Task 3
Safeguarding and working in complex situations – Case Study
Guidance;
Please ensure that you meet the National Occupational Standards and assigned Learning Outcomes for this task (see appendix 5 and 6 of the handbook). 
	
Question:
Complete a critically reflective case study based on an assessment that you have undertaken with others, in your own area of work, concerning the safeguarding of either an adult or a child. You must demonstrate how the case relates to or could relate to safeguarding legislation, policies, strategies and procedures (including demonstrating an understanding of the interface between social services provision in Wales with the United Kingdom, the European Union (EU) and outside the EU). You must demonstrate your understanding of the integration of analysis in assessment, collaborative working and professional judgements in increasingly complex situations and the use of social work theories. You must refer to the specific dimensions of working in Wales. 
4000 words (+/- 10%: include your actual word count at the end of each section).
This case study is based on my time working with a young person (YP2) and his family, in the Youth Justice Service (YJS) in South Wales. For context, this young person is now 17 years of age. The family are refugees originally from Palestine who fled conflict in Syria and moved to this area 7-8 years ago. Whilst the young person mainly speaks English, the preferred language for the wider family is Arabic. He cannot speak the Welsh Language. It was important however to establish this during initial assessment through the “Active Offer”, in line with the Welsh Government Five Year Plan 2017-2022 (Welsh Government, 2022) (1.2.3; 2.1.5). YP2 is currently open to Children’s services on a Care and Support basis, primarily relating to concerns of Child Criminal Exploitation (CCE). Other concerns had been raised relating to family dynamics and violence between family members. YP2 has two older siblings and one younger brother. YP2 had been open to our service long-term due to offending behaviour.  He is currently serving a custodial sentence, but prior to this was at home with siblings and both parents. 
This case study reflects on the safeguarding of this young person, specifically in relation to harm linked to CCE. To address the question, this account focusses on the safeguarding response primarily following his arrest and events that followed. Respective learning outcomes evidenced will be cited in brackets. This task critically reflects on my involvement and focuses particularly on tensions around multi-agency working in safeguarding children who experience extra-familial harm, alongside considering structural barriers that families often face.  Our role in the Youth Justice Service involved working closely with professionals undertaking safeguarding assessments and decisions, to share information and our input. In addition to this, we undertake our own specific ‘Asset Plus’ assessment, which considers risk of harm to others, and consideration of the safety and well-being of the child (3.4). This account considers our role as working alongside the lead safeguarding agencies (2.2), but also my own assessment of his safety and well-being which feeds into overall decision-making. 
For context, concerns had been raised regarding this young person being victim of CCE for several months prior to his arrest, and he was already being managed under an exploitation protocol through Children’s Services. Processes surrounding safeguarding against child trafficking are guided by a number of interconnecting legislative frameworks including: the Children Act 1989, the Social Services and Well-being (Wales) Act 2014, the Wales Safeguarding Procedures and the Modern Slavery Act 2015. Protection from exploitation is recognised on an international level, through the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child (UNCRC). Article 36 of the UNCRC states that “Parties shall protect the child against all other forms of exploitation prejudicial to any aspects of the child’s welfare” (UNICEF, 1989).  Since 2011, there has been a duty upon the Welsh Ministers and First Minister to have due regard to the rights in the UNCRC when making decisions which affect children and young people. This was brought into force by the Rights of Children and Young Persons (Wales) Measure 2011 which shows a commitment to ensuring that children’s rights are upheld in Wales.
