Task 3 – Resubmission
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Background Information and Legislative and Policy Frameworks in relation to Case Study
The child identified within this case study will be referred to as Child 2 or 2 in order to protect her anonymity. Child 2 is 16 year old female from a town in North Wales and is a looked after child (LAC). Child 2 is looked after by the Local Authority under a  Care Order made under Section 31 of the Children Act 1989. Under section 31 of the Act the Local Authority share parental responsibility for 2 with her parents. The courts granted a Care Order for 2 in 2016 following being satisfied that 2 was suffering significant harm attributed by neglect and abuse of 2’s parents.  I became Child 2’s allocated Social Worker in 2016 and since that time, 2 has experienced multiple placement breakdowns including residential and foster care. There is a long history of children’s services involvement with 2, with concerns grounded in parental neglect and substance misuse. Child 2 is a vulnerable young female due to her particular set of needs; struggling with unstable moods and feelings of anger and frustration. Child 2 has experienced little or no adult guidance and boundaries throughout her childhood and her maladaptive behaviours are grounded in these years of parental neglect and an exposure to turbulent and inappropriate situations. 

As a LAC, the Local Authority have a duty to Child 2 under Part 6 of the Social Services and Well-being Act 2014 (SSWA, 2014). The principle of the SSWA 2014 as set out in Section 78 is to safeguard and promote Child 2’s well-being. Other overarching duties include regard for the child’s culture, beliefs, views, wishes and feelings (Social Care Wales, 2018). This was being taken into consideration during my statutory visits to which were taking place every 4-6 weeks under the guidance of the All Wales Child Protection Procedures (AWCPP, 2008). 2 had been residing in a “connected persons” also known as a “kinship” placement for a period of 3 months. In regards to 2, the kinship carer was a family friend who had been approved a carer by the Local Authority under regulation 26 Fostering (Wales) Regulations 2003. Therefore having a duty to safeguard and promote the welfare of 2 with the guidance and support of the Local Authority. 

[bookmark: cysill]Another piece of legislation underpinning the case study is the United Nations Convention on the Rights of the Child (UNCRC). This was adopted by the United Nations in 1989 and asserts the treatment and rights which should be available to all children. Within a legal framework the UNCRC is the most widely ratified human rights document in history (Payne, 2009). The articles which specifically apply to this case study including the exploitation of child 2 are Article 19 and 34-36 which protect children from harm and exploitation. 

The Welsh Government adopted the UNCRC within their Children and Young People Rights to Action policy (WAG, 2004) which underpinned seven core aims. The core aims are framed in terms of what children are entitled to expect from the Welsh Government. The third core aim states that: ‘children should be able to enjoy the best possible health, free from victimisation, abuse and exploitation’. Core aim six states that children living in Wales should ‘Have a safe home and a community which supports physical and emotional wellbeing’.

In the case of Child 2, Child Sexual Exploitation (CSE) was also a risk factor (as explained later in this section). In 2005, Barnardo’s undertook a study into the prevalence of CSE in Wales. The results of the study found that at least 180 children in Wales were being or at risk of being exploited. The study concluded the need for a standardized risk assessment tool that could be used across all Welsh Local Authorities which could be consistently used to identify children at risk of CSE (Clutton and Coles, 2007). The risk assessment developed is now referred to as sexual exploitation risk assessment framework (SERAF). The SERAF was piloted in Wales following concerns raised by practitioners that young people and children were not fitting the standard profiles of risk and abuse. The SARAF is scored by a range of risk factors associated with CSE, concluding either a low, medium or high risk of exploitation. Barnardo’s research identifies risk factors as being; poor mental health and well-being, drug and alcohol misuse, periods of being reported missing, disengagement from education, history of abuse, disadvantage and neglectful parenting (Clutton and Coles, 2007).

The Barnardo’s Study lead to the development of Part 5 of the All Wales Child Protection Procedures (AWCPP, 2008) titled: Safeguarding and Promoting the Welfare of Children who are at Risk of Abuse through Sexual Exploitation (2013). This policy outlines formal Child Protection Procedures to be used when there are concerns that a child at risk of, or abused through sexual exploitation and directs safeguarding practice across all local authorities and regional safeguarding boards in Wales. An important aim of the protocol was to raise awareness and establish a multi-agency approach to reporting and exchanging information regarding this type of abuse. 

