
Written evidence from Rotherham Metropolitan Borough Council [LCG 24]

Home Affairs Select Committee Tuesday 8th January 2013 – Rotherham Borough 
Council questions on child sexual exploitation (CSE)

Can I thank you on behalf of Mrs Thacker and myself for allowing us to appear before the 
committee on this extremely important issue. I want to reassure you of the Council's 
commitment to tackling child sexual exploitation. It is a high priority for us as a Council; we 
will vigorously challenge multi agency partners regarding their performance and expect 
the LSCB to hold the Council and all partner agencies to account.      

The Select Committee has correctly challenged the historic performance of the Council 
and partners. Performance in the past was simply not strong enough and I am not seeking 
to avoid this or reduce the impact it had on young people. But I do wish to get across that 
significant improvements have been made and service delivery today is far stronger. The 
Select Committee will rightly want to know that lessons from individual local cases and 
national experience have been learned and are being applied, and that as a consequence 
young vulnerable people are being better protected and supported. I would like to illustrate 
for you some of the ways in which this is happening in Rotherham.
  
Equally, I could not fail to take the strong message from the Select Committee regarding 
prosecutions and the significant deterrent effect of convictions. I have asked the LSCB 
to invite all relevant agencies to an urgent meeting to set out a clear way forward in 
improving performance in this area, within the broader context also of 
prevention, protection and accelerating improvements already planned and underway.
  
You asked for a number of reports which I have attached. One is the Serious Case 
Review of Laura Wilson, referred to as Child S. I have shared an unredacted version of 
this report previously with The Secretary of State for Education, and also with the Deputy 
Children's Commissioner to assist with her national research. 

The Serious Case Review contained a number of recommendations and a significant 
number requiring action from the Council had already been dealt with prior to the author 
finalising the report. This was because the Council had a separate and distinct 
Improvement Plan regarding our safeguarding activity which we were implementing as 
a parallel action whilst the SCR was being undertaken. The SCR which was prepared in 
2010 made significant recommendations with regard to the way we handled child sexual 
exploitation through our Risky Business project (referred to as Project 1).
  
Risky Business
  
The SCR acknowledged the skill and passion of staff working there but also noted that its 
original role and function had changed over time. The independent reviewer in 
summary recognised that the activity should form part of an integrated child safeguarding 
system, and not sit outside it. There was a clear recommendation that the role, purpose 
and function be reviewed and the Council has since done this. The service has not 
ceased, there is an integrated specialist unit managed by a qualified social worker sitting 
within the council's Safeguarding Team that is delivering an enhanced range of services 
and some of the original workers remain. The difference is that it can now draw upon the 
full range of safeguarding social work capacity within the Council, and has stronger 
systems support and governance. These arrangements have allowed us to develop a co-



located multi-agency service delivery model with the police which reflects current best 
practice thinking.
  
We have retained the elements of Risky Business recognised as key strengths. When the 
team was originally set up, one of its main objectives was to provide awareness raising in 
schools. To that end we have been delivering informal education programmes in all 
Rotherham Secondary schools since 1997 and this remains one of our priorities. 
  
However, we have considerably strengthened this and target Year 8 pupils of both 
genders as local and national evidence indicates that this is the best time to make an 
intervention. We have recently developed a Year 10 programme where pupils who have 
been through the programme in Year 8, co deliver awareness training to the younger 
pupils. This is proving very successful and having good impact on the Year 8 pupils.

A Willingness to Share and Adopt new Learning  
  
The Select Committee has heard evidence from CEOP and the Deputy Children’s
Commissioner and each said that responses to their calls for evidence had not been 
widely supported by agencies. Rotherham were one of the 13 local authorities who 
contributed to the CEOP report ‘out of sight, out of mind’, we also contributed to the 
University of Bedfordshire research that underpinned this report and also both calls for 
evidence to The Office of the Children’s Commissioner’s Inquiry into Child Sexual 
Exploitation In Gangs and Groups. We have been and remain very active in attempting to 
share learning about child sexual exploitation and are members of the National Working 
Group on this subject.
  