Since 2015 there has been a duty placed upon ‘first responders’ to notify the Home Office about potential victims of modern slavery in England and Wales (Modern Day Slavery Act, 2015). This process is called the National Referral Mechanism (NRM) (Home Office, 2023). Prior to this current arrest YP2 had already been referred to the NRM process by myself, in order to establish safeguards (3.4; 3.5). This was due to a number of indicators of exploitation such as physical injuries, previously found with illegal substances, large amount of unexplained money, behavioural changes, increased usage of cannabis and concerns around peer group. This was alongside factors which made him vulnerable in the first instance such as lack of stable home life, not in education or employment, potential unmet needs relating to communication and status as a refugee. All of these factors were provided to the Single Competent Authority (SCA) in the months prior. I made sure to provide a chronology of events and key indicators which I had identified whilst working with him. For children and young people under 18, consent to go through the NRM process is not required. The SCA having reviewed all available information then decides whether there are first ‘Reasonable’ and then ‘Conclusive’ Grounds that a person is a victim of modern slavery. Prior to the point of arrest, it had been recognised that there were reasonable grounds to conclude that he was a victim. First responders must also refer into the Independent Child Trafficking Guardianship Service, which was done by myself (3.4). This is an independent source of help and support for young people who have been trafficked, outlined in Section 48 of the Modern Slavery Act 2015. This was all completed prior to this arrest as a way of safeguarding him from harm and further criminalisation, and to offer support through an allocated Guardian. I had been working closely with his guardian for several months and throughout this incident (3.4; 2.2). 
On the day in question, YP2 was arrested for possession with intent to supply Class A drugs. I attended the Police station to conduct a Welfare Check. During my visit, this young person made serious disclosures relating to County Lines gangs and stated these adults were making significant threats to life towards him and his family. The young person also admitted that previous injuries that he had sustained which we suspected were linked, were in fact sustained by this organised crime gang. This young person was understandably extremely distressed, and it was important at this time to spend the time with him for his own well-being, and to make sure important information was recorded which could be drawn on to safeguard him (1.3). These disclosures to myself were the result of long-term relationship and trust building. He has commented since on how much this meant to him at the time, being there when he needed the support (2.1). His concerns related to receiving a custodial sentence and for him and his family’s safety as things had started to escalate more recently prior to arrest. 
At this point, I had concerns for his safety following his possible release from custody. The police interview was arranged for later in the day, I informed the custody sergeant that I would be acting as his Appropriate Adult during this interview, in line with Code C of the Police and Criminal Evidence Act 1984 (Home Office, 2019). This is a legal duty placed upon every YJS (1.1). Following my return from the police station, I discussed concerns with my manager to ensure we managed his immediate safety (3.4). YP2 was in police custody at this time and the likely scenario having spoken to Police was that he would be kept in custody overnight until court the following morning. Given this, we were assured that his immediate safety was protected whilst we started to begin longer-term safety planning (3.4). The Social Services and Well-being (Wales) Act 2014 s.128 places a duty on professionals to report both adults and children, if have reasonable cause to suspect risk of harm (1.1). In line with this and the Wales Safeguarding Procedures, I submitted a verbal and written referral into Children’s Services immediately following the disclosures, highlighting the immediate safeguarding concerns (3.4). I shared this information with the social worker and team involved in his safeguarding. Within the referral we made sure to highlight that he also has a younger sibling within the home as this particular child was not open to services. As we work in a multi-agency framework, I ensured that this information was shared with Police and requested safeguards to be put in (3.4). We contacted the Fire Service also, as there were threats of arson to the family home (2.2). 
There were delays in preparing for his interview, which meant that it would be undertaken into the evening. As this is out of our usual office hours, the responsibility would usually lie with the Emergency Duty Team (EDT). Given my relationship with YP2 and that they had requested I act as their Appropriate Adult I was flexible and made myself available (1.2). This arrest was an example of what has been coined a ‘critical moment’, a key concept in systemic theory (The Children Safeguarding Practice Review Panel, 2020). Ensuring I was there to support to respond at the right time was crucial in this young person opening up and it further developed our trust. Making myself available during periods of crisis has been crucial and a key component of relationship-based practice relating to working with exploited children (Maxwell et al., 2022; Lloyd et al., 2023). 