Child trafficking legislation is also pertinent in this case study. In Wales and England, Barnardo’s National Counter Trafficking Service allocate an Independent Child Trafficking Advocate (ICTA) when a child is referred to the National Referral Mechanism (NRM. This happens when there are significant concerns that an individual is trafficked (moved and exploited). The ICTA service is in accordance with section 48 of the Modern-day Slavery Legislation to support children who are victims of human trafficking. The Modern Day Slavery Act 2015 within Section 2, states, that anyone who arranges or facilitates the travel of a child within or departure from the UK, for the purpose of exploiting the child commits the offence of Human Trafficking.  The NSPCC (2018) outlines how children can be trafficked into the UK from overseas but also from one part of the UK to another and also from one street to the next. Children are trafficked for multiple reasons, some including; sexual exploitation, criminal activity including moving drugs, cannabis cultivation, benefit fraud and street crime (NSPCC, 2018). The primary concerns within this case study are criminal exploitation and overlapping child sexual exploitation concerns. The National Safeguarding Board refer to a sharp rise in UK nationals referred into the NRM due to increasing in the number of UK nationals being exploited sexually and criminally (ECPAT UK, 2018). In Wales, The National Crime Agency (NCA, 2017) has revealed that 26 out of 134 potential trafficking victims in Wales were children, however this is under reported due to children being unable to speak out. 


Case Study
Following a 3 month period of stability at her kinship placement, concerns began to emerge in relation to 2’s emotional wellbeing and poor engagement with myself as her social worker and other professionals. 2 was not engaging with arranged health appointments with health and education or social work visits. Education reported that 2 was frequently walking out of lessons and becoming highly emotional when challenged which was out of character. Up until this point my relationship with 2 was overall positive; I had been 2’s Social Worker for 2 years and supported her through multiple placement moves and unsettlement; it was therefore felt that we were building towards a trusting relationship. A main contributing factor to gaining 2’s trust was listening to her wishes and supporting her choice to live with her current kinship carer. In doing this I adopted a person centered approach which according to Breford et al. (2011) should be underpinned with core values such as respect and promoting rights. I respected child 2’s right to be involved in the decision making around her own placement in order to give her some control over her life choices, as Thompson (2011) highlights the power imbalance between individuals and the importance of empowering and respecting the individual’s right to make choices. Trevithick (2000) believes a person centred approach occurs when the Social Worker builds a rapport and conveys empathy. I believe that my rapport with 2 had been built through listening to her views and finding out what goals she wanted to achieve in her life. The main goal was 2 wanting to live with her kinship carer in her home community. I did not dismiss this goal despite believing that this would not be the best placement for 2. I was empathetic to 2’s need to live close to her family and how this would support her emotional well-being and sense of identity (Trevithick (2000). A person centred approach helped me to put aside my views on what I thought was best for 2 and listen to her wishes and feelings (Breford et al, 2011). 

Child 2’s wish to live close to her local community was also respected. The SSWA 2014 states that “Consideration must always be given to the placement enabling the child to live locally and close to home, to support contact and allow for continuity of health care and education or training”. Underpinning this decision making was the ecological systems theory which considers 2 as an individual shaped within a complex sociocultural context (Bronfenbrenner (1995) cited in Haight and Taylor, 2013). This theory was used to help understand 2’s interrelations within her family and her community; for example how historical experiences with social services within 2’s family had formed a negative view of authority including her distrust of my role. McKinnon and Aston (2016) state social workers use systems theory to help individuals to navigating the systems within her community and understand how they affect their lives. 2 identified the most important system as her family and friends and her home community which gave her a sense of belonging.  This presented a challenge as 2’s family were known to have substance issues and involved with inappropriate people. The wider social system was also taken into account in regards to the impact of poverty and disadvantage within the community which had led 2’s family into criminality (Mckinnon and Aston (2016). The potential risk of living in the community close to family and friends was discussed with 2 who showed some insight into how she had been emotionally effected by the dysfunction of the family. Attempts were also made to link 2 with other support systems in the community including registering on course at the local college and the pastoral support team. Systems Theory helped to develop a holistic view of 2 and how her behaviours were embedded in a wider social context.