We also commissioned the Lessons Learned Review of Operation Central, a copy of 
which I have also attached. We believed this to be so significant we hosted a Regional 
conference attended by 500 delegates to share information.  We invited a young woman 
who is a survivor of sexual exploitation to address delegates and give direct experience of 
the circumstances in which these terrible crimes unfold, and the lifetime impact this has.
  
As part of our local councillor training programme we have increased the emphasis of all 
councillors as "Corporate Parent" and developed a programme of specific training on child 
sexual exploitation that we are now progressively rolling out.

Improvements since 2010 and planned Improvements 
  
You asked us about licensing issues. We have considerably strengthened arrangements 
in Rotherham following concerns that some licensed private hire / hackney carriage 
drivers were associated with suspected Child Sexual Exploitation (CSE). We have 
required enhanced level checks from the Disclosures and Barring Service (and its 
predecessor organisation) as a matter of course for many years. However, in recent 
years we have strengthened the links between the Safeguarding Children Board and the 
Licensing Authority and the officers that support both, to ensure that information regarding 
any potential risks of harm to children or adults is shared between departments in an 
effective and expedient manner.
   
To supplement this, we also hold regular Responsible Authority meetings which engage 
all the appropriate responsible bodies including senior representatives from the Licensing 
Team and the Manager of the Safeguarding Children Board.  Information regarding child 
protection issues is shared at this meeting if it relates to any licensed premises or 
individuals (including taxi and private hire drivers).



In addition, Rotherham MBC Licensing have been leading on a county wide initiative to 
introduce a training package that covers adult and child safeguarding issues, (including 
CSE).  It is anticipated that this training will be delivered to all new hackney carriage / 
private hire driver licence applicants as part of the application process.  The issuing of a 
licence will be dependent on the successful completion of this training.  

In the last two years, there have been four cases where we had concerns relating to a 
child safeguarding or sexual exploitation matter. All four drivers had urgent action taken 
against them to prevent them acting as taxi drivers. On receipt of information, three drivers 
were immediately suspended. The fourth prospective driver had a licence application 
refused by the Licensing Board on the basis of historical information relating to CSE. None 
of these individuals now operate as taxi drivers in Rotherham. Of these four, one driver 
subsequently had his licence revoked by the Licensing Board, a second remains 
suspended pending further investigation, the third voluntarily surrendered his licence and 
the fourth driver appealed the Licensing Board's decision at the Magistrate's Court, 
however the Court dismissed the appeal.
  
We have delivered multi agency training this year alone to 875 front line professionals. 
These include park rangers and gardeners, local housing officers, security guards at the 
local transport interchange and the Meadowhall shopping centre, health workers, and a 
range of other staff. The objective is to raise awareness in all partner agencies of the 
signs of sexual exploitation and the joint responsibility all officials and citizens have to 
tackling it.  
  
I have already mentioned the multi-agency co-located team working with the police. In 
April, we are further strengthening our multi agency work when Public Health 
functions transfer to the local authority from the former PCT. We are developing co-
location with the school nursing function and believe linked with the school based training 
above that this will be a very powerful addition to our team.
  
In addition to the multi-agency working and training we have redesigned our contact and 
referral processes and improved our practice on initial and core assessments. These are 
the mechanisms for ensuring the specific needs of children are identified quickly and they 
receive the help and support needed. Our performance in these areas now significantly 
outstrips national comparators.

The Select Committee are only too aware of the significant resource challenges faced by 
the public sector and I know they have raised this issue with the Chief Constable of South 
Yorkshire.  Since 2010/11 the Council has progressively increased its budget 
for safeguarding activity. This has seen an increase of £5.65 million between 2010/2011 
and 2012/2013 and as a percentage of the councils overall spend has risen from about 
9% to 12%.  Whilst making this investment in safeguarding activity, the Council has 
reduced spend overall within the Council by 28% during the same period. This 
demonstrates the commitment the Council has to ensuring all children within the borough 
are safe, and receive the right protection and support. Discussions are underway to 
examine how further investments can be made in the financial year 2013/2014.
  
Our operational plan for 2013/14 is being considered at the next LSCB on 15th March by
all partners for ratification.  I will forward this to you as soon as the document has been 
agreed.

