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This briefing shows the results of an ECPAT UK survey into 
professionals’ attitudes towards the UK’s current framework 
for identifying victims of human trafficking or modern 
slavery, the National Referral Mechanism (NRM), specifically 
in regard to children’s cases. The online survey was sent 
to frontline practitioners working with children who may 
have been trafficked, including local authorities, police and 
immigration services, criminal justice, health and education 
systems, and NGOs.
 
The key findings were:

• Only 6% of respondents felt that there was good 
awareness of the NRM amongst frontline professionals 
working with children.

• 54% of respondents believed that the current NRM process 
needed to be revised and only 7% believed that the system 
should remain as it is.

• More than 80% of respondents did not believe that NRM 
decisions were made in a suitable timeframe.

• Only 25% of respondents believed that the decision-
making remit was held by the most appropriate agencies.

• 75% felt decision-making should happen within existing 
child multi-agency procedures, and only 4% thought 
decisions should not be multi-agency.

The survey highlights that there are major concerns about 
the effectiveness of the NRM for child victims of trafficking 
amongst those working directly with the children affected. In 
particular, there is a perceived widespread lack of awareness 
of the mechanism amongst frontline professionals, concerns 
about decision-making and safeguarding of children and 
clear desire for reform, with overwhelming support for 
embedding NRM decision-making within a multi-agency 
child protection framework.

Executive summary
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Currently, the Government decides who is a victim of 
modern slavery (human trafficking, slavery, servitude 
and forced or compulsory labour) via a system called the 
National Referral Mechanism (NRM). This process was set 
up to identify and support victims of trafficking in the UK 
(England, Wales, Northern Ireland and Scotland) and was 
borne out of the Government’s obligation to identify victims 
under the Council of Europe Convention on Action against 
Human Trafficking.1 It is a framework for identifying victims 
and ensuring they receive appropriate protection and 
support. Referrals to the NRM are for all potential victims 
of trafficking and modern slavery, who can be of any age 
or nationality, and includes British children, such as those 
trafficked for child sexual exploitation or those trafficked as 
drug carriers internally in the UK. Statistics from the NRM 
showed an increase of 30% in the number of potential child 
victims of trafficking (those under 18 years of age) referred in 
2016 compared to 2015, a total of 1,278 referrals.

ECPAT UK has consistently called for the NRM to be 
overhauled with regard to child victims since it was 
established.2 Despite providing useful data on modern 
slavery in the UK, ECPAT’s research on the NRM has found 
evidence of poor decision-making, a worrying disconnect 
between the system and local child safeguarding, an 
inappropriate focus on immigration, low awareness of the 
system among professionals and a lack of training on
how to refer. 

Importantly, in order to qualify for support in the care 
system, children do not need to be referred to the NRM as 
under child protection laws, local authorities must provide 
support to any child deemed to be a ‘child in need’ in their 
area. Potentially trafficked children or unaccompanied 
children would all meet this threshold and qualify for 
protection and accommodation under this law. However, 
ECPAT UK is very concerned that children who have been 
trafficked are often not provided with specialist care,
such as specialist accommodation to prevent re-trafficking 
or adequate counselling to cope with the trauma of 
exploitation.

In 2014, following extensive criticism of the system, the UK 
Government conducted a review of the NRM. A pilot of the 
new NRM was launched in August 2015 by the Home Office 
in the South West of England and in West Yorkshire. The pilot 
concluded in February 2017, with the full evaluation recently 
published.3 In October 2017, the UK Government announced 
a series of reforms to the NRM, including creating a single 
Home Office Unit to handle all cases, an independent expert 
panel to review conclusive negative decisions and a new 
digital system to support the process.4 ECPAT UK welcomes 
these changes, particularly the decision to remove decision-
making from the immigration system. However, the reforms 
do not go far enough and fail to address the specific needs 
of child victims. ECPAT UK has launched a national campaign 
to seek substantial improvements to the NRM process for 
children, both in terms of how the system operates but also 
what it provides for those referred in terms of specialist 
support and protection.

Introduction and rationale
for the survey

1 http://www.ecpat.org.uk/content/council-europe-convention-action-against-human-trafficking 
2 For more information on the NRM see http://new.ecpat.org.uk/content/national-referral-mechanism
3 https://www.gov.uk/government/publications/an-evaluation-of-the-national-referral-mechanism-pilot
4 https://www.gov.uk/government/news/modern-slavery-taskforce-agrees-new-measures-to-support-victims

https://www.ecpat.org.uk/demand-specialist-support-for-trafficked-children
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Survey respondents

Criminal Justice
14%

Immigration Services
2%

Local Authority
Social Services
24%

Residential Services
2%

Legal services 
representing the child
6%

Community or faith organisation
2%

Other organisation*
21%

NGO
12%

Education
7%

Health
9%

• 58% of respondents had direct experience of working with 
children in the NRM process.