More concerns began to present when 2’s carer raised concerns in relation to 2’s involvement with older males frequently picking her up late at night. Also, 2 was constantly on her mobile telephone, refusing to say who she was talking to. Social Services were notified of frequent missing from care episodes through EDT reports and police referrals. A child is defined as missing when their location and reason for absence is unknown (Section 4.4, AWCPP, 2008). As I had always been open and honest with 2, I discussed the concerns with her during the process known as a return home interview. 2 laughed at the concerns and said the male was her boyfriend, she refused to provide his details and disclose her whereabouts whilst missing. Around this time there were also concerns about 2 frequently smelling of cannabis and the presentation of new clothes and mobile phone without financial explanation. Being careful not to jeopardise our relationship, when expressing concerns, I used a non-judgemental approach including listening, showing empathy and avoiding jargon. According to Motsching and Nykl (2009) these are key aspects to maintaining a positive relationship. However 2 refused to engage and becoming defensive and hostile. This was difficult for me as I had prised myself on my ability to form a positive relationship with 2. 
On reflection I realised that keeping 2 safe was the most important aspect and had to be my priority. I did not overload 2 with questions as I had knew through past experience that this would cause a barrier. In the past I have approached situations wanting to look for immediate answers and solutions, however I understood that 2 was not ready to acknowledge the risks identified and maintaining a relationship was the best way of keeping the lines of communication open. On reflection I was able to relate this learnt aspect of my practice to Kolb (2014) active experimentation stage where I had put learnt experience into practice. 

Following the identification of concerns I utilised supervision to talk about these with my senior practitioner who agreed that I should follow safeguarding procedures as outlined in the AWCPP (2008). It was agreed that I should increase my visits to fortnightly in order to monitor 2 more closely. Following procedure I completed a SERAF assessment and arranged a multi -agency safeguarding meeting (MASM) which was triggered by 3 missing from care episodes (AWCPP, 2008).  As there had been multiple missing from care reports in a short period and other CSE risks I brought 2 to the attention of my senior manager. My manager then chaired the MASM in order to respond to the risks identified; this was held with a representatives from the police CSE unit, social services and professionals from health and education. The SERAF was shared with all representatives at the meeting where it identified at 2 as high risk of Child Sexual exploitation, scoring 35. To put this into perspective, scores of 16+ are deemed significant risk of sexual exploitation. 

The AWCPP states that children at risk of CSE will often be in high risk situations away from protective adults. However they need to be able to express their wishes and feelings and make sense of their circumstances and be involved in the decisions effecting them. During my visits with 2, we had conversations about the inappropriate people she was associating with and the risks. I was open and honest about the SERAF assessment which had taken place and high level of concerns. 2 became defensive and hostile during the conversations, she did not agree with the risks being highlighted, her belief was that she could take care of herself and Children’s Services concerns were unwarranted. However I was open minded that it could also reflect that she herself was concerned and fearful for her own well-being.
I held a further planning meeting with 2 and her carer where the concerns were shared.  2 was involved in formulating a safety plan to help keep her safe.  Child 2 agreed to always ensure she had her mobile phone with her when out in the community and would answer regular welfare checks informing of her whereabouts and agree to a curfew. Carer of 2 assured that she would continue to report 2 as missing to the police and children’s services in the event that 2 did follow the plan.  It was also agreed with 2 that she would not stay overnight at any of her family’s homes and would only visit them in the day due to their association with drugs and criminality.  The decision was made to increase my visits to carry out keep safe work around CSE, 2 agreed to make herself available and engage with this work.  Planning how to keep children safe is key in child protection work and should involve the family and professionals working closely with children (Munro and Turnnell, 2005). Respectful engagement with children means taking their views and wishes seriously, therefore involving 2 and allowing her to contribute to her own safety plan meant that 2 would play an active role in keeping herself safe (Munro and Turnell, 2005). 