Sharing information with Members, Partner Agencies and Citizens  
  



The Council is committed to having an open dialogue with citizens about how deep child 
sexual exploitation cuts into society. Following the Select Committee we have published 
some information for citizens and partners and this has been widely distributed.
  
We produce a confidential CSE briefing that goes on a monthly basis to the Leader of the 
Council, Children young people and families Cabinet Member, Chief Executive, 
Independent Chair of the LSCB and now the Police and Crime Commissioner. A quarterly 
edited version goes out to Members and Cabinet is briefed on a quarterly basis. 

Currently we have 6 ongoing Operations, two of which are cross border. Our current CSE 
caseload is 59 children. Of these 59, we have safeguarding concerns for 6 of them. The 
other 53 are 'at risk' of sexual exploitation. Of the 59, 11 have been missing at some point; 
of the 59 cases 4 are LAC.

Since 2008 we have issued 84 Abduction notices relating to 205 children. This does not 
equal 205 abused children as these were served as part of disruption of CSE and missing 
from home.

Our confidential briefing puts the scale of CSE into a stronger context. CSE as a 
proportion of all Police child abuse referrals is 6%, for Children's services child abuse 
contacts it is 1.4%.
  
We are in partnership with the local newspaper to run a series of features on CSE to raise 
awareness and strengthen opportunities for reporting and disclosure of incidents of child 
sexual exploitation.

Ofsted
  
At the Select Committee I did emphasise that the council was anxious to improve. The 
most recent inspection of our Safeguarding provision was undertaken in August of last 
year, which was broadly contemporaneous with the articles appearing within the times 
Newspaper. The report to the Council acknowledges we still need to complete our 
improvement journey, but that we have continued to make progress following the service 
being taken out of Government intervention in early 2011.
  
The report specifically stated the following about the child sexual exploitation service as it 
existed in August 2012, “However, good collaborative working between the police and the 
local authority has resulted in a targeted and successful approach to tackling child sexual 
exploitation, which is being further strengthened by a commitment to creating a team of 
qualified social workers based within the police protection unit”.  I can confirm that this 
team is now in place.
  
Finally, you made reference to the 2002 Home Office report. The Council has made 
enquiries of the Home Office for this report and they are unable to locate a copy. It is a 
document the Council does not have, and which I have never seen. If you believe it could 
assist the council in accelerating its improvement journey and are able to let me have a 
copy I would be very grateful.

Martin Kimber
Chief Executive
Rotherham Metropolitan Borough Council
18 January 2013



Enclosed documents1

Ofsted Report – Inspection of local authority arrangements for the protection of 
children
South Yorkshire Police CSE – A strategic problem profile
Serious Case Review Overview Report In respect of Child S
Lessons Learned Review – Operation Central

1 Not printed



Supplementary written evidence from Rotherham Metropolitan Borough Council [LCG 24a]

I am responding to your request for further information as set out in your letter to me of the 
30th January. I would also refer you to my letter to Mr Vaz of 18th January 2013. Before 
answering the specific questions, I thought it would be useful to describe more broadly our 
response to child sexual exploitation in Rotherham. As you will know, from the more 
general picture across the country, in recent years there has been growing professional 
and public awareness of child sexual exploitation as a form of child abuse. DfE 
publications such ‘Safeguarding Children and Young People from Sexual Exploitation’ 
(2009); the revised ‘Working Together 2010’ and ‘Tackling Child Sexual Exploitation Action 
Plan’ (2011) and the progress report of July 2012, make reference to areas of work that 
were formerly less well understood. The development of our services in Rotherham has 
taken into account the various forms of government guidance; new legislation which has 
enabled the police and local authorities to develop best practice in respect of safeguarding 
children and young people and has resulted in enforcement action in respect of people 
who are suspected of being engaged in child sexual exploitation; and the practice being 
developed in other local authority areas. 

It has become obvious in our work on preventing and responding to child sexual 
exploitation that we require information from a variety of sources in order to build up 
intelligence and evidence that enables us to establish risk to the child or young person, 
and  to take enforcement action, or criminal proceedings against the alleged perpetrators. 
This can come from multiple sources and build up over time. As a result, our collection and 
analysis of data is becoming more focussed on incidents that can be assessed as 
involving child sexual exploitation, although many of the young people we come across 
have multiple factors in their lives which need to be recorded. 