• 77% of respondents believed they had a good to average 
understanding of how the NRM process works in children’s 
cases, although only 26% had received any training on the 
NRM within the past 12 months.

• The respondents appear to represent a wide geographical 
range from across the UK.

In order to understand more about perceptions of the NRM from those working directly with child victims of trafficking, ECPAT 
UK has undertaken a snapshot survey of professionals’ attitudes to the current NRM process focusing on how effective it is 
perceived to be in children’s cases. This survey was sent to practitioners working with children who may have been trafficked 
across local authorities; police and immigration services; the criminal justice, health and education systems; and NGOs. The 
online survey was kept open for just over one month in order to ensure quickly collectable contemporaneous data could be 
captured in the summer of 2017. In total, there were 229 respondents. A full list of survey questions is included in Appendix 1.

Survey respondents came from the following professions:

*Although 21% of the respondents did not select from the main given categories we provided, through
the comments it could be gleaned that they comprised of Youth Offending team members, Safeguarding
officers, Foster Carers and PHSE Teachers and people working in and from Children’s Centres.
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Levels of awareness
Do you think there is good awareness of the NRM by 
frontline professionals working with children generally?

Only 6% of respondents felt that there was good awareness 
of the NRM by frontline professionals working with children 
generally. 78% of respondents felt that there was not good 
awareness.

In the comments provided by respondents, a number of 
different issues were raised, including a lack of awareness of 
the NRM generally, and a lack of child specific awareness: 

‘Many professionals do not know they are first responders 
and do not know how to submit a referral. A widely held 
perception is trafficking and the NRM are about foreign 
adults and children trafficked into the country, but not 
domestic trafficking.’

‘[The] NRM is not widely used and its profile has yet to be 
raised sufficiently for health staff.’

‘Knowledge is very mixed and particularly varied between 
local authorities.’

‘In my experience, [the] NRM is not well understood by 
frontline professionals. I also think the experience of 
professionals is that the NRM does not directly assist in 
improving outcomes for children and young people.’

‘Some social workers refer children as a matter of course, 
others don’t refer at all. In certain cases, where there’s a 
strong asylum claim, a referral to the NRM can do more 
harm than good because it just delays a positive grant of 
refugee status.’

‘Many first responders (social services, supported housing 
providers) don’t know of the existence of the NRM, nor do 
they know they are first responders. I have had to direct 
them to the NRM, to the referral forms, detail what needs 
to be sent, etc. This is very concerning. Solicitors are not first 
responders - a ridiculous barrier to quick identification of a 
minor victim of trafficking.’

One respondent reported that, although her foster child’s 
profile included a description about their trafficking and 
experience of exploitation, this was not picked up by 
professionals in the local authority area where there were 
known to be many separated children. It wasn’t until six 
months later that the case was referred to the NRM when 
a new solicitor raised concerns to the social worker. There 
were some suggestions that awareness was increasing, 
although progress appeared to be slow: 

‘It is getting better, the increase in reports is forcing children’s 
services to be more aware.’

‘I think those working with unaccompanied young people 
understand the process, however, others not experienced are 
less comfortable and confident in their understanding.’

‘There is a good awareness within our Health Visiting Team 
due to the training we have received but I don’t think there is 
enough awareness of it.’

No
78%

Yes
6%

Don’t
know
16%
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Effectiveness
When asked explicitly whether the NRM acts as an effective 
system by which to identify child victims of modern slavery 
and trafficking, 8% respondents believed that the system 
was always effective, 66% believed that it sometimes was 
and 26% believed it was rarely or never effective.

Respondents’ comments provided a range of opinions:

‘[It] Depends who reads the referral as [there is] no 
moderation within the NRM team’

‘When understood and used appropriately the NRM can be 
a positive tool to tackle CSE, in some cases facilitating trials 
where the victim is not required to give evidence. The NRM 
can be particularly effective in securing convictions in those 
cases affecting children over the age of 16.’

‘The system takes too long and is far too integrated / co-
dependent with the asylum system. There is little / no point 
having it if it is going to simply be an echo or prediction of 
the Home Office credibility assessment.’

