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Chair’s foreword
Recent high profile investigations have
heightened awareness of the significant scale and
complexity of child sexual exploitation. These
damning reports have made it clear that the need
to protect children and young people from sexual
abuse is ever more challenging. Organisations
with a duty to safeguard children must learn from
these tragedies and face up to the realities of
child sexual exploitation.
While the true extent of child sexual exploitation
is not known, there is now a greater
understanding of how to identify victims and
those at risk. The progress made is encouraging. The Met, working in
partnership with local authorities and other agencies, has put protocols and
policies in place to protect London’s children and young people – identifying
and tackling more abusers and protecting more young people. However,
there is always more that can be done – child sexual exploitation remains a
hidden crime and organisations must take a proactive approach to keep
London’s children safe from harm. Agencies need to listen and learn from all
those that have been affected by child sexual exploitation, and partners need
to come together to drive forward positive change.
Tackling child sexual exploitation requires a genuine multi-agency approach.
Partners need to work collaboratively to ensure that progress at the strategic
level filters down to the front line. Identifying and protecting children and
young people is everyone’s responsibility. Professionals, parents and young
people all have a role to play in grasping the nature of sexual exploitation –
and ensuring an effective response.
Our report highlights the range of positive work taking place across London to
tackle child sexual exploitation. However, many strategies are relatively new
and we call upon London’s Directors of Children’s Services, the London
Safeguarding Children Board and local Safeguarding Children Boards across
London to be vigilant and continue to strengthen the systems in place to
protect children and young people from sexual exploitation. This approach
will help increase the chances of preventing and disrupting child sexual
exploitation and bringing offenders to justice. Clear lines of accountability are
needed to ensure that the system delivers the levels of protection at risk
children need.
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There is no room for complacency. The lack of understanding and
professional tolerance that has been uncovered in recent cases, such as in
Rotherham, is unacceptable.
This report examines London’s approach to safeguarding children at risk of
CSE and the lessons that can be learned arising from the Independent Inquiry
into failures to tackle CSE in Rotherham.
We would like to thank everyone that contributed to this investigation.

Joanne McCartney AM
Chair of the Police and Crime Committee
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Glossary
ACPO – Association of Chief Police Officers
CAIT – Child Abuse Investigation Team
CCC – Central Communications Command
CPS – Crown Prosecution Service
CSE – Child Sexual Exploitation
CSP – Community Safety Partnership
IRO – Independent Reviewing Officers
LSCB – Local Safeguarding Children Board
MASE – Multi-Agency Sexual Exploitation meetings
MASH – Multi-Agency Safeguarding Hub
Met – Metropolitan Police Service
MPS – Metropolitan Police Service
MOPAC – Mayor’s Office for Policing and Crime
PHSE – Personal Social and Health Education
SCR – Serious Case Review
SOECA – Sexual Offences Exploitation and Child Abuse
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Executive summary
Child sexual exploitation (CSE) is not new, but recent high profile
investigations and criminal trials have raised awareness of the possible
widespread nature of these offences and the gravity of their impact.
Professor Alexis Jay’s report, the Independent Inquiry into child sexual
exploitation in Rotherham (the Jay Report),1 and cases such as those in
Rochdale, Oxford and Derby, have uncovered the previously hidden scale and
organised nature of much CSE. Our investigation examines London’s approach
to safeguarding children in the light of the lessons that can be learned from
tackling CSE in Rotherham.
There is an expectation that the local response to CSE is led by Local
Safeguarding Children Boards (LSCBs).2 LSCBs have a statutory duty to bring
agencies together to safeguard and promote the welfare of children.3 They
have a range of functions and play a key role in developing local safeguarding
children policy and procedures and scrutinising local arrangements – including
CSE.
The multi-agency London Safeguarding Children Board provides strategic
advice and support to London’s 32 LSCBs. Its membership is made up of
representatives from London boroughs, police, health, probation and
independent, voluntary and community agencies in London. We would
welcome assurance from London’s Directors of Children’s Services, the lead
professionals responsible for the provision of children’s services in London,
the London Safeguarding Children Board and LSCBs that all London boroughs
have robust mechanisms in place to protect London’s children and young
people from CSE.
No one knows the true scale of CSE. The Jay Report made a conservative
estimate that approximately 1,400 children were sexually exploited in
Rotherham over the 16 year inquiry period. The Met anticipates it will receive
between 1,800 and 2,000 referrals a year. From January 2014 to October
2014, the Met reported 1,612 referrals of CSE, including 265 positive
interventions and 55 detections.
High profile cases of CSE have raised concerns about how the police and other
services work together to respond to CSE. The Jay Report documented a
number of ways the police and partner agencies failed to prevent abuse or
prioritise dealing with CSE in Rotherham and the Serious Case Review into CSE
in Oxfordshire reported multiple missed opportunities by agencies to act
rigorously.4
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Rotherham had many policies and plans to tackle CSE. However, inspection
reports describe how children’s social care was typically understaffed,
overstretched and struggling to cope with demand. Thresholds for action
were identified as very high and there were significant weaknesses in scrutiny
and challenge within Rotherham’s governance system. Professionals ignored
warnings about the scale of CSE and failed to recognise and believe victims
and young people at risk of CSE. Similarly, the Serious Case Review in
Oxfordshire found that it took agencies too long to recognise CSE, used
language that blamed the victims, and a lack of understanding led to
insufficient inquiry.5
Many London boroughs have made significant developments in their
response to CSE over the past few years. Policies and procedures have been
developed, multi-agency groups have been established, and investment in
training increased.
The Met has shown positive progress in developing its approach to CSE. In
February 2014, the Met launched The London Child Sexual Exploitation
Protocol. The protocol sets out the procedures for the Met and partner
agencies for safeguarding and protecting children from sexual exploitation.
Our report, Keeping London’s children safe welcomed the protocol and
recommended the Met should review the evidence and impact of the CSE
Protocol on reporting and identifying CSE in London, and the level of resource
dedicated to tackling CSE. The Met told us it has scheduled a review of the
Pan-London CSE Protocol to start in January 2015 and will also publish a good
practice guide.
CSE is not a MOPAC 7 priority.6 We were told that as borough police are not
measured on CSE it becomes less of a “priority” in some areas. This is a
concern. MOPAC is establishing a performance monitoring framework for
crimes that fall out of the MOPAC 7. However, while the Met has made
progress in recording CSE data, MOPAC is yet to establish its performance
monitoring framework. MOPAC must set out a clear performance monitoring
framework for holding the Met to account on its safeguarding children duties,
including CSE, as a matter of urgency.