For example, incidents which may in the past have been viewed as antisocial behaviour 
are now subject to the CSE Screening Tool which builds up a picture of young people with 
a number of risk factors indicating that they may be at risk of CSE. These young people 
are then referred to our preventive programmes, whereas for young people where it is 
assessed that they are at risk of significant harm through CSE, a qualified practitioner 
starts work with them immediately. 

While your letter refers to ‘localised grooming’ our team also receives referrals and 
information about other forms of child sexual exploitation, including incidents which have 
occurred through social networking, ’boyfriend/girlfriend’ relationships; and young people’s 
relationships which show signs of domestic abuse. This means that ‘localised grooming’ is 
part of the caseload of our CSE team rather than representing their entire workload. 
I hope this information proves useful as a background to the answers to your questions 
below. 

1. What methods do you use to ‘disrupt’ child sexual exploitation in the form of ‘ 
localised grooming’. 

We take ‘localised grooming’ to be based on the CEOP definition from 2011. 
‘localised grooming is a form of sexual exploitation, previously referred to as ‘on 
street grooming’ by the media where children have been groomed or sexually 
exploited by an offender having initially met in a location outside their home. This 
location is usually in public, such as a park, cinema, on the street, or at a friend’s 
house. Offenders often act together, establishing a relationship with a child before 



sexually exploiting them. Some victims of street grooming may believe that the 
offender is in fact an older boyfriend. These victims introduce their peers to the 
offender group who might then go on to be sexually exploited as well. Abuse may 
occur at a number of locations within a region and on several occasions. Localised 
grooming was a term used by CEOP in the intelligence requests issued to police 
forces and other service agencies in order to define the data we (CEOP) wished to 
receive’ 

The first stage in this work is to raise professional and public awareness and we 
have done this by delivering multi-agency professional training through the 
Rotherham LSCB. By January 2013 875 professionals have attended training 
workshops and our elected members have been fully briefed on this area of work.  
Further awareness raising training has been organised to ensure senior managers 
in all local authority Directorates, LSCB, Children, Young People and Families 
Partnership are fully briefed on the indicators of CSE and how and when to share 
information. Our updated CSE Strategy and Action Plan reflects the roles and 
responsibilities of all departments within the local authority and how we can all 
ensure that CSE is reported and responded to appropriately.

The second stage in this work is to gather sufficient information for the police and 
the local authority to share and analyse to establish whether and where there is a 
risk to young people of ‘localised grooming’ which might result in them being victims 
of child sexual exploitation. 

The techniques the police use to disrupt’ localised grooming’ include:

High visibility patrols in identified areas of the town including vehicle and person 
checks.
‘Abduction Notices’ (further details below).
Management of specific identified areas, e.g. making the green spaces in 
Rotherham safer by planting them less densely and preventing exploitation 
being conducted in secrecy; and the location of official and unofficial taxi bays. 
‘Risk of Sexual Harm Orders’. This is a civil order to manage and restrict the 
lifestyle of an individual who has not been convicted of an offence. Rotherham 
has one ‘Risk of Sexual Harm Order’ in place and we are applying for another. 
During the same period, one Risk of Sexual Harm Order (ROSHO) has been 
obtained. This particular offender was a lone female who posed as a young 
male on Facebook to contact young girls. She breached the ROSHO and was 
sentenced to 50 weeks imprisonment suspended for two years, a two-year 
supervision requirement, 150 hours of unpaid work and Sex Offenders 
Registration. 
Specific operations, where although disclosures have not been made , there 
could be a risk to children and young people, for example taxis and limousines 
carrying children (mainly girls) to proms.
Joint working between Safer Neighbourhood Teams and Detached Youth 
Workers where information had come to our attention that young people were 
congregating at a car wash, we didn’t identify CSE at that time, but engaged 
young people in discussion about staying safe.  