‘The NRM is a good tool to use and show evidence of a 
young person who is a victim of trafficking, however, I do 
not feel the document has any power. It seems to be the tool 
is completed however not considered in strong trafficking 
cases. Plea bargains are often sought and trafficking is 
not always considered which is a waste of completing the 
NRM, it is useful however to prevent a young person being 
criminalised.’

‘Not always. All cases are very different and sometimes the 
indicators do not fit the incident.’

‘The system depends on frontline workers being able to 
identify the victim.’

There were also a number of comments that highlighted the 
importance of local knowledge, systems and approaches and 
that are not always well understood by central Government. 

Always
8% (16)

Sometimes
66% (134)

Rarely
20% (41)

Never
6% (13)

In your experience, does the NRM act as an effective 
system by which to identify child victims of modern 
slavery and trafficking?
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Safeguarding
A little over 40% of respondents believe that the NRM 
‘never’ or ‘rarely’ ensures an appropriate safeguarding 
response. Several answers noted insufficient safeguards 
against further exploitation or re-trafficking and insufficient 
long-term support. Limited knowledge amongst children’s 
services and lack of long term protection as a result of 
immigration control were also highlighted frequently.

‘The NRM only makes a finding but this does not make a 
difference to children’s lives. The ‘so what’ and ‘now what’ is 
missing and needs to be developed. There is no support for 
children from the finding. Children are not offered settlement 
as a result or specific resourced protection.’

‘Inadequate briefing for those safeguarding the children. 
Children often re-trafficked. Little changes for most of the 
children and there is no adequate support mechanisms for 
them when they come out of the NRM or when they leave 
social care at 18. Education, employment, housing, income 
streams are required to support young people to effectively 
make a difference. Without these in place - nothing much 
changes for the child victims. There needs to be better 
support within the NRM and post NRM.’

‘There is a specific method of safeguarding in place for adults 
which is not replicated in the way children are identified and 
assisted. This is most noticeable when attempting to gain 
accommodation for UK nationals at risk of exploitation.’

‘As safeguarding is the responsibility of children’s services 
there is little added value in positive NRM decision. Unless 
there are improvements across social care i.e. specialist 
placements, increased funding, I do not believe there will be 
significant improvement.’

Other responses showed that the NRM provided an effective 
safeguarding response in certain cases:

‘A positive decision can facilitate positive changes in the 
child’s life, however this is with the support of a professional 
who knows how to utilise the decision and recognise 
when there are continued safeguarding issues or a need 
to advocate for better/safer accommodations. Simply 
having a positive NRM decision does not automatically 
ensure the response is suitable, however with the backing 
of an advocate/trafficking worker/specialist it can be very 
powerful. I have had cases where a positive NRM has 
assisted in the decision to provide safe and specialised 
accommodation and support to a child. Equally I’ve had a 
case where the decision rarely impacted on Local Authorities’.

Always
7% (13)

Does the NRM help to ensure an appropriate 
safeguarding response for children affected by
modern slavery and trafficking?

Sometimes
52% (93)

Rarely
31% (55)

Never
10% (18)
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Information sharing
The majority of respondents felt that the NRM can 
encourage safe and appropriate information-sharing 
between agencies in children’s cases, but this is not 
consistent, with 55% saying this is only sometimes.
Responses included:

‘The NRM and HTMS [Human Trafficking & Modern Slavery] 
have generally in my experience created a “unique” 
understanding between the professionals who are routinely 
working within this field, through our knowledge of the 
need to share information. Understanding the need to share 
information to support safeguarding is critical for the success 
of any HTMS related investigation/safeguarding. Through 
our steering group organisations are encouraged to share 
information and work together.’

‘Social care and police don’t always consider NRM issues 
when holding strategy child safeguarding meetings. Better 
use needs to be made of the NRM to identify not only victims 
but offenders in order to assist in long term reduction of 
harm.’

‘In my [police] force, the NRM process triggers a MARAC 
[Multi-Agency Risk Assessment Conference].’

There were also some concerns raised around existing 
statutory procedure for safe information sharing:

‘There is little to no awareness between the Competent 
Authority and Social Work Services of information sharing 
protocols and obligations. Practice seems to fluctuate 
between a ‘carte blanche’ of complete information sharing, 
and a stone-wall of sharing no information. Information 
sharing protocols and the DPA 1998 [Data Protection Act]
require to be aligned and reconciled clearly.’