National guidance requires local areas to have appropriate policies and
procedures in place to tackle CSE. We found that CSE is a strategic priority for
London boroughs and the challenge is to ensure boroughs work together to
deliver a system that can effectively implement strategies, plans and
protocols to tackle CSE and safeguard children across the whole of London.
Strategies, policies and procedures need to be robustly monitored and
regularly reviewed to ensure effectiveness. While Rotherham had good inter8

agency CSE policies and procedures, members of the Safeguarding Board
rarely checked whether they were being implemented or effective. Strong
leadership and full commitment from partner agencies is essential. We ask
that LSCBs have robust governance mechanisms in place to ensure effective
monitoring, oversight and regular review of the local response to CSE. This
should include well-defined links with other safeguarding children strategies
and robust reporting structures between the LSCB and the Community Safety
Partnership and Children’s Board.
Agencies must work together to tackle CSE. While we are encouraged by local
arrangements and the progress made by the police, local authorities and
other partners that have come together to tackle CSE, partnership working is
one area where further work is required.
While the LSCB operate at the strategic level, Multi-Agency Safeguarding
Hubs (MASH) were introduced to improve the way local safeguarding
partners work together on the ground. MASH is becoming a well-established
referral pathway and allowing for timely intelligence-sharing – assisting in the
process of early identification, information gathering and the response to CSE.
MASH is also helping to strengthen cross-borough information sharing.
MASH has made promising progress, but it also faces a number of challenges.
During our investigation in 2014 we heard how certain elements of the Met’s
services could be better integrated within the MASH and recommended the
Met determine how it can bring CAIT (Child Abuse Investigation Teams) and
MASH closer together. The Met has established a project team to look at how
it can integrate staff from its CAIT and CSE teams within MASH. We welcome
this commitment and ask the Met to progress this as a priority.
The Met has introduced monthly MASE (Multi-Agency Sexual Exploitation)
meetings in every borough to determine local profiles of CSE. All statutory
agencies with a responsibility for child protection are required to attend.
MASE meetings bring together CSE leads to share information, review
individual referrals and ensure action is being taken – providing a coordinated
approach with other London boroughs and an opportunity for professional
challenge and learning.
The Met has reported an increase in CSE referrals. The vast majority of these
are current as opposed to historic. Boroughs reported the use of MASE and
MASH to facilitate sharing of intelligence and information to understand the
nature and prevalence of CSE. All London’s LSCBs should have a structure in
place for mapping CSE – including a detailed profile of victims and offenders,
children and young people identified at risk and an overview of any
“hotspots”. Robust protocols are needed to ensure that information and
9

intelligence is shared at the local level and across borough boundaries to
inform both the operational and strategic response. The London Safeguarding
Children Board should take a lead in promoting the development of London
protocols for the sharing of information to safeguard children, including CSE,
as stated in its terms of reference.
Tackling CSE requires all partners to understand how to identify victims and
children and young people at risk of CSE. A range of work is taking place to
increase understanding of CSE and training is being delivered across
partnerships to enhance knowledge. However, it is suggested that training
does not always reach those that need it most and should be targeted on
those working with children and young people at risk of or suffering from CSE.
We recognise the need to evaluate the impact of training and how it makes a
positive difference in keeping London’s children and young people safe from
CSE.
Missing and looked after children are proportionately more at risk of CSE.
While the majority of CSE victims are living at home, children who go missing,
in particular from residential care, are more vulnerable to sexual exploitation.
We were interested in what local authorities in London are doing to protect
looked after children and children who go missing from CSE. Boroughs have
tightened recording practices in line with the Association of Chief Police
Officers (ACPO) and Ofsted requirements, and MASE help to ensure that
looked after children placed out of borough are protected by the agencies
where they are located.
There needs to be greater understanding of the victim’s experience. It is
important to engage with children and young people that have experienced
CSE and ensure they contribute to the local response. We recommend that
every LSCB in London establish a forum to engage with children and young
people affected by CSE, including looked after children and those that have in
the past gone missing, to increase understanding, provide appropriate care
and support to young victims and those at risk of CSE, and encourage
confidence in reporting.
Boroughs reported a strong and effective partnership with the Met. However,
our evidence suggested the Met and Mayor’s Office for Policing and Crime
(MOPAC) could do more to improve the response to CSE on a local and
regional basis. Boroughs highlighted the importance of the Met and MOPAC
working alongside LSCBs to share best practice and gather and analyse local
intelligence – to inform cross-borough operations and pan-London
commissioning of services. The Met and MOPAC also have a role in ensuring
the right capacity and resources to respond to CSE in London.
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It is clear that more needs to be done to prevent and tackle CSE. We heard
how important it is to engage with young people who have experienced CSE
and ensure they are able to contribute and inform the local response. The
lack of consistent data was identified as a challenge and that an agreed and
consistent dataset should be established across London. Schools must be fully
engaged and take a strong preventive approach to help tackle CSE. We
recommend that London’s LSCBs take a lead in rolling out programmes across
London’s schools that inform and tackle the issue of CSE.
We are encouraged by the progress made in responding to CSE in London.
However, there is more that can be done. We call upon the London
Safeguarding Children Board to ensure the issues identified within this report
are responded to, on a local and regional level, across the capital to protect all
London’s children and young people from CSE.
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1. Child sexual exploitation in London
The Police and Crime Committee investigated the Metropolitan Police
Service’s (the Met) role in safeguarding children in 2014. Our report, Keeping
London’s children safe, looked at how the Met’s approach to safeguarding
children is working and the structural changes that have taken place in the
Met. We also considered the strategic oversight of the Mayor’s Office for
Policing and Crime (MOPAC) and what more the Met and MOPAC could do to
ensure their approach fully protects and safeguards children in London. The
Met and MOPAC welcomed the report and broadly accepted its
recommendations.
This report examines London’s approach to safeguarding children in the light
of the lessons that can be learned from failures in tackling child sexual
exploitation (CSE) in Rotherham. It focuses on the relationship between the
Met and other professionals, particularly those in the local authority. In
support of our work we wrote to all Directors of Children’s Services in London,
as the lead professionals responsible for the provision of services that address
the needs of young people. Responses were received from 14 London
boroughs. While we welcome their contribution to our work, we seek
assurance from Directors of Children’s Services and the London Safeguarding
Children Board that all London boroughs have robust mechanisms in place to
protect London’s children and young people from CSE.
