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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Since the National Referral Mechanism (NRM) was introduced in 2009, there have been multiple
attempts to pilot and propose alternative decision making models for both children and adults.
This includes the NRM pilots carried out in West Yorkshire and the South West of England
between 2015-2017 which introduced the role of the Slavery Safeguarding Lead (SSL);* the
‘Glasgow model’* first proposed in 2011 and later refined in 2018 which incorporated learning
from best practice and research in Scotland to place children at the centre of decision making;
and the recommendations made by the Anti-Trafficking Monitoring Group (ATMG) in 2014 for
revised adult® and child* NRM decision making models.

Each year, referrals into the NRM are increasing, with 4,550 children referred into the NRM in
2019, representing over 43% of all referrals.® Whilst it is acknowledged that this may be an
indicator of heightened awareness among professionals, the increase in referrals has highlighted
fractures within the current system including concerns about the quality of the NRM decisions;®
the timeliness of decisions and the impact of this delay on safeguarding actions; a disconnect
between the NRM and local safeguarding processes; continued examples of agencies working in
silo and gaps in knowledge among professionals about the NRM and what it means for children.
It is understood that the Home Office is now considering a pilot to test approaches to devolve
NRM decision making for children to local authorities and local safeguarding partnerships.
Recognising that there are many existing examples of multi-agency decision making operating at
a local level, the Independent Anti-Slavery Commissioner and ECPAT UK worked in collaboration
to review and identify what works in multi-agency decision making to inform thinking on
devolved NRM decision making for children.

In order to develop an understanding of the existing models involved in multi-agency decision
making, between 14 April 2020 and 8 May 2020, practitioners and policy makers were invited to
submit examples of good practice across existing frameworks for safeguarding adults and
children to a rapid call for evidence. Responses were received from 14 stakeholders, including the
Local Government Association and the United Nations High Commissioner for Refugees, the
United Nations Refugee Agency (UNHCR). After considering the examples submitted to the call
for evidence and carrying out further desk based research, it was agreed that the review would
carry out a deeper dive focusing on four models: the Multi-Agency Safeguarding Hub (MASH); the
Missing and Exploitation Hub; Channel panels and Multi-Agency Risk Assessment Conferences
(MARACsS), as well as acknowledging some of the existing models within the context of modern
slavery and human trafficking. A rapid evidence assessment was carried out for each model to

1 Home Office (2017), ‘An evaluation of the National Referral Mechanism pilot’:
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment data/file/6537
03/evaluation-national-referral-mechanism-pilot-horr94.pdf.

2 Model developed by Catriona MacSween, Clare Tudor, Kirsty Thompson and Paul Rigby.

3 The Anti-Trafficking Monitoring Group (ATMG) (2014), ‘Proposal for a revised National Referral
Mechanism for Adults’: http://www.antislavery.org/wp-
content/uploads/2017/01/atmg_national_referral_mechanism_for_adults.pdf.

4 ATMG (2014), ‘Proposal for a revised National Referral Mechanism for Children’:
http://www.antislavery.org/wp-

content/uploads/2017/01/atmg national referral mechanism for children.pdf.

> Home Office (2020), ‘National Referral Mechanism Statistics UK: End of year summary 2019’:
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/national-referral-mechanism-statistics.

5 Home Office (2019), ‘2019 UK Annual Report on Modern Slavery’:
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/8400
59/Modern_Slavery Report 2019.pdf.
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examine existing literature on what works in addition to a small number of consultative
discussions with key stakeholders to understand how the models operate in practice.

In reviewing these four models, seven key themes were explored in detail to identify learning and
good practice. These were: the function of the decision making models; membership; the
inclusion of survivor voices; training; funding and resourcing; information sharing and
governance.