‘I have never seen an example of helpful information sharing 
between agencies as a result of the NRM. I am not sure the 
NRM encourages sharing of information as the systems are 
already in place between statutory organisations.’

‘Again this would fall under the statutory obligations of a 
s.47 [Section 47 joint investigation] Children’s Act strat[egy].’

Always
11% (18)

In your experience, does the NRM encourage safe 
and appropriate sharing of information between 
agencies in children’s cases?

Sometimes
55% (92)

Rarely
23% (39)

Never
10% (18)
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Around 76% of respondents said the NRM only ‘sometimes’ 
or ‘rarely’ provides effective specialist protection or support, 
with 15% saying it was never the case. Several respondents 
felt that there was a great deal of uncertainty around exactly 
what specialist support was available.

In your view, how important is it for a trafficked child to 
have guaranteed access to each of the measures below?

Provision of effective
specialist support

Further comments from respondents indicated concerns 
over the importance and promotion of non-criminalisation 
of victims; intense initial assessment and faster initial 
identification and the importance of genuine multi-
agency working around young persons in all stages of the 
cases. Some comments perceived a power-imbalance and 
disconnect between social work and police investigations, 
whereby police investigations were believed to take 
precedence over the role of social workers as to whether 
trafficking may or may not have taken place.

Quick and guaranteed access 
to specialist psychotherapy/
counselling

Total
194

Average
1.21

Total
191

Average
1.77

Total
192

Average
1.43

Total
193

Average
1.16

Total
193

Average
1.47

Total
192

Average
1.23

Total
194

Average
1.42

Total
192

Average
2.24

Total
194

Average
1.17

Total
194

Average
1.26

Total
193

Average
1.36

Access to tailored youth 
participation activities

Automatic special measures in all 
courts

Immediate appointment of an 
independent legal guardian or 
advocate

Access to compensation

A multi-agency assessment of 
re-trafficking risk and subsequent 
safety plan

Access to specialist accommodation 
placements (such as specialist 
foster care)

A grant of leave that would ensure 
a durable solution (for those with 
immigration concerns)

Multi-agency decision-making 
about trafficking identification

Publicly funded lawyers who are 
trained in trafficking and law 
relating to children

Guaranteed non-prosecution for 
crimes that were a direct result of 
any exploitation

81%
18%
1%
0.5%

85%
13%
0.5%
0.5%

Key

Highly 
important

Quite 
important

Not
nescessary

Don’t
know

67%
27%
3%
3%

77%
21%
2%
0.5%

38%
52%
5%
5%

67%
24%
4%
5%

22%
46%
16%
16%

74%
19%
3%
4%

72%
19%
3%
6%

81%
16%
0.5%
2%

86%
12%
1%
1%
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More than 54% of respondents believed that the current 
NRM process needs to be revised with a further 37% being 
unsure. Only 7% of respondents believed the system should 
remain as it is.

Respondents made a number of different recommendations 
for reform to the current process, including:

 • Incorporating a moderating framework
  within the system

 • Enabling applications to be re-submitted
  and added to

 • Ensuring it is operated entirely independently
  with no cross-contamination between the
  trafficking identification processes and asylum  
  decision-making process 

 • Providing training for First Responders

 • Better two-way communication between those
  administrating the NRM and those making
  referral into it.

 • Greater awareness raising and transparency
  of the system

‘It needs to become a dynamic multi-agency tool that 
supports children throughout.’

‘It needs to be better regulated and enforced and certain 
levels of response and support guaranteed for children.’

‘I think the NRM should be located within existing child 
protection structures and processes.’

Do you think the current NRM for children needs
to be revised?

Need for change

Don’t
know

37%

No
8%

Yes
55%
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Decision-making time frames
More than 80% of respondents did not believe that NRM 
decisions were made within a suitable timeframe. However, 
the comments highlighted a mixture of opinions as to 
whether timeframes were too short or too long. 

Many comments suggested that the process was too 
slow and this was not in the best interests of the child. 
Delays were particularly noted for children with ongoing 
immigration and asylum processes. Furthermore the 45-day 
recuperation period was frequently noted as too vague, 
unhelpful and dangerous in some instances where young 
people were perceived to be at high risk of re-trafficking. 

‘I am currently working with young people who have been 
waiting over 1 year, in some cases over 2 years for a decision 
with no explanation. This has delayed their asylum case 
and caused great anxiety and uncertainty for these young 
people.’