The impact of the disruption work is to make potential perpetrators aware that the 
police are observing their activities and deter them from approaching children and 
young people; identifying where children and young people are in cars, properties 



or on the street with adults who are not their parents or carers. The police take 
protective action and refer to the front line social care assessment team 
immediately. Young people found through these means and through engagement 
with youth workers and the CSE team are referred for assessment and specialist 
support. 

2. How many attrition visits have you made in a) 2010, b) 2011 and c) 2012? 

The process of ‘attrition visits’ is a tactic that has been developed specifically to 
target persons known to police where intelligence suggests they are actively 
involved in committing serious acquisitive crime. That intelligence, often supported 
by information from offender management processes, justifies assertive police 
action to intervene, disrupt and wherever possible prevent offending behaviour. 

Outside the existing CSE referral processes, four intelligence packages have been 
developed over the last 12-months around individuals who may be at risk of 
engaging in CSE. Each of these cases, being intelligence rather than evidence-
based, has been the subject to attrition visits by members of the Public Protection 
Unit (PPU). One individual, who refused to engage with police, was the subject of 
attrition visits for some time without successfully proving any intelligence. Such 
cases are further developed through more assertive policing tactics. 

3. In your letter dated 18th January 2013 you told the Committee that you had issued 
84 abduction notices since 2008.  Please could you tell us in more detail how many 
abduction notices have you issued in a) 2010, b) 2011  and c) 2012

We take ‘Abduction Notice’ to be a Child Abduction Warning Notice, which identifies 
the child/young person and confirms that they should not be with a specific adult and 
that that adult has no permission to associate with or to contact or communicate with 
the child. If the adult continues to do so, they may be arrested and prosecuted for an 
offence under Section 2 of the Child Abduction Act 1984 or Section 49 of the 
Children and Young Persons Act 1989, or for any other criminal offence committed 
in relation to that child.

Where evidence emerges or where the child or young person provides evidence of 
an inappropriate association, positive action is taken against the person responsible, 
including arrest, search of property and presentation of any available evidence to the 
CPS. 

Serving Child Abduction Warning Notices is becoming a standard practice through 
our CSE team. In 2010, 35 notices were issued; in 2011, 34 notices were issued; in 
2012 15 notices were issued. By the end of 2012, a total of 84 remain active; and by 
February 2013, there were 105 active. Similar warnings, guidance and referrals are 
made with the child or young person, and/or parents or guardians to ensure all 
future contact with that person ceases.  Such notices and interventions tend to be 
used where arrest/prosecution for any substantive offences is not available or is 
inappropriate at that time.

4. How many taxi licences have been revoked or refused in relation to localised 
grooming in a) 2010, b) 2011 and c) 2012?



Where information has been shared about the risk of CSE involving a specific 
named taxi driver or a potential taxi driver, this is discussed at the CSE Strategy 
Meeting and action agreed. Based on good practice elsewhere we have put training 
in place for taxi drivers to raise their awareness of their roles and responsibilities in 
respect of vulnerable adults, children and young people. This was devised jointly 
with LSCB’s and the South Yorkshire Joint Licensing Action Group. 

In response to your question about revocation and refusal, this falls into three 
categories below: 

The number of taxi licenses revoked in 2010) 0, 2011) 1, 2012) 0 
The number of Taxi licenses refused because of concerns relating to child welfare 
2010) 0, 2011) 1, 2012) 0
The number of Taxi licenses were suspended 2010) 0, 2011) 0, 2012) 2

Of the two suspensions, one is likely to lead to revocation, the other licence was 
voluntarily surrendered post suspension. I covered this in my letter to Mr Vaz on 18th

January.

5. We received evidence that 18 Rotherham taxi drivers were arrested in relation to 
localised grooming activity last year and yet according to your letter dated 18th

January only four licences were suspended in the past two years.  If these taxi 
drivers were arrested in relation to child sexual exploitation then why were they not 
all immediately suspended

This is incorrect information and I am unsure on what basis it has been said.