The review concludes by making observations on the function of multi-agency decision making
models, recognising that each of the four models encompassed both decision making in relation
to vulnerability and risk, as well as contributing to safeguarding and action planning. In relation to
child trafficking, it is recognised that there are both statutory duties for safeguarding partners
under the Children Act (1989),” (2004) and the Children and Social Work Act (2017),2 as well as
obligations under Article 10 of ECAT relating to the identification of victims. Further exploration is
therefore required of how these systems interact in practice at a local level, but it is essential that
a devolved decision making model does not exist solely as a binary determination of trafficking
status but is intrinsically linked to local safeguarding structures.

Within the context of children, it is recommended that all decisions are made to attain the best
interests of the child as a primary consideration as set out in Article 3 of the UN Convention on
the Rights of the Child. Across all four models, information sharing was a critical component of
success, but was often a challenge to embed effectively in practice. It is therefore crucial to
ensure that there are sufficient information sharing protocols in place and that multi-agency
partners understand what information they can share, why they need to share it and that the
information they do share is relevant for the purpose with the aim of supporting the best
interests of the child. Good practice was identified in the form of Vulnerability Assessment
Frameworks used by the Channel process to ensure consistency within assessments across
partner agencies, as well as templates for information sharing developed by SafeLives within the
context of MARAC.

The conclusion of the review also discusses who should be involved within multi-agency decision
making at a local level. Across the four models, variation was identified in terms of membership
but it was recognised that involving core safeguarding partners is important and that there is
value in decision making models having the flexibility to incorporate other relevant organisations
or departments as appropriate. The role of the panel or model chair was also explored and was
found to make important contributions to the effectiveness of multi-agency decision making. As a
minimum, it is recommended that standards and key competencies should be developed in order
to promote consistency within approaches. The review identified examples of some models
appointing an independent chair following a strategic review of their process in order to allow
external scrutiny and maintain independence within decision making. The inclusion of survivor
voices was also identified to be important, with the role of the Independent Domestic Violence
Advocate (IDVA) within the MARAC an example of good practice. Within the context of child
trafficking, it is recommended that Independent Child Trafficking Guardians (ICTGs) should
participate in models for devolved NRM decision making with careful consideration given to who
may fulfil this role in areas where the ICTG service is not yet embedded.

In considering existing models for multi-agency decision making, the review identifies three
further areas that are critical components of effectiveness: governance, training and funding.

7 Children Act (1989): https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/1989/41/contents; Children Act (2004):
https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2004/31/contents.
8 Children and Social Work Act (2017): https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2017/16/contents/enacted.
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Exploration of the existing models has demonstrated various approaches to training, with tiers of
training to incorporate generic training, training for panel members, training for panel chairs and
bespoke training for Local Authority Channel coordinators in Dovetail pilot areas as seen within
the context of Channel identified as an example as good practice. In addition, for multi-agency
decision making to be effective, it must be appropriately situated within the governance
structure of the strategic local safeguarding partnership in order to ensure accountability and
engagement from stakeholder organisations. This is recognised to be one of the strengths of the
Wales Modern Slavery MARAC, which is fully embedded within the strategic safeguarding
partnership. Finally, funding is arguably the most significant factor in the effectiveness and long-
term sustainability of multi-agency working. Within the context of child safeguarding and
children’s services, there are significant concerns regarding the continued impact of austerity on
statutory services.® Consequently, any devolved NRM decision making model must be
accompanied by sufficient funding for local safeguarding partnerships both to resource the
decision making function and to enable them to deliver effective safeguarding responses.

This review has drawn upon findings from evaluations and research that has been carried out by
academics and by government departments. It has identified that in some cases, there is an
absence of an independent, published evaluation. To understand what works and to ensure that
developments in policy and practice are evidence based, it is essential that evaluations are
carried out, that they are robust and that the findings are published. In addition, it is
fundamental that in evaluating the success of devolved NRM decision making there is a focus on
the impact on longer term outcomes for children.

The review therefore makes a series of recommendations, both for the UK government and for
local safeguarding partners who may be involved in potential pilots for local NRM decision
making.