Partnership working is integral to preventing and tackling CSE. Local
Safeguarding Children Boards (LSCBs) play an important role in developing
and coordinating the local response to CSE. Every local authority in London is
required to have a LSCB. LSCBs, established by the Children Act 2004, are
responsible for bringing agencies together to safeguard and promote the
welfare of children. They have a range of roles and statutory functions,
including developing local safeguarding policy and procedures and scrutinising
local arrangements. LSCBs hold partner agencies to account and challenge the
effectiveness of local arrangements. LSCBs are seen to be key to improving
multi-agency working and are “well placed to identify emerging problems
through learning from practice and to oversee efforts to improve services in
response.” 7 They are required to be independent and the LSCB Chair should
work closely with all LSCB partners, in particular the Director of Children’s
Services.
The multi-agency London Safeguarding Children Board provides strategic
advice and support to London’s 32 LSCBs to meet their statutory duties. Its
membership is made up of representatives from London boroughs, police,
health, probation and independent, voluntary and community agencies in
12

London. Its responsibilities include: supporting the development of best
practice; identifying and developing responses to issues which impact on the
safety and welfare of children in London; leading the development of
procedures; promoting the development of London-wide information sharing
protocols; and ensuring the voices of children and young people are heard.8
We would welcome assurance from London’s Directors of Children’s
Services, the London Safeguarding Children Board, and LSCBs in London that
all London boroughs have robust mechanisms in place to protect London’s
children and young people from CSE.
CSE is not new, but recent high profile investigations and criminal trials have
raised awareness of the possible widespread nature of these offences and the
gravity of their impact. Professor Alexis Jay’s report, the Independent Inquiry
into child sexual exploitation in Rotherham (the Jay Report),9 and cases such
as those in Rochdale, Oxford and Derby, have uncovered the previously
hidden scale and organised nature of much CSE. As Jay reports: “Until very
recently, CSE has not been treated as the priority that events in Rotherham
and elsewhere strongly suggest it should have been. As a result, local
arrangements to tackle the problem are insufficiently developed and the
leadership required in this crucial area of child protection is frequently
lacking.”10
Sexual exploitation is child abuse. Children and young people who are
subjected to CSE face huge risks to their physical, emotional and psychological
health and well-being. Often, the child or young person does not recognise
the coercive nature of the relationship and does not see themselves as a
victim.11 The nature of CSE is diverse; at times discreet and subtle, and
sometimes brutal and life threatening. As the Jay Report noted: “It is hard to
describe the appalling nature of the abuse that child victims suffered. They
were raped by multiple perpetrators, trafficked to other towns and cities …
abducted, beaten and set alight, threatened with guns, made to witness
brutally violent rapes and threatened they would be next if they told anyone.
Girls as young as 11 were raped by large numbers of male perpetrators.”12
No one knows the true scale of CSE. The Jay Report made a conservative
estimate that approximately 1,400 children were sexually exploited in
Rotherham over the 16 year inquiry period13 and the Office of the Children’s
Commissioner found that at least 16,500 children had been identified as
being at risk of CSE between April 2010 and March 2011.14 In addition,
between August 2010 and October 2011, 2,409 children had been confirmed
as being victims of CSE in gangs and groups. Its report, If only someone had
listened, warned the scale of abuse was likely to be much larger.15 Ann
Coffey’s report into CSE across Greater Manchester identified 2,286 pieces of
intelligence received by the police between March 2013 and January 2014
13

and 260 ‘live’ investigations into CSE in June 2014 – “evidence of higher level
of awareness amongst the public and agencies.”16
Historically CSE has been under-reported but referrals are now rising. The
Met anticipates it will receive between 1,800 and 2,000 referrals a year. It
completed its first overview of CSE in 2014. However, not all boroughs were
engaged or recording full data prior to February 2014, and the Met report it
will be able to provide more accurate data from February 2015.17 From
January 2014 to October 2014, the Met reported 1,612 referrals of CSE,
including 265 positive interventions and 55 detections. Of these 1,612
referrals:
 78 per cent were category one CSE reports – a vulnerable child or
young person, where they are being targeted and groomed and where
any vulnerability factors have been identified. At this stage there is no
evidence of any offences;


20 per cent were category two CSE reports – evidence a child or
young person is being targeted for opportunistic abuse through the
exchange of sex for drugs, perceived affection, sense of belonging,
accommodation (overnight stays), money and goods etc. The
likelihood of coercion and control is significant;



2 per cent were category three CSE reports – evidence a child or
young person whose sexual exploitation is habitual, often self-denied
and where coercion/control is implicit.18

At our meeting in December 2014, Assistant Commissioner Cressida Dick told
us the Met is “putting a lot of resource and effort into [CSE], but we recognise
we are probably at the tip of the iceberg.”19 She went on to explain the Met
has “some feeling for the extent of the problem, but I would be lying if I said
we have a really, really good picture … [reports] are continuing to increase as
awareness goes up and people realise what this is.”20 It is because the picture
is so uncertain that we, as a Committee, will continue to focus our efforts on
ensuring that all those with professional responsibilities in this field remain
focused on keeping London’s children safe.