Prior to the interview I spoke to the officer in charge to outline our concerns around him being a victim of child trafficking. I did this in a respectful manner by highlighting factual information, whilst respecting his role (2.2). I referred to the positive reasonable grounds NRM conclusion, alluding to recognition as a victim. My understanding of YP2 as a victim was however not shared by the officer who appeared to be focussed on achieving a police outcome. The officer felt that YP2’s suspected level of involvement indicated that he was perhaps less of a victim and more of a perpetrator. I also spoke with the solicitor and printed out all the relevant legal information relating to Section 45 of the Modern Day Slavery Act 2015, which offers a statutory defence for child victims of trafficking (2.1). I did this in a way which was helpful for her to have as a reference point, as opposed to appearing that I was directing her how to undertake her role. I explained his situation, his reasonable grounds decision and supported him in telling her about the threats he had been receiving, which had led to him supplying illegal substances. Due to working with the solicitor in this way, she was able to represent him effectively during the interview (2.3). 
The police interview commenced in the early hours of the morning and lasted for around two hours.  Whilst the officer acknowledged the seriousness of the threats he had received, he failed to see him as a victim of exploitation. The language used by the officer implied that it was entirely his responsibility and that he made choice. At one stage he commented that ‘you're nearly 18 now, and basically an adult'. At this stage I had to highlight that he had only very recently turned 17, and the exploitation started when he was 16 if not younger. I advised the officer, drawing on guidance, that children cannot consent to their own exploitation which was noted in the recorded interview. I highlighted to the custody sergeant our concerns for their safety and for consideration of a threat to life notice (3.4) but this was dismissed. I noted this down as something to raise during the discussions first thing in the morning. One of the key principles of the Social Services and Well-being (Wales) Act 2014 is ensuring effective multi-agency working and collaboration (1.1). This experience during police interview made me reflect on interprofessional relationship and potential conflicts between the values, the culture and inherent aims of different services. The challenges of multi-agency working has been recognised in the literature which include different organisational priorities and visions as well as framing the same problems through a different lens (Fraser and Irwin-Rogers, 2021). I have reflected on how different professions have undergone different education and training which influences the ways in which they see the same situation. Going forward it is key to further strengthen our links with other agencies, including both police and the courts so that we can work together in a more effective way. This will be something I take forward in supervision and team meetings (2.3). 
In line with the WSP (Social Care Wales, 2023) timescales, an emergency strategy meeting was convened within 24 hours of the referral l submitted the previous day (3.4). I fed back all relevant information to my manager for her to contribute into this initial strategy meeting as I had to prioritise supporting the young person who was in court at the same time (3.6). At this strategy meeting, a single agency Section 47 investigation was agreed to be completed. Section 47 enquiries of the Children Act 1989 were therefore initiated; the intention of this was to establish the nature of the harm and whether it was significant. Whilst there is no statutory definition of ‘significant harm’ consideration is given as to how the situation is impacting the child’s health and development, and importantly compared to what would be ‘reasonably be expected of a similar child’ (Section 31(9), Children Act, 1989). As I work in the YJS, I was not the lead social worker assigned to undertake enquiries but there is a duty on partner agencies to co-operate (3.6). Given this concern for future significant harm, it was requested by ourselves and Children’s Services that a ‘Threat to Life’ notice be issued. This would have allowed a transfer application for housing to a different local authority. However, Police stated that they were not eligible, citing that they were not acting to safeguard themselves and highlighted that the family were hostile and aggressive when they arrived to arrest YP2. This was not undertaken which was extremely disappointing and risked their safety, especially as YP2 had provided the police with significant information which furthered their own investigation of this wider drug line.
On the same day YP2 appeared before the court, supported by myself. The court was not willing to bail him back to his home address given the risks to him and the family, and so we had to work with other agencies and the family to try to identify an appropriate address. My existing relationship was harnessed to allow the family to engage with other professionals from safeguarding teams, to try to identify any possible family or friends they could stay with in the short-term (2.1). Unfortunately, due to the fact that they moved here as refugees, they did not have many familial links to draw upon. Children’s Services were searching for an address which took a while; they provided a hotel which was out of the immediate area. This was presented to the courts. This was deemed unsuitable; we later realised that this was in an area known for County Lines and he could not be electronically ‘tagged’ to this address. This was extremely disappointing and a situation which highlights the wider crisis in terms of suitable accommodation and the financial issues within the local authority (1.5). The court therefore Remanded YP2 to a Youth Offending Institute (YOI) for one week before the next court date. LASPO guidance (2012) states the threshold for Remand in that the offence must be of a ‘serious or violent nature’ or ‘there is a realistic prospect of the child being sentenced to custody and they have a history of offending or absconding’. This threshold was met, hence his remand to YOI. The issue of the address was cited as the primary concern for the District Judge in ensuring his safeguarding and welfare. This experience made me reflect on how as professionals we can do as much as we can, but that there are other structures in place which influence the outcomes. In this instance I had worked closely with the young person and family to try to advocate for them and to ensure their immediate safety. However, the decisions around accommodation were ultimately out of my control, and the decision of principle officers within the local authority. Given the outcome, this case has been identified as a learning example for future practice and a mapping with Children’s Services will be completed to identify what could have been done to avoid this (3.7; 3.2). 