The review recommends that safeguarding partners participating in devolved decision making
should:

e Ensure that all decisions are made to attain the best interests of the child as a primary
consideration as set out in Article 3 of the UN Convention on the Rights of the Child;

e Ensure a devolved NRM decision making model does not exist solely as a binary
determination of trafficking status but is intrinsically linked to local safeguarding
structures to ensure a more holistic approach to protecting child victims of trafficking
and preventing further exploitation;

e Ensure that suitable information sharing protocols are in place between all agencies
involved in the devolved decision process to facilitate timely and efficient sharing of
information between agencies with the aim of supporting the best interests of the child;

e A devolved NRM decision making model should comprise a core membership of local
safeguarding partners, with the ability to incorporate other agencies or departments
where relevant to the case;

9 The Association of Directors of Children’s Services Ltd (2018), ‘Research Report: SAFEGUARDING
PRESSURES PHASE 6':
https://adcs.org.uk/assets/documentation/ADCS SAFEGUARDING PRESSURES PHASE 6 FINAL.pdf.
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e Facilitate the voice of the child within decision making by ensuring that the wishes and
feelings of children are understood and are taken into account, preferably seeking the
active participation of ICTGs or where ICTGS are not yet available, an advocate of choice
for the child who is independent from public authorities and is at the expense of public
funds;

e Ensure that regular training on child trafficking is provided for all local safeguarding
partners involved in the devolved decision making model. This should include those who
make referrals as well as those who participate in decision making. A tiered structure is
recommended which incorporates access to national training resources and is
complemented by locally delivered training;

e A devolved NRM decision making model must be appropriately situated within the
governance structure of the strategic local safeguarding partnership to ensure
accountability and engagement from all agencies.

The review recommends that the UK government should:

e Setout in policy or guidance how relevant government departments incorporate the best
interests requirement and the duty to create a durable solution for trafficked children as
set out in Article 16 of the EU Anti-trafficking Directive;

e Ensure there are key competencies in place for the role of panel chair to encourage
consistent standards, with consideration given to a requirement for devolved decision
making models to have an independent chair;

e Develop national resources for devolved NRM decision making for children to include
detailed operational guidance, template documents and a tiered training programme to
assist with standards and consistency across models;

e Conduct a new burdens assessment to determine the extra resources needed to devolve
NRM decision making and ensure that adequate funding is provided to local safeguarding
partnerships to reflect this;

e Ensure sufficient funding for local safeguarding partnerships to meet the demands of
contextual safeguarding interventions for children and young people who have been
trafficked and exploited within their overall safeguarding duties, as well as enabling a
wider programme of prevention by creating a ‘protective environment’*® for children;

e Commission an independent evaluation of the pilot to test approaches to devolved
decision making, ensuring that this measures impact by focusing on the long-term
outcomes for children and young people.

10 Each party shall take specific measures to reduce children’s vulnerability to trafficking, notably by
creating a protective environment for them. Council of Europe Convention Against Trafficking in Human
Beings, Art 5.5.
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1. INTRODUCTION

This review was designed to consolidate understanding of what works and good practice in
existing multi-agency decision making models. An online scoping review was carried out along
with further desk based research in order to identify models of interest, with a rapid evidence
assessment then conducted for each of the four models selected. Finally, a small number of
consultative discussions were conducted with key stakeholders to better understand how each of
the four models work in practice. In reviewing these four models, seven key themes were
explored in detail to identify learning and good practice and the review concludes with a series of
recommendations for both local safeguarding partners and UK government. The review is
supported by appendices which contain further documentation as referenced throughout.

For the purpose of this review, child trafficking will refer to all children under the age of 18, in
line with the definition of a child within the Modern Slavery Act (2015).1!

Objectives and scope of the review
This review had two principle objectives, namely to:

1. Identify examples of good practice and what works in relation to existing safeguarding
multi-agency decision making models;

2. Consider how this learning could be applied in the context of multi-agency NRM decision
making for child victims of modern slavery.

Changes to child safeguarding frameworks

Over recent years there have been important developments in the frameworks for safeguarding
children. Following various high profile cases of child abuse which highlighted significant failings
in child protection,? many areas began establishing a Multi-Agency Safeguarding Hub (MASH). In
July 2014, the coalition government published the findings of their review®® of multi-agency
working models emphasising a need for these arrangements to facilitate early and effective
identification of risk, improved information sharing, joint decision making and coordinated
action.