Having discussed this with South Yorkshire Police colleagues we believe the arrests 
that may have been referred to were made in 2011 in relation to Operation Chard 
where there were 15 men arrested. Of these, one was a taxi driver and he 
immediately had his licence suspended and then revoked. This is shown in the 
figures I have provided above. In relation to other suspects, none was in an 
occupation where action could be considered under complementary legislation (such 
as the licensing acts) in addition to traditional criminal justice system routes. It is not 
the case that if taxi drivers are suspected of offences relating to safeguarding issues 
that the Council and the Police take no action.  Regretfully false information of this 
type, no matter how well-meaning start to become common currency and paint a 
picture of potential perpetrators and Council and Police inaction that erodes public 
confidence.

6. How many takeaway licences have been revoked or refused in relation to localised 
grooming in a) 2010, b) 2011 and c) 2012?

There have been no takeaway licences revoked during 2010, 2011 and 2012. 
There is no current evidence to support the need to do so on the grounds of CSE, 
however given the national picture relating to CSE and takeaway food outlets, if 
information comes to light, the local authority and the police would take appropriate 
action. Information has been produced to assist the public in passing relevant 
information to the police and local authority if they have concerns. 



7. How many licences relating to the sale of liquor have been revoked or refused in 
relation to localised grooming in a) 2010, b) 2011 and c) 2012?

There have been no liquor licences revoked for 2010, 2011 and 2012 in relation to 
child sexual exploitation per se. 
However one premise, had its licence revoked in March 2010 because of concerns 
relating to the protection of children. This was in relation to underage drinking and 
drunkenness. 

There is no current evidence to support the need to revoke or refuse licences on 
the grounds of CSE. However given the national picture relating CSE to licenced 
premises, if information comes to light, the local authority and the police would take 
appropriate action. Information has been produced to assist the public in passing 
relevant information to the police and local authority if they have concerns.

8. Did Denis MacShane, whilst he was still MP for Rotherham, contact you to request a 
report on the issue of localised grooming in the area?  If yes, please provide us with 
a copy of that report.

Denis MacShane did not contact us to request a report in relation to localised 
grooming therefore there is no report to provide.

9. When we asked you about multi-agency working, you told us that this had been set 
up 9 months ago.  Can you tell us which agencies are involved in your multi-agency 
working model, how many representatives there are from each agency and how long 
each of them has been in place?

The following explains in summary the development of our children’s sexual 
exploitation activity:- 

i) For some years, young people thought to be at risk of CSE were supported 
through ‘Risky Business’ an organisation set up in 1996 to support young 
people in Rotherham, which became part of our mainstream Youth Service 
in 2007. 

ii) In 2010, when ‘Operation Central’ began, Risky Business was expanded to 
include two experienced Youth Workers from the Youth Offending Service to 
provide one to one support to young people identified as being at risk.

iii) In July 2010 Rotherham’s Parenting Advisory Service added a Parent 
Support Worker to the Risky Business Team to support parents and carers 
who were worried about their child being at risk of CSE. 

iv) In September 2010, Rotherham MBC appointed a qualified, experienced 
social worker as Safeguarding Co-ordinator for CSE. This post ensured 
continuity to investigations and CSE work with children and young people. 

v) In May 2011, this social worker became the team manager of ‘Risky 
Business’, working jointly with the CSE Police Officer, the Police Missing 
Person’s officer and ‘Safe at Last’ a local runaway’s charity. The Police 
strengthened their designated PC input from part time to full time. 

vi) In the months following her appointment the Team Manager further 
strengthened multi-agency working by having direct contact with the  
Detective Inspector at the Public Protection Unit (with responsibility for child 
sexual exploitation, child abuse, missing persons). At this point regular 
discussions began on a monthly basis around developing a multiagency 



team which could be co-located in order to follow best practice in other 
areas, which was fully researched jointly by Police and the Team Manager. 
As can be seen we developed a way of working collaboratively with other 
agencies throughout this period and it gradually became more sophisticated.  
However, it was in May 2012 that our collaborative working developed to the 
point that the way we worked with other agencies made a sufficiently strong 
routine, pattern and structure to it that it could genuinely be termed as two or 
more associated partners working together in a conjoined way.

vii) In May 2012 we restructured our Risky Business team into our Child Sexual 
Exploitation Team further to recommendations from the Child S serious case 
review. You will recall I explained in my last letter that the Risky Business 
model had been criticised for not having a strong child protection base. 
At this time we further strengthened our multi-agency working through 
regular information sharing meetings with the police and health agencies.

viii) In May 2012 a formal restructure of the CSE team took place. Following this, 
work began to recruit two qualified social workers to join the team, although it 
was supported in the interim by my general safeguarding unit pending formal 
recruitment.  The interviews took place in the summer of 2012 and the two 
workers joined the Team Manager, Connexions Worker, Parenting Worker 
and Youth Workers as part of the CSE Team in September 2012.