Following this decision given by the Judge, I made sure to update my on-going assessment via ‘AssetPlus’ which stated that he was ‘Very High’ risk in terms of safety and well-being. He had expressed to me thoughts of suicide whilst in custody and my knowledge in terms of knowing his vulnerabilities fed into this assessment. This was important to get up to date, as he moved to the YOI and so they were caretaking for our service during this remand period. Concerns for his safety were outlined via this written assessment and through phone call to the YOI. This meant that the YOI could put the appropriate safeguards in place for him. He was on an ACCT (Assessment, Care in Custody and Teamwork) for his duration on Remand and was seen by CAMHS (Child and Adolescent Mental Health Service). 
YP2 spent one week in the YOI before being released on bail to a family friends address outside of Wales. Given his Remand and subsequent move outside of the area which presented the risk, the Section 47 outcome was that it was ‘substantiated with no further action’ and for him to continue to be managed under the exploitation protocol (1.1; 3.4). This was purely on the basis that he had moved out of the area, therefore the risk levels had reduced they were considered not at continuing risk. If this young person had remained in the area, the enquires are highly likely to have been substantiated and the case could have in theory proceeded to an initial child protection conference. There would have been two main outcomes decided at this initial conference; 1) the child is considered not at continuing risk of harm but may have needs for care and support 2) or it is concluded that the child is experiencing or at risk of harm is registered and they would be made subject of a care and support protection plan (1.1; 3.4). Whilst this was not the series of events, it has made me reflect on tensions and dilemmas around young people over 16 years of age and how effective the safeguarding process is for young people who are at risk through criminal exploitation whereby the threat is outside of the family home. 
With reference to the legislative framework, there are four main categories of abuse relating to significant harm as stated in the Children Act 1989: Emotional, Physical, Sexual and Neglect. It is worth noting that ‘Exploitation’ as a standalone category is not encompassed within the four categories of abuse, as outlined in the Children Act 1989. Whilst exploitation is not recognised formally in the standardised categories, it is referred to as a form of child abuse in the Wales Safeguarding Procedures which states that ‘Child trafficking is a form of child abuse that requires a child protection response’. This is an interesting reflection point, and potential gap in the way services are set up to respond to this type of harm which from my own anecdotal experience appears to be an increasing issue. Traditionally, children’s safeguarding has been focussed on harm within the family whereas exploitation of child is a form of extrafamilial harm occurring often outside of the home. In linking to this point, I have reflected on power of language when talking about child criminal exploitation as also highlighted above in police interview. It is common to hear professionals’ comment that ‘they [children] know what they are doing’ or that they are ‘making a choice’. From my liaison with the Independent Child Trafficking Service, I have consulted the ‘Appropriate Language in Relation to Child Exploitation’ guide produced by the Children’s Society (2017). Appropriately challenging others around language is paramount as it contributes to the safeguarding decisions that are made about those children and can affect whether they are kept safe. This toolkit allows more neutral language to be used, as to avoid attributing blame onto the child. Replacing phrases such as the child ‘drug running’ with ‘the child is being trafficked for the purpose of criminal exploitation’ is one such example. This is also particularly relevant when providing pre-sentence reports to the Courts, so that they understand that the child is a victim when making their decisions about potential criminality of a child. I have looked back at previous assessments I previously completed when I first started this role and can see how I would now phrase something differently given the power of language. I now ensure all language used in reports, meetings and court is reflective of the above (1.3; 3.7).