Rotherham – the issues
High profile cases of CSE have raised concerns about how the police and other
services work together to respond to indications of wrong doing or simple
cries for help. The Jay Report documented a number of ways the police and
partner agencies failed to prevent abuse or prioritise dealing with CSE. 21 In
November 2014, Ofsted’s thematic inspection of CSE in eight local authorities
across England also found that some areas have only just begun to address
CSE at the strategic level, despite statutory guidance being issued in 2009.22
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Rotherham had many policies and plans to tackle CSE. However, inspection
reports describe how children’s social care was typically understaffed,
overstretched and struggling to cope with demand. Thresholds for action
were identified as very high and there were significant weaknesses in scrutiny
and challenge within Rotherham’s governance system. A report from the
Home Affairs Select Committee concludes: “Both Rochdale and Rotherham
Councils were inexcusably slow to realise that the widespread, organised
sexual abuse of children, many of them in the care of the local authority, was
taking place on their doorstep. This is due in large part to a woeful lack of
professional curiosity or indifference.” 23 The government has now announced
that five Commissioners will take over the running of Rotherham Council after
an independent inspection, by Louise Casey CB, of its handling of CSE
concluded it was not fit for purpose.24
Failures in Rotherham were identified within and between organisations. The
Jay Report found care professionals and those in the criminal justice service
failed to recognise young people at risk of CSE for more than a decade. 25
Children that had been sexually exploited were wrongly labelled as
“promiscuous” or considered to have made a “lifestyle choice”. There is
evidence to suggest the council and police “ignored numerous credible
warnings about the scale of CSE in Rotherham.”26 Jay reports that “the
collective failures of political and officer leadership were blatant … the police
gave no priority to CSE, regarding many child victims with contempt and
failing to act on their abuse as a crime … [and] some at a senior level in the
police and children’s social care continued to think the extent of the problem,
as described by youth workers, was exaggerated, and seemed intent on
reducing the official numbers of children categorised as CSE.”27
The police response was a concern in Rotherham. Young girls were often not
believed when they contacted the police about their experiences. The police
were also, at times, reluctant to engage in joint investigations with the
council. As reported by the Home Affairs Select Committee: “We have heard
evidence that South Yorkshire Police Force have previously let down victims
of localised grooming and child sexual exploitation – as a result, we would
expect the force to be striving to redeem their reputation.”28
Recommendations from the Jay Report focus on 15 priority areas. Our report
picks up on key recommendations to assess whether London has the strategic
plans and policies in place to respond to CSE; to determine whether the
framework for inter-agency co-operation is effective; and whether there is
robust monitoring and oversight work to prevent and tackle CSE. We also
review the work taking place across agencies to identify children and young
people at risk, in particular how local authorities in London prioritise looked
after children, and the availability and quality of training to support
professionals in the field.
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Responding to CSE in London
Many London boroughs have made significant developments in their
response to CSE over the past few years. London Councils report that
“progress is clearly observable at a strategic level.”29 Policies and procedures
have been developed, multi-agency groups have been established and
investment in training increased. In its report, Tackling child sexual
exploitation – a study of current practice in London, published in February
2014, London Councils found that most London boroughs have: a system in
place to monitor the number of children at risk of CSE; a CSE strategy or
guidance; an information sharing protocol for CSE cases; and some have an
outcomes framework for monitoring progress against CSE strategies or action
plans.30 The CSE co-ordinator role was also identified as becoming more
common in London, with 29 boroughs having, or in the process of
establishing, a CSE coordinator role – either exclusively for CSE or dealing with
CSE as part of a wider safeguarding remit.31
The Met has shown positive progress in developing its approach to CSE. In
February 2014, the Met launched The London Child Sexual Exploitation
Protocol.32 The Protocol received agreement from all London local authority
Chief Executives and the Chair of each of London’s LSCBs. It sets out the
procedures for the Met and partner agencies for safeguarding and protecting
children from sexual exploitation. It is recognised by the ACPO (Association of
Chief Police Officers) CSE Working Group as best practice for tackling CSE in
large cities. Assistant Commissioner Cressida Dick told us that the Met “have a
very pan-London approach and we are very confident of our systems across
London.”33
Our report, Keeping London’s children safe, recommended: “The Met should,
within 12 months, review the evidence and impact of the CSE Protocol on
reporting and identification of CSE in London and the level of resource
dedicated to tackling CSE. The Committee would welcome regular updates on
progress.”34 In response to this recommendation, the Met told us that it has
scheduled a review of the Pan-London CSE Protocol to start in January 2015
and plans to publish a good practice guide.35 We would expect to comment
on this review once it is published.
The progress made by the Met in the way it responds to CSE, supports victims
and brings offenders to justice is welcomed. We were told in March 2014 that
SOECA (Sexual Offences Exploitation and Child Abuse command) was brought
into being to bring resources together and create dedicated capacity to
respond to CSE. The Met’s central CSE team now has 54 detectives and
provides a link into each of the 32 boroughs.36 They attend monthly MultiAgency Sexual Exploitation (MASE) meetings, provide advice and guidance to
local officers and continue to establish links with key agencies. The Met has
reassigned complex historic cases of child abuse to dedicated teams outside
16

of its Child Abuse Investigation Teams (CAITs), to allow CAIT staff to
concentrate on the most current and most high risk investigations.37 It is also
looking at how it can best integrate staff from both its CAIT and CSE team
within the Multi-Agency Safeguarding Hubs (MASH).38
There has been some criticism of the Met’s understanding of CSE. While
partner agencies welcome the Met’s leadership and commitment in
addressing CSE, during our investigation in 2014 we heard that generally, Met
officers lack understanding of what constitutes CSE, and borough-based
officers do not always have the skills, training and awareness to enable them
to recognise the signs of CSE and other forms of child sexual abuse.39
Similarly, in her report, Ann Coffey suggested that frontline police are not
recognising CSE. 40 This is a clear failing.
Child abuse and CSE is not a MOPAC 7 priority.41 The Met has identified this as
a concern – as borough police are not measured on CSE it becomes less of a
“priority” in some areas.42 MOPAC told us that it wants to avoid setting
targets for CSE as it wants to encourage more people to come forward and
report.43 It told us that it is establishing a performance monitoring framework
for crimes that fall outside of the MOPAC 7 priority crimes. While the Met has
made progress in recording CSE data, MOPAC is yet to establish its
performance monitoring framework: “We are taking this at a steady pace. At
the moment we do not have a specific performance framework around
safeguarding.”44 As we previously recommended, MOPAC must set out a
clear performance monitoring framework for holding the Met to account on
its safeguarding children duties, including CSE, as a matter of urgency.45
Are comprehensive strategies and action plans in place?
National guidance requires local areas to have appropriate policies and
procedures in place to tackle CSE. These must allow all agencies to
understand their role and contribution to tackling CSE. The evidence we
received suggested that CSE is a strategic priority for London boroughs and
that LSCBs are mainly responsible for the development and monitoring of CSE
strategies. Camden reported that it has a CSE Strategy Group and Quality
Assurance sub-group responsible for ensuring its CSE Strategy is implemented
and its effectiveness measured.46 Waltham Forest reported that CSE is a
strategic priority for its Community Safety Partnership (SafetyNet) and
included in its strategic plan.47 Its LSCB regularly monitors and updates its CSE
Strategy and ensures robust links with children missing from home, care and
education. CSE is one of four key priorities for Barnet’s Safeguarding Children
Board, with a detailed CSE strategy and action plan.48
A number of boroughs have reviewed their CSE strategies and procedures in
response to the findings of the Jay Report. Lewisham told us that its multiagency CSE task group considered the report and incorporated the findings
17

into a revised CSE strategy, procedure and action plan.49 Similarly, Sutton
reported that local arrangements for identifying and responding to allegations
and indicators of CSE are being reviewed by its LSCB and the Jay Report is
considered at its SEARCH (Sexual Exploitation and Runaway Children) strategic
group.50 Hounslow has reviewed strategic corporate plans, such as its
Children’s Strategy and Joint Strategic Needs Assessment, to ensure CSE is
integrated into top line priorities.51
Recommendation 1:
We recommend that all London LSCBs review their CSE strategies and
procedures in response to the findings of the Jay Report.