As a progression to this review, the coalition government announced a joint inspection regime of
the multi-agency arrangements for the protection of children in England which began in January
2016. These Joint Targeted Area Inspections are carried out by Ofsted, the Care Quality
Commission, Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary and Fire and Rescue Services and Her
Majesty’s Inspectorate of Probation. The 2018 inspection report ‘Protecting children from

1 Modern Slavery Act (2015): https://www.legislation.gov.uk/ukpga/2015/30/contents/enacted.

12 see the death of eight-year-old Victoria Climbié, which led to a report by Lord Laming (2003), ‘The
Victoria Climbié Inquiry’:
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/2731
83/5730.pdf and the death of 17-month-old Peter Connelly (“Baby P”) leading to another report by Lord
Laming (2009), ‘The Protection of Children in England: A Progress Report’:
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment data/file/3281
17/The Protection of Children in England.pdf.

13 Home Office (2014), ‘Multi Agency Working and Information Sharing Project’:
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/3388
75/MASH.pdf.
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criminal exploitation, human trafficking and modern slavery: an addendum’** acknowledged that
whilst multi-agency working is important, having the ‘right system’ is not enough. It concluded
that multi-agency meetings must result in clear action planning, coordination of work across
agencies and close monitoring of plans so that children are protected and supported.

The statutory framework governing the ways by which the three local safeguarding partners
must make arrangements to work together and fulfil their safeguarding duties is set out in
Working Together to Safeguard Children®® (2018). This latest version of the guidance sets out the
changes needed to support the new system of multi-agency safeguarding arrangements
established by the Children and Social Work Act 2017. One of the most significant changes was
the implementation of new safeguarding arrangements by replacing Local Safeguarding Children
Boards with ‘safeguarding partners’.'® The safeguarding partners should agree on ways to
coordinate their safeguarding services and act as a strategic leadership group in supporting and
engaging others. They must also set out how they will work together and with any other relevant
agencies.” The three partners have equal and joint responsibility for local safeguarding
arrangements.

It is widely acknowledged that the child protection system and the legislative and policy
framework which underpins it was originally designed to protect children and young people from
risks posed by their families and/or situations where their family members have reduced capacity
to safeguard them. Whilst there are legislative frameworks®® in place that can be applied in the
context of extra-familial harm and statutory guidance®® does make some reference to contextual
safeguarding, it is recognised that in order to suitably equip practitioners and address the current
gaps in safeguarding responses, there are important areas requiring further clarification within
statutory guidance. These include matters relating to thresholds, consent, escalation where
parents are protective factors, as well as detail on how to utilise the legislative framework in
practice to develop plans and deliver appropriate interventions to keep children safe from extra-
familial harm. There is now an increasing focus on contextual safeguarding,®® an approach
developed by Carlene Firmin from the University of Bedfordshire’s Contextual Safeguarding
Network, which recognises that young people are increasingly vulnerable to abuse in a range of
social contexts, therefore safeguarding requires a partnership approach and practitioners need to

14 Ofsted, Care Quality Commission, Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Probation, Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of
Constabulary and Fire & Rescue Services, and Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Constabulary (2018),
‘Protecting children from criminal exploitation, human trafficking and modern slavery: an addendum’:
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment data/file/7560
31/Protecting_children_from_criminal_exploitation_human_trafficking modern_slavery addendum_ 1411
18.pdf.

15 HM Government (2018), ‘Working Together to Safeguard Children: A guide to inter-agency working to
safeguard and promote the welfare of children’:
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment data/file/7794
01/Working Together to Safeguard-Children.pdf.

16 Defined as local authorities, chief officers of police, and clinical commissioning groups.

17 Relevant agencies include schools, youth offending teams, prison governors, immigration officials and
others. See Schedule to the Child Safeguarding Practice Review and Relevant Agency (England) Regulations
2018/789: https://www.legislation.gov.uk/uksi/2018/789/made.