The safety plan described above was underpinned with risk theory. As most of the identified risk reported over a period of time came from other professionals and services, a social workers role involves making sense of information, assessing the risk and intervening (Stanley, 2008). Therefore in order to gain a balance of risk which Stanley (2008) advises, I placed an explicit focus on assessing and intervening at an individual level by including 2 in discussions about the risks posed to her. It was important to understand why 2 did not perceive the level of risk to be as high as professionals; she had expressed that the people identified as dangerous were “my type of people”. Payne’s (2011) theory of risk and resilience informed my early intervention with 2 as according to Payne social workers should shift the focus of risk to security and resilience, not just in physical terms but in regards to choice and control over one’s life. I knew that 2 had been exposed to risk her entire life, this gave a different perspective of strength and empowerment.  Dominelli (2009) and Hodgson and Watts (2017) assert that risk work can become a form of oppression due to our own moral values, therefore it was important to firstly attempt to manage the risk within the community and involve 2 in her own safety plan.  

The intervention soon became increasingly difficult to carry out due to 2’s disengagement. A similar pattern of disengagement was identified by 2’s carer and other professionals. Additionally, it was reported to Children’s Services via a CID 16 child protection referral that 2 was suspected to be carrying class A drugs for males from a city in England. Numerous concerns from the police and 2’s carer corroborated this and connected the case to an OCG (organised crime group). It became apparent that Child 2 was associated with male adults who had been identified by North Wales Police as violent and involved in criminality. This raised significant concerns that 2 was being trafficked/exploited for the purpose of county lines, with the city being known as a feeder line into North Wales. With the new information, the case was reviewed in a child criminal exploitation (CCE) multi agency strategy meeting including agencies such as the police and Barnardo’s child trafficking team. Child trafficking is a form of modern day slavery (HM Government, 2014).  The new intelligence shared by North Wales Police along with 2’s vulnerabilities and CSE concerns supported the likelihood that 2 was being groomed into criminal exploitation. Some indicators and concerns included being missing from LA care, movements to area’s where 2 does not reside, substance/ drug concerns, reports of selling drugs and links to older males, present at criminal scenes and risk of violence and sexual exploitation.   
The information shared between Children’s Services and North Wales Police highlighted that child 2 was at significant risk of further missing, trafficking, exploitation and harm from an OCG. The National Crime Agency (NCA, 2017) report that County lines groups are known for the exploitation of young and vulnerable persons and also for using high levels of violence and intimidation to maintain their market. There was strong evidence to suggest that 2 was involved in this operation and therefore high risk of being exposed to strong violence and exploitation. For these reasons, the Barnardo’s representative at the meeting stated that child 2 met their criteria for the national referral mechanism (NRM) framework due to meeting the criteria of potential victim of human trafficking under part 5 of the Modern Day Slavery Act 2015 (Modern Slavery Bill, 2014). Hence, I followed procedure and made a referral to Barnardo’s Child Trafficking Project who subsequently referred 2’s case onto the NRM. The NRM accepted the referral at stage 1 ‘reasonable grounds’ based on the evidence provided. The NRM process would include a 45 day reflection and recovery period where more information would be gathered from myself as the first responder and other agencies; a ‘conclusive decision’ would then be made at stage 2 (YJLC, 2018). 

According to the NCA (2017), County lines groups are known to exploit young people in the care system, those who are vulnerable, including drug users, those with mental and/or physical health issues - those at the point of crisis. Changes in 2’s presentation were observed she began acting and talking with a level of influence and improved status. It appeared that Child 2’s association with the OCG provided her with a false sense of elevated self-esteem and provided her access to more new clothing and mobile phone’s. As 2 appeared to be accessible to gang members this significantly placed her at a higher risk of criminal exploitation, sexual exploitation and sexual violence. From this knowledge I assessed that 2’s disengagement and breakdown of supportive relationships was likely due to the complex grooming process which she was highly likely to be subjected to. Child 2 believed she is well thought of and protected by those who are likely exploiting her. This caused a barrier to being able to maintain a trusting relationship with 2; she was frequently hostile and suspicious of the types of questions that I asked her, being careful not to give too much information away.  In order to overcome this barrier I had to remain non-judgemental and supportive ensuring my visits were consistent. Through this approach 2 was able to share information on her own terms which gave her some control.