CSE does not recognise borough boundaries. The challenge is to ensure that
boroughs work together to deliver a system that can effectively implement
strategies, plans and protocols to safeguard children and tackle CSE across the
whole of London, with no gaps. The pan-London Safeguarding Children Board
has a role to play in leading the development of procedures for safeguarding
London’s children.52 Furthermore, London boroughs are conducting peer
reviews as part of the pan-London review and improvement programme.53
The peer reviews will identify best practice and areas of improvement around
CSE, ensuring CSE processes are robust and inform future planning. We
believe the peer reviews will offer valuable additional insight into the extent
to which CSE features in strategies across London. The public need to be
reassured by having sight of the steps London’s local authorities are taking
and it is essential that these are published imminently.
There needs to be effective monitoring and oversight
Strategies, policies and procedures need to be robustly monitored and
regularly reviewed to ensure effectiveness. Strong leadership and full
commitment from partner agencies is essential. As identified by the Office of
the Children’s Commissioner, monitoring is an essential component in
responding to CSE.54 The Jay Report found, that while Rotherham had “good
inter-agency policies and procedures applicable to CSE, the weakness in their
approach was that members of the Safeguarding Board rarely checked
whether these were being implemented or whether they were working.”55
Similarly, Ofsted found that leadership to tackle CSE was not sufficiently
developed and concluded that LSCBs “must step up to be the driving force in
prevention, making full use of the range of policing and other powers
available to them to disrupt child sexual exploitation.”56 Furthermore, in its
report, If it’s not better, it’s not the end, The Office of the Children’s
Commissioner revealed that strong strategies “do not always lead to effective
frontline practice” and “there is a gap between strategy and what happens on
the ground.”57
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MOPAC is responsible for holding the Met to account on its safeguarding
children duties. We asked MOPAC whether it was assured in how it holds the
Met to account. Helen Bailey, Chief Operating Officer, MOPAC, told us: “This
is work in progress. For us I have become increasingly confident since we have
started to take up our position on the London Safeguarding Children Board
that not only are we in direct contact with colleagues in the MPS and able to
understand what they are doing and cross-question them … but we also have
independent sources of information and assurance from colleagues in the
boroughs.”58 However, the Met told us an effective quality assurance
framework is “urgently required to ensure consistency across the command
and prevent failings” yet, it does not have the capacity to provide this.59 This
is a real concern.
In November 2014, Ofsted reported that many LSCBs have shown poor
leadership and that they “have failed to adequately challenge slow progress in
developing both child sexual exploitation strategies and meaningful action
plans.”60 We asked London boroughs how they could be confident in the
effectiveness of local arrangements to safeguard and protect children at risk
of CSE. The LSCB was highlighted as the main driver and body endorsing the
local response to CSE – with members of the LSCB responsible for scrutinising,
challenging and holding each other to account, and the independent Chair
liable for delivery. LSCBs need to ensure strong leadership to deliver a robust
partnership response to CSE.
The LSCB should scrutinise the effectiveness of its members, not protect them
from criticism.61 As recommended in the Jay Report: “All agencies should
continue to resource, and strengthen, the quality assurance work currently
underway under the auspices of the safeguarding board.”62 At our meeting in
December 2014, Suzanne Elwick, Business Manager, Waltham Forest LSCB,
highlighted the need to ensure a culture of professional challenge is
embedded within the LSCB – “in Waltham Forest there is very strong
commitment to addressing the issues of CSE and holding partners to account
and we do that through the board, through the independent chair and
through a range of reports and visits that are done throughout the year.
Obviously we expect partners to be honest, but it is not just taking what they
tell us. We do other pieces of work to triangulate that it is actually the right
story.”63
Recommendation 2:
All London LSCBs must have a robust mechanism in place to ensure effective
monitoring, oversight and regular review of CSE strategies and procedures.
It is important to establish links with other safeguarding strategies. Lewisham
told us that it demonstrates a coordinated approach to managing CSE by
linking with other strategies, including violence against women and girls,
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gangs and serious youth violence, community safety, looked after children
and children missing from home, care and education – to prevent silo
working. 64 We were told Lewisham’s LSCB monitors the implementation of
these through well-established governance mechanisms.65 We recommend
well-defined links with other strategies and robust reporting structures
between the LSCB and the Community Safety Partnership and Children’s
Board to provide a holistic response to CSE at the local level.
Recommendation 3:
London’s LSCBs and Directors of Children’s Services must ensure well-defined
links with other safeguarding strategies and robust reporting structures
between the LSCB and the Community Safety Partnership and Children’s
Board.
Working together
Agencies must work together to tackle CSE. While we are encouraged by local
arrangements, such as MASE and MASH, and the progress made by the police,
local authorities and other partners that have come together to tackle CSE,
partnership working is one area where further work is required.
MASH was introduced to improve the way local safeguarding partners work
together on the ground. It plays a key role in establishing those at risk of CSE
by identifying warning signs within referral notifications. Evidence received
from boroughs suggested that MASH is allowing for timely intelligencesharing and is becoming a “well-established referral pathway” assisting “the
process of early identification, information gathering and response to protect
children from CSE.” Commander Keith Niven, SOECA, told us that he is
“reassured around the level of information sharing for the MASH.” 66 We were
also informed that MASH is helping to strengthen cross-borough information
sharing.67
While MASH has made promising progress, it faces a number of challenges.
During our investigation in 2014, we heard how certain elements of the Met’s
services could be better integrated with the MASH and recommended the
Met determine how it can bring CAITs and MASH closer together.68 The Met
told us it recognises the need for MASH and CAITs to develop a closer working
relationship and “the vision of CAIT staff within the MASH is something the
Met are committed to working towards.”69 Within the Met a project team has
been established to look at how the Met can integrate staff from its CAIT and
CSE teams with MASH.70 We welcome this commitment and ask the Met to
progress this as a priority.