18 Section 17(1) and (10) and Section 47 of the Children Act (1989), Section 10 and 11 of the Children Act
(2004), Section 1 and Section 17 of the Children and Social Work Act (2017).

1 HM Government (2018), “‘Working Together to Safeguard Children: A guide to inter-agency working to
safeguard and promote the welfare of children’.

20 Carlene Firmin (2017), ‘Contextual Safeguarding: An overview of the operational, strategic and
conceptual framework’: https://www.csnetwork.org.uk/assets/documents/Contextual-Safeguarding-

Briefing.pdf.
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engage with sectors who have influence over and within extra-familial contexts. A considerable
amount of good practice is being developed in this space, however it is recognised that there is a
need for clear statutory guidance, workforce development and sufficient resource in order to
effectively safeguard children from extra-familial harm.

The National Referral Mechanism (NRM) is the UK’s framework for identifying and supporting
victims of modern slavery. It was introduced in 2009 to enable the UK to meet its obligations
under the 2005 Council of Europe Convention on Action against Trafficking in Human Beings.
When identifying whether someone is a victim of modern slavery, the United Kingdom
government has mandated through policy?! that the regional®? and international® definitions of a
victim are to be applied. Following the implementation of the Modern Slavery Act in 2015, on 31
July 2015 the NRM was extended to all victims of modern slavery in England and Wales, in
Northern Ireland from March 2016 and in Scotland from April 2018.%*

First Responder agencies including the police and local authorities have a statutory duty under
Section 52 of the Modern Slavery Act to notify the Secretary of State when they identify a
potential victim of modern slavery and in the context of children must therefore make referrals
into the NRM using the digital referral platform.?®> Those under 18 do not have to consent to a
referral, but it is good practice to ensure that they are informed about the process and what it
entails. For children who are referred into the NRM, the local authority will retain the duty to
safeguard them, as child trafficking is child abuse and therefore requires a safeguarding
response. The Modern Slavery Act also makes a provision for ICTGs under Section 48 which has
yet to be commenced nationally. Currently the Home Office has rolled out interim arrangements
of the ICTG service in ‘Early Adopter Sites’ which cover one-third of all local authority areas.?

Once a potential victim of modern slavery has been referred into the NRM, the Single Competent
Authority (SCA) within the Home Office will make two decisions on their case. Firstly, within a
target of five working days they will make a reasonable grounds decision based on the threshold
‘I suspect but | cannot prove’. This decision can either be positive or negative. For those with a
positive reasonable grounds decision, the SCA will then proceed to a conclusive grounds decision.
The expectation is this decision will be made as soon as possible following day 45 of the recovery

21 Home Office (2020), ‘Modern Slavery Act 2015 — Statutory Guidance for England and Wales’:
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/8752
81/March 2020 Statutory Guidance under_the Modern_Slavery Ac 2015.pdf.

22 The two key regional instruments incorporated into the definition set out by the Statutory Guidance are
the Council of Europe Convention on Action against Trafficking in Human Beings (ECAT), ratified on 17
December 2008 by the UK and the Directive 2011/36/EU (Trafficking Directive) of the European Parliament
and of the Council of 5 April 2011 on preventing and combating trafficking in human beings and protecting
its victims, and replacing Council Framework Decision 2002/629/ JHA.

23 The international definition of human trafficking is derived from Article 3 the United Nations Protocol to
Prevent, Suppress and Punish Trafficking in Persons, especially Women and Children, supplementing the
United Nations Convention against Transnational Crime (Palermo Protocol). Convention No. 29 concerning
Forced or Compulsory Labour of the International Labour Organization (ILO), Convention on the
Elimination of All Forms of Discrimination against Women (art. 6) and the Convention on the Rights of the
Child (art. 35).