‘Several young people have previously waited upwards of 
several months - this adds to an already very difficult and 
stressful situation and impacts on immigration / asylum 
decisions also being made.’

‘The 5 day delay causes unnecessary safeguarding issues for 
the police and social care.’

Other respondents felt that the timeframe was too short.

‘Timeframe is too short. Children not always able to share 
their experiences due to fear, trauma etc.’

‘Too quickly - before all the information requested by other 
professionals has even been received.’

In your experience, are NRM identification decisions made 
within a suitable timeframe?

Don’t
know

41%

No
42%

Yes
17%
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Decision-making agencies
and processes

Only 25% of respondents believed that the decision-making 
remit was held by the most appropriate agencies. Some 
36% believed that the agencies were not the right ones to be 
making decisions on whether a child had or had not been the 
victims of trafficking and 37% were unsure. 

‘Conflict between purpose of NRM and the wider ‘purpose’
of the Home Office - with regard to immigration.’

‘Culture of disbelief continues with the NRM decisions.
These decisions are often made by people with no contact 
with the child.’

‘The agencies involved have limited or no direct experience 
working with trafficked children - the approach adopted 
lacks the vital input and specialisation of mental health 
professionals, doctors, specialist youth workers and other 
professionals.’

4 Currently the Home Office and the National Crime Agency,
however a recent announcement has signalled a move to a
new unit in the Home Office, separate from immigration. 

Respondents were further asked about how decision-making 
should be made, specifically whether they should be taken 
within a multi-agency child protection framework and 
whether they should be built upon existing multi-agency 
child protection procedures and arrangements. 76% felt 
that decisions should be made within a multi-agency child 
protection framework.

In your view, should the NRM be embedded within 
existing multi-agency child protection procedures and 
arrangements?

Three-quarters (75%) of respondents felt that the NRM 
should sit within existing procedures.

In your view, are NRM identification decisions currently 
made by the appropriate agencies (i.e. the Home Office/ 
National Crime Agency)?

Don’t
know

37%

Don’t
know

20%

No
5%

No
36%

Yes
26%

Yes
75%
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Conclusion
This snapshot survey has highlighted frontline professionals’ 
opinions of the NRM in regard to children’s cases. Over 
200 respondents from a range of frontline sector agencies 
and organisations answered questions relating to 
different aspects of the system; awareness of the NRM, its 
effectiveness for children, the specialist support needed for 
children and possible reform. 

The survey reveals that the majority of frontline workers 
who are tasked with protecting child victims of trafficking 
do not believe the current format of the NRM is working 
effectively. This is a clear concern and highlights an urgent 
need for further attention by policy makers.

The survey drew attention to possible reasons why frontline 
professionals feel that the NRM is not working effectively. 
A significant finding is that there is a perceived general lack 
of awareness of the NRM amongst frontline professionals. 
This was both a lack of awareness of the NRM generally 
and a lack of awareness of child-specific issues. The lack 
of awareness was noted throughout the survey responses 
as a cause of the NRM’s ineffectiveness for child victims 
of trafficking and there was an evident desire for greater 
awareness raising, training and improved clarity around 
lines of responsibility and accountability. 

Respondents felt that the NRM had helped improve 
information sharing between agencies on child trafficking 
issues, however, practices on the ground varied and were 
not seen as consistent. Overall, comments highlighted that 
there is a large discrepancy in the way in which the NRM 
process functions in different regions and in different 
sectors. There is evidently a need for both greater awareness 
raising and better streamlining of the process across the 
nation. The importance of local knowledge was also cited 
frequently. Respondents suggested this is a two-way process: 
local knowledge is critical in determining the likelihood of 
trafficking, and that emerging trends and patterns can be 
more quickly identified and learning passed on to relevant 
professionals, which can lead to proactive and better 
protection for other young people in the area.

Respondents also had serious concerns about the NRM’s 
failure to safeguard children against further exploitation 
and re-trafficking, in particular due to a lack of specialist 
support in place. Many felt that the NRM was failing 
to provide ‘added value’ to the existing safeguarding 
responsibilities of children’s services.

This is compared to the current arrangements for 
adult victims of trafficking, who can receive specialist 
safeguarding and support. When asked about specialist 
support services for children, the three most important 
specialist support services identified were; a multi-agency 
assessment of re-trafficking risk and subsequent safety plan, 
access to specialist accommodation placements (such as 
specialist foster care) and multi-agency decision-making 
about trafficking identification. These areas, as well as 
others identified, can be seen as priority areas for better 
safeguarding for child victims of trafficking. 