The Met has introduced monthly MASE meetings, in every borough, to
determine local profiles of CSE. Relevant information and intelligence is
passed from MASH to MASE to enable a detailed strategic response to CSE. All
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statutory agencies with a responsibility for child protection are required to
attend MASE meetings, and attendance from local care home managers and
charities working with young people who are, or may be at risk, of CSE is
recommended. MASE meetings review progress of individual cases and
ensure action is being taken at the strategic level.
MASE provides an opportunity for professional challenge and learning. Most
London boroughs have adopted MASE as a sub-group of the LSCB, with
“significant multi-agency attendance.”71 Information is shared across agencies
and analysed to identify trends, issues and agree coordinated actions, while
responding to individual needs. Hounslow reported that MASE enables
profiling of vulnerable children at risk of sexual exploitation, and aligns with
other multi-agency groups already in existence within the borough.72 MASE
also looks at cross border issues to provide a coordinated approach with
other boroughs – Barnet reported that its MASE panel often shares
information with other boroughs and other MASE panels.73 The valuable
contribution from the voluntary sector – that work directly with those
affected by CSE – was also recognised in the responses we received.74 While
MASE has been identified as a “good platform” and “a really effective forum
to share information” we also heard that it “could be used more in relation to
cross borough issues.”75
How are children and young people of concern being identified?
The Met has reported an increase in CSE referrals. The vast majority of these
are current as opposed to historic. All referrals, every piece of information
and every crime report that may have a link to CSE is monitored.76 All
suspicions of CSE, even when a crime has not been identified, are recorded on
the Met’s CRIS (Crime Reporting Information System).
The Jay Report stressed that risk assessments for all children affected by CSE
should be up-to-date, of high quality, clearly recorded and regularly
reviewed.77 We are assured that safeguarding work to identify, track and
protect children and young people at risk of CSE is taking place across London.
However, Simon Bailey, ACPO lead on child protection and abuse
investigations, warns that “failures to share information and work together
are hindering attempts by police and children’s social services to tackle CSE …
and can leave young people vulnerable.”78 All local partners should be
conscious of this.
Boroughs reported the use of MASE and MASH to facilitate sharing of
intelligence and information to understand the nature and prevalence of CSE.
Local scoping exercises and “problem profiles” to identify victims or children
and young people at risk have been undertaken. For example, the Triborough79 developed a local “problem profile”, in accordance with the
recommendation in the Office of the Children’s Commissioner report If only
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someone had listened.80 The profile drew together known intelligence and
data to inform strategic decision making and local practice. The Tri-borough
stressed the importance of the MASH data analyst in preparing information
and recognised the need for “more involvement from other agencies and
make use of intelligence held by the police” going forward.81
Redbridge has established MAP (multi-agency panel) meetings to supplement
MASE and consider all cases where CSE is a concern.82 MAP is jointly chaired
by a Detective Inspector from the Met and service manager from the local
authority child protection and assessment service. It tracks the demographics
of children and young people at risk of CSE to identify “hotspots” of activity.
MAP also considers repeat missing episodes, children living away from home,
and referrals of young people placed in Redbridge but looked after by another
local authority. Similarly, the chair of the Kingston and Richmond LSCB CSE
and Children Missing from Home and Care sub-group informed us that the
LSCB work plan covers a number of prevention strategies. It uses its MASE
meetings to consider plans for each child, and potential trends and hotspots
are monitored through the MASE and LSCB subgroup. It reports that
“numbers of young people referred continue to be low and no hotspots have
been identified.”83
Information shared locally is crucial to understanding risk. Ofsted has raised
concern that not all areas are collecting and sharing information to enable an
accurate local picture of CSE.84 Similarly, the Office of the Children’s
Commissioner found that “over half of police forces say that they have
experienced barriers to sharing information across agencies.”85 We
recommend that all London’s LSCBs have a structure in place for mapping
CSE. This should include a detailed profile of victims and offenders, children
and young people identified at risk and an overview of any “hotspots.” LSCBs
need to have robust protocols to ensure that information and intelligence is
shared at the local level and across borough boundaries to inform both the
strategic and operational response. The London Safeguarding Children Board
aims to “promote the development of London protocols for the sharing of
information to safeguard children and promote their welfare”, as stated in its
terms of reference.86 We would therefore expect the London Safeguarding
Children Board to work with LSCBs in London to ensure every borough has a
structure in place for sharing information in relation to CSE. We will monitor
progress on this.
There is a need for increasing knowledge and understanding of CSE and
raising awareness across agencies
A range of innovative work is taking place to increase understanding of CSE
among key agencies. Tackling CSE requires all partners to understand how to
identify children at risk and respond appropriately.87 In its recent inspection,
Ofsted found that “specific training, where it exists, is of good quality and
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gives staff confidence in their ability to identify and respond to child sexual
exploitation.”88 However, it is suggested that training does not always reach
those that need it most and should be targeted on those working with
children and young people at risk of or suffering from CSE.89
The Met has introduced mandatory CSE awareness training for all front-line
staff. 20 out of the 32 boroughs have received this training – including followup training on officer’s respective roles and responsibilities.90 CSE awareness
training has been delivered to the Met’s senior leadership teams and a mobile
app developed to assist officers on scene in identifying CSE. Officers also
receive quarterly bespoke training days to ensure knowledge of CSE is
current.91
The importance of training was identified in all 14 responses we received. We
were told that the Tri-borough LSCBs training framework addresses the
learning and development needs of all professionals working with children
and their families,92 and Sutton is working with the voluntary sector to
strengthen local knowledge.93 Lewisham’s CSE action plan includes different
levels of training for the partnership in relation to awareness raising,
response, identifying and building resilience,94 and Hounslow’s LSCB has
sponsored a multi-agency CSE e-learning module for professionals and
parents.95 Barnet reported that its LSCB has a comprehensive awareness and
training plan that includes professionals, children and their parents/carers,
the voluntary sector and the community.96
It is important to evaluate the impact of training and how it makes a positive
difference to keeping children and young people safe from CSE.97 Camden
told us it undertook a training needs analysis in January 2014 and its CSE
Strategy Group reviews the level of attendance and impact of training
(reporting directly to Camden’s LSCB).98 Redbridge has commissioned a multiagency audit programme to support improvements in partnership working,99
and while Waltham Forest has delivered a range of training, further training
at four different levels is being developed as part of its CSE Strategy action
plan.100
Recommendation 4:
We recommend London’s LSCBs evaluate the impact of training and identify
further training needs on a regular basis.