In my last letter I drew attention to the Ofsted inspection of the Council’s 
safeguarding activity that occurred in August 2012. This made clear reference to the 
improvements we has made to our CSE service, and which showed clear evidence 
of the impact our multi-agency working had delivered between May up until the 
inspection. This gave us further confidence to take the next step to move from multi-
agency working to a model where we could have agencies operating from the same 
room, sharing systems, data and real time intelligence to agree support and 
interventions for young people.

ix) On 1st October 2012 the team became fully co-located in the Public 
Protection Unit in Rotherham. The Team Manager of the CSE team is 
managed by the Service Manager responsible for front line duty and 
assessment social care services, and recording is carried out on the social 
care electronic recording system. 

x) The CSE team consists of a Team Manager, three qualified social workers, a 
parent worker, and two part time youth workers; together with two Detective 
Constables, one Police Constable and one Detective Sergeant from March 
2013; and a Community Health Nurse from April 2013. 

xi) We also have the services of a Psychology student evaluating our 
preventative work in schools since last October. 

10. In your letter dated 18th January you said that you have been delivering informal 
education programmes in all Rotherham Secondary schools.  How many schools did 
they visit in 2012?  And how many schools are there under the purview of 
Rotherham Metropolitan Borough Council?

Rotherham has 16 secondary schools, 5 special schools and three pupil referral 
units where we deliver education programmes to raise awareness of what CSE is, 
and helping young people to identify what positive relationships look like, carried 
out as part of the PHSE programme. In 2012 we delivered programmes in 7 
secondary schools, 1 special school and 1 pupil referral unit. This is a rolling 



programme and all secondary schools and PRU’s will have had a programme by 
the close of the summer term 2013. 

We also deliver programmes to our children’s homes, voluntary sector housing 
providers and alternative education providers.  Staff from the CSE team have 
spoken at both primary and secondary schools forums and to headteachers; and 
delivered the key note speech on promoting resilience to reduce vulnerability in the 
2012 Emotional Wellbeing and Mental Health in Rotherham Schools Conference.  
This was to over 100 schools and associated health colleagues.

As you will appreciate Rotherham MBC strongly supports the drive by the Home Affairs 
Select Committee to ensure child sexual exploitation is tackled. The Select Committee will 
be instrumental in drawing together the lessons to be learned from history and in helping 
all agencies to make a step change in improving their CSE services.   

It would act against the interests of vulnerable children and families if an impression is 
created in the mind of those needing services  that  the Council and others will turn their 
back on them and not take matters seriously.

I have previously said that I believe performance in the past was simply not strong enough 
and it was only from about 2009 that greater national professional awareness began to 
crystallise about the nature of child sexual exploitation and the potential responses to it.
But there is strong and independent evidence from Ofsted as recently as last August that 
the Council has improved. Whilst there is still things that need to improve I am anxious that 
the public of Rotherham feel confident that they can report any matters of concern they 
may have to us and that we will provide help and support to them.

I have shared with you the intelligence we have jointly with the Police and other agencies 
relating to current levels of risk, and the active operations that are underway. Any 
inference there are currently hundreds of young people in Rotherham town centre that are 
being sexually exploited and which the Council and Police will not tackle is not borne out 
by evidence. You have my personal commitment in ensuring the Council will support 
young people and families that need help will get it, and that the Council will do whatever it 
can working with others to protect young people and identify and bring perpetrators to 
justice.   

Please do not hesitate to contact us if you need any further information.

Yours sincerely, 

Martin Kimber, 
Chief Executive. 
Rotherham Metropolitan Borough Council
18 February 2013


