the Buckinghamshire ‘Multi Agency Prevention of Abuse Group’. 
Terms of Reference:  “Look proactively at the protection of children in the community 
from a multi-agency perspective”. First meeting attended by eight people from 
various key agencies but with apologies from 11 others.

2002 Buckinghamshire’s ACPC produced draft ‘Procedure for children who are at risk of 
sexual exploitation through prostitution’

2003 Sexual Offences Act 2003 – introduced new offences

Operation Parsonage, Keighley (Bradford local authority area) - up to 50 men, 33 
victims age 13+. Ten men were charged, and two convicted.

2004 Case meetings started to consider and risk assess potential or actual child sexual 
exploitation work

2005 Barnardo’s commissioned to carry out ‘Mapping research exercise’ of child sexual 
exploitation in Buckinghamshire - report produced October

2006 Operation Awaken, Blackpool - following the disappearance of 14 year old girl, 
Charlene Downe, two men convicted of rape of another girl. Charlene has never been 
found and the men charged in relation to her were found not guilty

Barnardo’s RUSafe service was commissioned in Buckinghamshire

Blackburn Operation Engage set up to address child sexual exploitation
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2007 Complex Case Team became operational in Children’s Social Care with brief to work 
on ‘organised abuse cases’ - team disbanded in 2013 

Transition from Area Child Protection Committee to Local Safeguarding Children 
Boards

Buckinghamshire Area Child Protection Committee ended and was replaced by 
Buckinghamshire Safeguarding Children Board

Oldham Operation Messenger set up to respond to child sexual exploitation. 20+ 
men arrested, 20 + girls, three charged, two convicted 

Blackburn Operation Engage - two convictions

Sheffield Operation Glover – 33 girls aged 12-15 years. Two convictions

2008 Derby launch Operation Retriever – 13 men convicted in 2010

Issues raised at Buckinghamshire Safeguarding Children Board regarding different 
checks for taxi drivers between District and County Councils – agreed need for work 
to take place to ensure same and to report back to the Board 

Report to Buckinghamshire Safeguarding Children Board on new procedures for 
District and County Councils to adopt regarding checks for taxi drivers to ensure 
consistency and improved safeguarding

Oldham Operation Messenger – two further convictions

Manchester – two men convicted in relation to three 15-year-old girls

Blackburn Operation Engage – two men convicted in relation to two girls. Both men 
were members of the British National Party

2009 Safeguarding Children and Young People from Sexual Exploitation: supplementary 
guidance, Department for Education
 
Blackburn Operation Awaken – two men convicted in relation to offences against a 12 
year old girl

Skipton (North Yorkshire) - four men convicted of 28 offences against one girl. Three 
men cleared of all charges

2010 Rochdale – five men convicted of offences relating to one girl aged 16

Nelson (Lancashire) – two men convicted in relation to two girls aged 14 & 15 years

Rochdale – nine men convicted in relation to one girl aged 14 years

Preston (Lancashire) Operation Deter – two men convicted in relation to two girls 
aged 13 & 15 years.

Rotherham Operation Central – five men convicted in relation to three girls aged 13 
and 15 years. 

10. Local and national chronology
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2011 Barnardo’s published the report Puppet on a String: The urgent need to cut children 
free from sexual exploitation

Thames Valley Police launch Operation Bullfinch, an investigation into suspected 
serious sexual offences against children in Oxfordshire  

CEOP published Out of Mind, Out of Sight: Breaking down the barriers to 
understanding child sexual exploitation 

University of Bedfordshire published What’s Going On: To safeguard children and 
young people from sexual exploitation

Association of Chief Police Officers published its ‘Strategy and Supporting 
Operational Guidance for Policing Prostitution and Child Sexual Exploitation’

Department for Education published the National Action Plan for Tackling Child 
Sexual Exploitation 

2012 Buckinghamshire provided information on child sexual exploitation for Government 
audit 

Rochdale – nine men convicted

All Party Parliamentary Group for Runaway and Missing Children and Adults publish 
Joint Enquiry into children who go missing from care

Accelerated report on the emerging findings of the Office of the Children’s 
Commissioner inquiry into Child Sexual Exploitation in Gangs and Groups, with a 
special focus on children in care (July 2012)

Ten men arrested in Keighley, West Yorkshire

Tackling child sexual exploitation action plan: Progress Report July 2012, Department 
for Education 

Organised and Complex Abuse Operational procedures approved by Buckinghamshire 
Safeguarding Children Board 

I thought I was the only one. The only one in the world: The Office of the Children’ 
Commissioner’s Inquiry into Child Sexual Exploitation in Gangs and Groups. Interim 
Report, November 2012
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2013 Right here, right now: An evaluation of how local agencies recognise and respond to 
child sexual exploitation across Buckinghamshire, Eleanor Stobart (April 2013)

Sexual Exploitation Risk Assessment Conference (SERAC) pilot started in 
Buckinghamshire (July 2013)

Working Together to Safeguard Children - revised version

Thames Valley Police presented its ‘Child Sexual Exploitation Strategy – Statement of 
Intent’ to Buckinghamshire Safeguarding Children Board (July 2013) 

Report of the Independent Reviewing Officer in Relation to child sexual exploitation 
Issues in Rochdale Metropolitan Borough Council During the Period 2006 to 2013 
(Anna Klonowski, May 2013)

Seven men in Telford convicted – operation Chalice

Buckinghamshire Safeguarding Children Board set up a child sexual exploitation 
working group 

Home Affairs Select Committee Report on child sexual exploitation and localised 
Child Grooming

Oxfordshire Operation Bullfinch – seven men convicted of offences against six girls. 
First life sentences imposed for this type of offence

Sheffield – five men and one woman charged with 41 offences relating to child sexual 
exploitation of nine girls and young women aged between 12 and 20 years

Progress report on child sexual exploitation work in Buckinghamshire and Action Plan 

2014 The British Association for Sexual Health and HIV (BASHH) and Brook developed a 
child sexual exploitation proforma, Spotting the Signs, to help health professionals 
across the UK identify young people attending sexual health services who may be at 
risk of or experiencing sexual exploitation

Publication of the Report of the Parliamentary inquiry into the effectiveness of 
legislation and tackling child sexual exploitation and trafficking within the UK

Independent Inquiry into Child Sexual Exploitation in Rotherham (1997 – 2013) – 
Alexis Jay OBE, August 2014 

Two men from Chesham convicted of child sexual exploitation offences against two 
girls

The sexual exploitation of children: it couldn’t happen here, could it? Ofsted, 
November 2014

Tackling child sexual exploitation: A resource pack for councils published by the 
Local Government Association, December 2014

2015 Operation Articulate – six men convicted of child sexual exploitation of two girls in 
Buckinghamshire

2016 Three men convicted of child sexual exploitation in Oxford
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