We recognise the importance of increasing understanding of CSE within the
wider community. One example, launched in Waltham Forest in October
2014, was “Operation Makesafe” which is raising awareness of CSE with
residents and local businesses.101 “Operation Makesafe” aims to ensure that
those most likely to come into contact with children and young people
vulnerable to CSE know what to do if they suspect CSE is taking place.102 Taxi
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drivers, hoteliers and those working in licensed premises are provided with
bespoke CSE awareness training. They are encouraged to take a pro-active
role and implement preventive measures to safeguard premises from CSE.
The Met is now rolling out “Operation Makesafe” to businesses groups across
London and all CCC (Central Communications Command) operators have been
trained in how to respond to “Operation Makesafe” calls.103 We would
encourage London’s boroughs to emulate this good practice to ensure that all
professionals (including schools, health workers, community groups), parents,
and children and young people themselves, are fully aware of the risk factors
associated with CSE and how to respond.
Children in care and missing children remain a key priority
Missing and looked after children are proportionately more at risk of CSE.
While the majority of CSE victims are living at home, children who go missing,
particularly from residential care, are more vulnerable to sexual exploitation.
In addition, as highlighted in the Jay Report, some children are also exposed
to CSE when they become looked after.104 While going missing increases
vulnerability to CSE, it can also be an indication that CSE is already taking
place. Evidence also suggests that repeat incidents of going missing are
strongly linked to sexual exploitation and that children in care that are placed
out of their home area are a particular concern.
The Jay Report concluded that “management oversight of looked after
children had not ensured they had been safeguarded.”105 Similarly, “nearly
two years after Ofsted published a report on looked after children who go
missing; many local authorities are still failing in their duty of care to this
group of vulnerable children. Not all children who go missing from home or
care get good support on their return. Not enough local authorities are
systematically making the connection between child sexual exploitation and
children who are missing from care.”106 As recommended in the Jay Report,
managers need to develop a more strategic approach to protecting looked
after children who are sexually exploited, including out-of-area placements.107
We were interested in what local authorities in London are doing to protect
looked after children and children who go missing from CSE. Assistant
Commissioner Cressida Dick told us that missing people is an issue that the
Met “prioritises very highly and the way in which we do a risk assessment
immediately when the report comes in and that sort of thing is getting better
and better as a system that has greater effort put in.”108
London boroughs reported that recording practices for children missing from
placements have been tightened in line with ACPO and Ofsted requirements.
We were told that MASE help to ensure that looked after children placed out
of borough are protected by the agencies where they are located and
independent reviewing officers (IROs) are vital to engaging with these young
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people.109 Barnet also told us that it is introducing significant additional
monitoring for children placed more than 20 miles away. 110 Waltham Forest
reported that while meetings are held with care providers from in and out of
boroughs, and a CSE risk assessment is completed for all looked after children
that go missing, “work in relation to other boroughs is in the early stages and
more needs to be done on this.”111
Private and voluntary agencies provide an important role in protecting looked
after children and those that go missing from CSE. Redbridge has
commissioned Barnados to undertake independent return home interviews
for young people missing from care,112 and Lewisham reported that the
Children’s Society provide individual and group work for girls in care or being
released from custody.113 Redbridge is visiting all care homes and semiindependent housing providers to discuss CSE preventative measures,114 and
Hounslow have contacted both private and voluntary services to ensure they
are aware of the vulnerability of looked after children in relation to CSE.115
We commend the active involvement of the “virtual head teacher for looked
after children” and Children Missing Education Service in Lewisham’s CSE task
force, and the lead taken by CAMHS in promoting the health and wellbeing of
children, including those looked after, affected by CSE.116
There needs to be greater understanding of the victim’s experience. It is
important to engage with children and young people that have experienced
CSE and ensure they contribute to the local response. Young people must also
be fully aware of the support available to them. Lewisham has established a
steering group of young people to support resilience and ascertain views and
feelings of its young people affected by CSE.117 It is also in the process of
developing an online counselling service. 118 London’s LSCBs need to offer
reassurance that children in care and those that go missing have a number of
avenues to make representations to increase confidence in reporting CSE. We
recommend that every LSCB in London establish a forum to engage with
children and young people affected by CSE, including looked after children
and those that have in the past gone missing, to increase understanding,
provide appropriate care and support to young victims and those at risk of
CSE, and encourage confidence in reporting.
Recommendation 5:
Every LSCB in London should have a forum in place to engage with children
and young people affected by CSE, including looked after children and those
that have in the past gone missing, to increase understanding, provide
appropriate care and support to young victims and those at risk of CSE, and
encourage confidence in reporting.
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2. The role of the Met and MOPAC and
future challenges
Boroughs reported a strong and effective partnership with the Met.119
However, our evidence suggested the Met and MOPAC could do more to
improve the response to CSE on a local and regional basis. While they must
take a strategic lead in raising public awareness,120 the Met and MOPAC also
have an essential role to play in the sharing of emerging best practice.121
Collaboration between the police and local partners is essential. Boroughs
highlighted the importance of the Met working alongside LSCBs to gather and
analyse local intelligence, to disrupt CSE activity and increase the number of
cases that result in prosecution.122 This should include victim and offender
profiles to help inform and improve the local response, cross-borough
operations, and pan-London commissioning of services.123 The Tri-borough
suggested the Met ensure that intelligence gathered by individual boroughs is
analysed as a whole, and sub-regional and London-wide patterns detected
and shared, including information from “Operation Makesafe”.124 Waltham
Forest also identified a role for the Met in providing “examples of good
practice in relation to MASE and opportunities to meet other MASE chairs.” 125
Support for victims was identified as an issue in the responses we received.