Another issue identified by survey respondents was 
conflicting interests between agencies involved in children’s 
NRM cases. Conflicting interests by the Competent 
Authorities in particular was cited here, in particular where 
children had immigration and asylum issues. In addition, 
some comments highlighted concerns about disconnect 
between police investigations and social workers in 
situations where there were ongoing criminal investigations.  

Respondents also felt that the timeframes of NRM decision-
making was unsuitable, but there were differing views 
as to whether timeframes were too long or too short. 
Respondents cited concerns about ensuring a time-frame 
that is not too long because of possible adverse impacts 
on children, but that recognises the challenges securing 
accurate information about cases in a short amount of time. 
This is clearly a sensitive issue that requires further attention 
by policy-makers.

As well as highlighting some of the issues around 
effectiveness of the current system, the survey also found 
that there is a clear desire for reform to the current system 
amongst frontline professions, to see the NRM dramatically 
modified in order to serve the best interests of the ever-
increasing number of trafficked children and young people 
being identified. Most respondents felt that the system 
should be changed to become closer to the children affected, 
more multi-agency and part of the existing child protection 
system, as well as provide better specialist support for those 
who have been trafficked. 

Overall, the survey highlights why there needs to be 
significant reforms to the NRM to make it work effectively 
in children’s cases. The Government has vowed to make 
it more ‘child friendly’ but ECPAT UK is calling on it to go 
beyond this and to ensure multi-agency decision-making 
and guaranteed specialist support. See the ECPAT UK 
campaign for more information.

https://www.ecpat.org.uk/demand-specialist-support-for-trafficked-children 
https://www.ecpat.org.uk/demand-specialist-support-for-trafficked-children 
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Appendix 1
ECPAT UK is undertaking a survey on the effectiveness of 
the National Referral Mechanism (NRM) for identifying and 
supporting child victims of modern slavery and trafficking. If 
you work with children and young people, please help us to 
gather information by answering the following questions as 
fully as possible from your own experience.  

All responses will be treated confidentially. Thank you.  

Please select your profession from the drop down list

1. Do you have direct experience of children and the NRM?

2. How would you rate your own level of understanding of 
how the NRM works for children?

Good / Average / Poor

3. Have you received child-specific training on the NRM in 
the past 12 months?

Yes / No / Don’t know

4. Do you think there is good awareness of the NRM by 
frontline professionals working with children generally?  

Yes / No  / Don’t know
Please explain your answer

5. In your experience, does the NRM act as an effective 
system by which to identify child victims of modern slavery 
and trafficking? 

Always / Sometimes / Rarely / Never
Please explain your answer

6. In your experience, does the NRM help to ensure an 
appropriate safeguarding response for children affected by 
modern slavery and trafficking?

Always / Sometimes / Rarely / Never
Please explain your answer

7. In your experience, does the NRM encourage safe and 
appropriate sharing of information between agencies in 
children’s cases?

Always / Sometimes / Rarely / Never
Please explain your answer

8. In your experience, does the NRM provide effective 
specialist protection and support for child victims of 
modern slavery and trafficking?

Always / Sometimes / Rarely / Never

Please explain your answer

9. In your view how important is it for a trafficked child to 
have guaranteed access to: 

a) Specialised counselling/psychotherapies
b) Specialist placements/accommodation 
c) A specialist independent legal guardian or advocate 
d) Specialist legal representation 
e) Access to tailored youth participation activities 
f) A special grant of leave or indefinite leave to remain 
g) Access to compensation
h) Access to criminal justice 

Drop down menu options:

Highly important / Quite important /
Not necessary / Don’t know
Please explain your answer

10. Do you think the current NRM for children needs to be 
revised?

Yes / No
Please explain your answer

11. In your view, are NRM identification decisions currently 
made by the appropriate agencies (i.e. the Home Office / 
National Crime Agency)?

Yes / No / Don’t know
Please explain your answer

12. In your experience, are NRM identification decisions 
made within a suitable timeframe?

Yes / No / Don’t know
Please explain your answer

13. In your view, should NRM decisions be taken within 
a multi-agency child protection framework (including 
relevant civil society actors)?

Yes / No / Don’t know
Please explain your answer

14. In your view, should the NRM be embedded within 
existing multi-agency child protection procedures and 
arrangements?

Yes / No / Don’t know
Please explain your answer

15. Any further comments on the NRM for children?