Given the increasing rates of young people later into their teenage years being criminally exploited, there appears to be a gap in provision which presents a safeguarding dilemma. The harm caused through child criminal exploitation and particularly related to county lines very often would be considered to meet the threshold of ‘significant harm’. However, the child protection process is not currently set up to consider more appropriate ways of managing this risk leaving many young people in danger (1.5). With regard to the Welsh context, in our area there is a specialist team within Children’s Services which focusses on trafficking and exploitation. This team takes a ‘contextual safeguarding’ approach (Firmin, 2022) drawing on ‘systemic theory’ to safeguarding which focusses more on the wider environment and the spaces or places young people spend time whether online or in-person.  Whilst contextual safeguarding offers an important approach to disrupt exploitation, this considers mainly the wider environment and peer networks as opposed to individual young people and their families. There are currently developments in my local area which are exploring ways in which this could be addressed such as ‘exploitation conferences’. 
One theory which has influenced my thinking relating to this case example is structural theory. This theory highlights how oppressive structures work in society to favour some sections of society but disempower other groups (MacLean and Harrison, 2015). It is an approach rooted in social justice and equality, focusing on the role of power in society and looks at multiple forms of oppression such as relating to racism, sexism, ableism and heterosexism (Murray and Hick, 2012). This is a perspective which helps understanding, rather than a specific way of working and is in contrast with more traditional social work perspectives which focuses predominantly on individual choice and behaviour (Murray and Hick, 2012). This approach is relevant in this case due to a number of factors. This young person and family are refugees, originally from Palestine living in a predominantly white area. All professionals they came into contact with were White with significantly different life experiences and ways of seeing the world. The people involved in strategy meetings to discuss their lives, again all White. Their experiences having fled a war-torn country for example is something that we cannot understand. This young person is not only within a minority ethnic group but faces the ‘double discrimination’ of also having a criminal record (Stacey, 2019).  If we look at this with a structural lens, we can begin to consider the ways in which YP2 is experiencing life and the challenges he may have and is still facing. I have been trying to work in a way which is culturally competent and one which empowers families (National Association of Social Workers, 2015). I have done this through being curious and trying to learn about their culture by showing a genuine interest for example about the different types of Ramadan and how they celebrate this (1.2). It is key also to ensure that language is used as a facilitator and not a barrier. In relation to the CCE concerns, I have ensured a translator has been present in some of these key conversations. I have also made sure that key documents such as the National Referral Mechanism guide, and his timetable with our service was translated into Arabic (1.2). The family really appreciated this, it furthered our relationship and facilitated co-production with the family relating to the key safeguarding issues for YP2. A key concept relevant to this case that I have been reading into at present is ‘Adultification bias’ (Davis, 2022). Davis and Marsh (2020) provide their explanation as the following: “the concept of adultification is when notions of innocence and vulnerability are not afforded to certain children. This is determined by people and institutions who hold power over them. This is maintained by certain stereotypes or unconscious bias about certain groups, for example that black boys are ‘more streetwise’ or ‘more aggressive’ (Davis 2020). When adultification occurs outside of the home it is always founded within discrimination and bias.”  Research indicates that black boys and girls and those from minority ethnic groups are most likely to experience this, which has implications for their safety and responses from safeguarding services which are designed to protect all children (Davis, 2020).
In Youth Justice, key structures relevant to this debate which we work with are the Police and the Court system. There is an inherent value conflict in youth justice between welfare and justice and I have found it difficult at times particularly when writing court reports to know how to ensure that the inequalities young people and families are facing are highlighted without antagonising the courts. These are the people making key decisions about the young people’s lives and so there is a risk in them perceiving this awareness raising as potentially alleging that they are for example, Racist. In order to improve my practice and as a team more broadly, we are currently undertaking work around disproportionality specifically by consulting the research around Adultification, supervision discussions and also through liaison with other Youth Justice Services (2.3). 
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