Lewisham stressed that the Met and MOPAC should work with LSCBs to
develop joint protocols and establish minimum standards to support victims
of CSE, from the point of disclosure through to police enquiries and court
processes.126 Hounslow identified the challenge of increasing the number of
prosecutions, while still supporting victims through the court process,127 and
Waltham Forest highlighted the need for vigilance around how victims are
targeted and the changing profile of perpetrators.128
Boroughs identified a role for the Met and MOPAC in ensuring the right
capacity and resources to respond to CSE in London. Redbridge suggested
that SOECA’s resources should be increased to improve digital media
investigation and mobile phone analysis.129 At our meeting in December 2014,
Suzanne Elwick, Business Manager, Waltham Forest LSCB, told us that “the
whole issue around digital and social media is an issue that we really have not
grasped at all yet.”130 The Tri-borough proposed that a “focus on predictive
modelling would enable safeguarding professionals to consider what issues
may be faced in the future.”131
Funding was also identified as an issue. Hounslow suggested that MOPAC and
the Met could fund sub-regional community based initiatives to work with
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young people and their families over a sustained period and produce
communications materials that could be used by local authorities across
London.132 Camden highlighted the important contribution of its MASE
analyst, funded by MOPAC, in progressing its response to CSE.133 It
recommended that “each London local authority should have a designated
child sexual exploitation analyst to undertake mapping in their area as well as
linking in with other analysts on cross borough issues.”134 We support that
view.
It is clear that more needs to be done to prevent and tackle CSE. We heard
how important it is to engage with young people who have experienced CSE
and ensure they are able to contribute and inform the local response – as
recommended by Ann Coffey: “a radical new approach to tackling CSE to be
led by young people, which recognises that the police, justice system and
children’s services alone cannot succeed in protecting children, especially at a
time of deep spending cuts.”135 Redbridge highlighted the need for victims of
CSE to work with “peers and to enable other young people to understand
what a healthy relationship looks like and the effects of CSE on their selfesteem.”136 Lewisham stressed the challenge of involving young people in the
development and implementation of its CSE strategy137 and Camden
identified the need to engage and determine how best to work with children
and young people on the periphery of gangs.138
The lack of consistent data was identified as a challenge by the boroughs that
provided evidence to us. Hounslow reported that “there is no agreed dataset
either nationally or across the capital” and that information shared across
boroughs through MASE is inconsistent “and needs to be more rigorous and
systematic.”139 Similarly, Redbridge highlighted the need to develop “a
common dataset across partner agencies to enable a detailed analysis of
themes, types of abuse and hot spots in the local area.”140 A need to capture
perpetrator information, and those at risk of becoming perpetrators, was also
identified.141
Recommendation 6:
The Met and MOPAC must work with the London Safeguarding Children
Board to establish an agreed and consistent dataset across London.
There is a question whether joint CSE teams, as advocated by the Jay Report,
should be introduced in London. The evidence we received suggested there is
not currently the resource to do so.142 Furthermore, it may not be necessary
in London as the Met already has good links with all statutory agencies
through MASE and MASH.143 However, while the Met have recommended
that all local authorities employ a dedicated CSE coordinator it informed us
that currently not all boroughs have one in place.144
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Schools must be part of the local response to CSE, and take a strong
preventive approach. The Office of the Children’s Commissioner
recommended that relationships and sex education must be provided by
trained practitioners in every educational setting for all children and young
people.145 The reports into CSE in Rotherham146 and Greater Manchester both
state that schools are crucial, and while the police should consider more
innovative ways of engaging with children and young people, it is important
for police officers to go into schools and provide information on CSE.147
However, as Personal, Social and Health Education (PHSE) is not compulsory
in schools, the information schools provide to children and young people
about CSE varies greatly.148 As Coffey recommends, “we need to campaign for
the government to make PHSE compulsory so that all children in schools are
better safeguarded from CSE.”149
Some schools do not tackle CSE at all for “fear of reputational damage.”150 But
we were also told that others are “fantastic” and take a whole school
approach.151 There are “pockets of very good practice and what we need to
do is start making that consistent.”152 Camden is delivering presentations to
schools, sexual health clinics, social work teams and GPs.153 In addition,
approximately 1,200 13-15 year old young people in Camden have seen
“Chelsea’s Choice”154, a play about sexual exploitation (presented in five
secondary schools, two PRUs and a community centre in Camden) to raise
awareness of issues relating to CSE and offer young people a safe
environment to discuss CSE.
London’s LSCBs have a key role in leading the engagement with schools, to
get them to work together with all partners on a strategic level. As identified
by Waltham Forest, all London’s local authorities need to consider how
effective local schools are in raising awareness and protecting children at risk
of, or who have suffered from, sexual exploitation: “We need to do this as a
borough and we need to have not only a whole-school approach but a wholeborough approach, which fits in with going back to the age-old safeguarding is
everyone’s responsibility. We are looking at schools and working with parents
and businesses to say, ‘It is all our responsibility to try and address these
issues’.”155 This is a particular challenge in many boroughs as local authorities
have little sway over the increasing number of academy chains, trusts and
free schools in the capital.
Recommendation 7:
London’s LSCBs should take a lead in rolling out programmes across London
schools that inform and tackle the issue of CSE.
We are encouraged by the progress made in responding to CSE in London.
However, there is more that can be done. As summarised by Louise Casey, a
number of challenges make tackling CSE difficult, “but they cannot be used as
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excuses … Victims cannot be abandoned to their abusers. Authorities cannot
claim they are powerless to act.”156 We call upon the London Safeguarding
Children Board to ensure the issues identified within this report are
responded to, on a local and regional level, across the capital to protect all
London’s children and young people from CSE.
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Appendix 1 – Recommendations
Recommendation 1
We recommend that all London LSCBs review their CSE strategies and
procedures in response to the findings of the Jay Report.
Recommendation 2
All London LSCBs must have a robust mechanism in place to ensure effective
monitoring, oversight and regular review of CSE strategies and procedures.
Recommendation 3
London’s LSCBs and Directors of Children’s Services must ensure well-defined
links with other safeguarding strategies and robust reporting structures
between the LSCB and the Community Safety Partnership and Children’s
Board.
Recommendation 4
We recommend London’s LSCBs evaluate the impact of training and identify
further training needs on a regular basis.
Recommendation 5
Every LSCB in London should have a forum in place to engage with children
and young people affected by CSE, including those that have in the past gone
missing and looked after children, to increase understanding, provide
appropriate care and support to young victims and those at risk of CSE, and
encourage confidence in reporting.
Recommendation 6
The Met and MOPAC must work with the London Safeguarding Children
Board to establish an agreed and consistent dataset across London.
Recommendation 7
London’s LSCBs should take a lead in rolling out programmes across London
schools that inform and tackle the issue of CSE.
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