Child 2 continued to go missing from care for longer periods despite the safety plan formulated and her whereabouts were frequently unknown. Due to increasing concerns in relation to 2’s safety I utilised further supervision and management oversight on my assessment and it was agreed that I should take the concerns to a legal advice meeting. In certain circumstances, as in the case of Child 2, Local authorities have powers to detain a child against their will, for their own safety or the safety of others. A Secure Order is provided for the purpose of restricting liberty under Section 25 of the Children Act 1989. The child must then be placed in secure accommodation which must be designed for, or have as its purpose, the restriction of the child’s liberty. In regards to LAC under Care Orders, a Secure Order cannot be made unless all requirements under Section 25 are met including; a history of running away (absconding) and likely to run away from accommodation which is not secure, likely to suffer significant harm or injure themselves or others. 
It was agreed by all professionals and legal representatives at the meeting that Child 2 met the threshold for a Secure Order application and this was the necessary intervention required to ensure her safety.  The decision challenged my personal values as I understood that such an order is considered draconian and should only ever be used when there are no other alternatives. Also that the Order would in conflict with Articles 5 and 6 of The Human Rights Act 1998, protecting an individual’s freedom from unreasonable detention and a right to a fair trial (Community Care, 2018). A Secure Order should never be used to punish a child for running away or for challenging behaviour. However I was concerned that 2 would think this as she did not see herself as victim. It also felt against my value base and professional codes of practice, mainly section 3 (promoting the well-being and voice of individuals and supporting them to stay safe) as the decision had been made without involving 2. However, this was in conflict with the evidence presented within my assessment where the risks presented to 2 were very serious and had to be the paramount consideration in this decision. 

When I informed Child 2 of the plan for a Secure Order application she was understandably angry, upset and confused about why this was needed. Child 2 believed the known gang nominals were her friends and were looking out for her.  Research states that children and young people rarely identify as victims of CSE and usually feel that the relationships are true relationships (Barnardo’s 2017).  However, what was significant was that Child 2 stated that she was relieved that the a secure order would result in her being taken out of the area as she felt trapped. It was important to me that 2 did not think that the order had been applied for because she had been ‘bad’ or ‘naughty’ or because the Local Authority could not control her behaviour. Child 2 did not identify herself as a victim and did not realise the risk surrounding her, therefore she would not have understood that the order was made for her own safety. 

The ASPIRE model of assessment was used within this case study which involves assessment, planning, intervention, reviewing and evaluating (Sutton, 1999 cited in Parker and Bradley, 2010). According to Parker and Bradley (2010) this model should include as much as possible about an individual’s circumstances including risks, needs, strengths, resources and goals.  This was achieved thorough effective supervision and multi- agency meetings where risks were jointly assessed with management oversight. The assessment was undertaken using the SERAF tool which was specifically designed to enable me to measure the risks of CSE. What I found with the ASPIRE model was that it did not follow a linear process, I assessed 2 in the early stages and formulated a safety plan as part of the intervention. As concerns became more serious and 2 disengaged from the plan I then had to review and reassess the risks which led to a decision for intervention. Assessments can be difficult, problematic and contested both by other professionals and individuals themselves (Parker, 2017), however the model proved useful, providing a process from assessment to evaluation.   

When evaluating this plan I was able to recognise that once Child 2 was safely in secure accommodation, specialised educational work could be put in place to help her to identify and accept the risks that she had been exposed to. It is recommended victims of human trafficking are placed out of the area they were trafficked to break the links and allow agencies the opportunity to support. It was evidenced that Child 2 required immediate intervention to prevent the risk of further significant harm. Planned intervention could then take place within the secure accommodation to firstly stabilise 2 and then facilitate educational and therapeutic work. Child 2 would require time and support in a safe environment to come to terms with and begin to recover from the trauma she had likely experienced by a complex grooming process.
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