24 Home Office (2020), ‘Modern Slavery Act 2015 — Statutory Guidance for England and Wales'.

25 Report modern slavery: https://www.modernslavery.gov.uk/start.

26 West Midlands, East Midlands, London Borough of Croydon, Greater Manchester, Hampshire, Isle of
Wight and Wales.

15


https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/875281/March_2020_Statutory_Guidance_under_the_Modern_Slavery_Ac_2015.pdf
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/875281/March_2020_Statutory_Guidance_under_the_Modern_Slavery_Ac_2015.pdf
https://www.modernslavery.gov.uk/start

and reflection period.?” The stated threshold as set out in policy?® is to determine whether ‘on
the balance of probabilities, it is more likely than it is not’ that the person is a victim of modern
slavery.

Referral is SCA make Positive SCA make Positive
made into Reasonable RG Conclusive CcG
the NRM by - Grounds ‘ Grounds -
First decision decisign
Responder s e
reflection period)

Negative
cG

SCA review the case
following feedback

Negative o : from the Multi-
RG Decision is reviewed
. Agency Assurance
by Multi-Agency
Panel and further
Assurance Panel . o
investigations result

in a positive CG

Decision is reviewed by Multi-
Agency Assurance Panel and the
negative decision is maintained.

A reconsideration request may
be submitted.

Figure 1: Single Competent Authority decision making process

Alternative models

Since the NRM was introduced in 2009, there have been multiple attempts to both recommend
and pilot alternative approaches. In April 2014, Jeremy Oppenheim led a review of the NRM?®
which made several recommendations including establishing accredited Slavery Safeguarding
Leads (SSL) to professionalise the First Responder role, the implementation of a pilot to test
regional multi-disciplinary panels for conclusive grounds decision making led by independent
panel chairs and the introduction of a single Case Management Unit within the Home Office.

Between August 2015 and March 2017, pilots were carried out in West Yorkshire and the South
West of England to test these recommendations. The evaluation®® of the pilots identified a

27 Home Office (2020), ‘Modern Slavery Act 2015 — Statutory Guidance for England and Wales'.

28 |bid.

2% Home Office (2014), ‘Review of the National Referral Mechanism for victims of trafficking’:
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/4674
34/Review_of the National Referral Mechanism for victims of human_trafficking.pdf.

30 Home Office (2017), ‘An evaluation of the National Referral Mechanism pilot’.
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positive response to the role of the SSL, with reasonable grounds decisions made more quickly in
pilot areas when compared to both non-pilot areas and the baseline year, although for conclusive
grounds decisions, the panels had little impact on the time taken to make decisions. Whilst there
were a higher proportion of cases that received a positive conclusive grounds decision in the pilot
areas compared with non-pilot areas (43% compared to 21%), there was no statistically
significant difference when comparing against the baseline year. Despite some positive findings,
both the SSL and multi-agency panel member roles were deemed to be unsustainable due to the
resourcing commitment of agencies beyond the scope of the pilot and as such, there were no
attempts to roll out this model more widely.3!

Since 2011, various professionals®? have developed proposals for an NRM model which draws on
best practice and research in Scotland from 2007. The proposed model, often called the ‘Glasgow
model’ was further developed in 2018. It ensures children are at the centre of decision making,
including having a presence at the forum if appropriate. Scotland has consistently led the way
with regards to best practice, having developed the Scottish Guardianship Service for separated
and unaccompanied children, including foreign national children who have been trafficked.®®* The
proposed model uses existing legal architecture, policy and practice for children who require
protection as well as ensuring compliance with national, UK and EU obligations. It ensures all key
professionals are clear of their role within a child protection framework and timeframes. This
model is based on the interagency protocol** developed in Glasgow, ensuring the panel
recognises and involves all the key stakeholders. The proposal also encompasses all children
irrespective of nationality and resident status. An infographic providing further detail on this
proposed model can be found in Appendix A.

Also in 2014, the Anti-Trafficking Monitoring Group (ATMG) published a report®® proposing a
revised NRM model for children. This model suggested that the NRM decision making process,
including both reasonable and conclusive grounds decisions, should be managed by the MASH or
another local/regional multi-agency safeguarding body with governance and accountability
provided by the Local Children’s Safeguarding Board or Department for Education. In utilising this
existing structure, the ATMG proposed that identification and protection processes would then
operate in parallel, meaning that identification for the purpose of the NRM would not be an ‘add-
on’ to the child protection process, but part of it, embedded within it and handled by those with
specialist expertise in child protection, trafficking, exploitation and modern slavery. An
infographic providing further detail on this proposed model can be found in Appendix B.

In 2019, 4,550 children were referred into the NRM, representing over 43% of all referrals.3® A
number of referrals were UK national children being criminally exploited. Yet, as professional
understanding of the issue is evolving leading to an increase in the identification of child victims,
this is highlighting fractures in the current system. Earlier this year the Child Safeguarding

31 |bid.

32 Catriona MacSween, Clare Tudor, Kirsty Thomson and Paul Rigby.

33 Scottish Guardianship Service: https://www.aberlour.org.uk/services/scottish-guardianship-service/.
34 Glasgow Child Protection Committee (2020), ‘Child Trafficking & Exploitation Inter Agency Guidance’:
https://www.glasgowchildprotection.org.uk/CHttpHandler.ashx?id=12917&p=0.

35 ATMG (2014), ‘Proposal for a revised National Referral Mechanism (NRM) model for children’.

36 Home Office (2020), ‘National Referral Mechanism Statistics UK: End of year summary 2019’
https://www.gov.uk/government/collections/national-referral-mechanism-statistics.
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Practice Review Panel*” published their first report which focused on safeguarding children at risk
of criminal exploitation. This report recommended a review of Working Together to Safeguard
Children to reflect the circumstances of children who are criminally exploited; a review of the use
of the NRM; and data collection to improve local and national understanding of prevalence,
characteristics and service response.

More broadly in relation to child victims of trafficking for all types of exploitation, there are
concerns about the quality of NRM decisions;® the timeliness of decisions and the potential
impact of delays on safeguarding actions; a disconnect between the NRM and local safeguarding
processes; continued examples of agencies working in silo; and gaps in knowledge among
professionals about the NRM and what it means for children. In the 2017 report ‘Time to
Transform’,3 ECPAT UK found that more than half of frontline professionals believed that the
current NRM system should be revised. Over the past twelve months, following the publication of
her 2019-2021 Strategic Plan,* the UK Anti-Slavery Commissioner Dame Sara Thornton also
made calls** for NRM decision making to be devolved to local authorities to encourage decisions
to be made by those with knowledge of the case to assist in joining up the systems for decision
making and safeguarding.

A time for reform?

It is understood that the Home Office is now considering a pilot to test approaches to devolve
NRM decision making for children to local authorities and local safeguarding partnerships. This
review therefore seeks to identify the good practice and learning that can be drawn from existing
multi-agency decision making models to identify what works and inform thinking on the shape of
future models.

37 The Child Safeguarding Practice Review Panel (2020), ‘It was hard to escape: Safeguarding children at risk
of criminal exploitation’:
https://assets.publishing.service.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment data/file/8700
35/Safeguarding_children_at_risk_from_criminal_exploitation_review.pdf.

38 Home Office (2019), ‘2019 UK Annual Report on Modern Slavery’.

39 ECPAT UK (2017), ‘Time to Transform’:
https://www.ecpat.org.uk/Handlers/Download.ashx?IDMF=cdbe8012-7267-41ee-ad51-1569beddb095.

40 Independent Anti-Slavery Commissioner (2019), ‘Independent Anti-Slavery Commissioner Strategic Plan
2019-2021’; http://www.antislaverycommissioner.co.uk/media/1329/independent-anti-slavery-
commissioners-strategic-plan-19-21-screen-readable.pdf.

41 ‘Children coerced into drug trafficking face cycle of exploitation due to failings in the system’, The
Independent (1 March 2020) https://www.independent.co.uk/news/uk/home-news/county-lines-slavery-
child-trafficking-drugs-protection-sara-thornton-a9365906.html.
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