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Executive summary
Introduction
This report presents key findings from a review of local authority placement and support
provided to non-European Economic Area (EEA) migrant children who are identified as
potential victims of modern slavery, including trafficking. This includes both accompanied
and unaccompanied minors, those seeking asylum and those not seeking asylum. The
review was commissioned by the Department for Education and the Home Office and
was conducted by Cordis Bright, an independent research and consultancy organisation.
Its key objectives were to:
•
•

improve understanding of the range, location and accessibility of specialist local
authority placement provision for this group, and
identify examples of good and innovative practice to help inform policy on different
ways to monitor, evaluate and strengthen specialist placement provision and
support for this group.

Prevalence and identification of modern slavery of non-EEA migrant children
This review considered available evidence relating to the prevalence of modern slavery
of non-EEA migrant children. In so doing, it sought to understand the scale of the issue
and therefore to consider resource implications for local authorities seeking to identify,
place and support this cohort. The primary national source of data on the prevalence of
reported cases of suspected modern slavery in the UK is the National Referral
Mechanism (NRM). In 2015, 747 children from non-EEA countries were referred to the
NRM in England and Wales as potential victims of modern slavery (National Crime
Agency, 2017b).
Reviewed literature suggests that it is likely that prevalence estimates based on the
number of NRM referrals are an under-estimate of the total number of victims of modern
slavery. This is due to both the under-identification of victims and the under-reporting to
the NRM of those who are identified.
The review did not specifically test this hypothesis but interviews with local authority and
voluntary sector stakeholders provided anecdotal evidence that local authorities
experience challenges in identifying victims and are not necessarily referring all children
who are potential victims to the NRM. In addition, responses to the online survey of local
authorities which formed part of this review provide exploratory findings about the
variation in numbers of non-EEA children identified as potential victims of modern slavery
by participating local authorities. This varies significantly across different local authorities.
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Approaches to identification
The literature review and online survey of local authorities indicated that there are
variations in the extent to which local authorities are identifying non-EEA migrant children
as potential victims of modern slavery. As a result, interviews conducted as part of this
review sought to explore the different approaches taken by local authorities.
The review found evidence that approaches to the identification of non-EEA migrant
children as potential victims of modern slavery vary across local authorities. A minority of
local authorities who participated in telephone interviews as part of the review reported
that they consider all unaccompanied asylum seeking children as potential victims of
modern slavery in the first instance until this possibility is either confirmed or discounted.
However, the majority of local authority stakeholders who participated in interviews as
part of this review suggested that they would not take this approach and would wait for
positive evidence of modern slavery before considering an unaccompanied asylum
seeking child as a potential victim.
Local authority stakeholders who reported that their local authority initially regards all
unaccompanied asylum seeking children as potential victims of modern slavery did not
usually report that all unaccompanied asylum seeking children would therefore be
referred to the NRM. Rather they described ensuring that social workers conducting initial
assessments and early engagement with unaccompanied asylum seeking children were
particularly alert to signs that a child might have been trafficked or exploited.
Following the introduction of the UK Modern Slavery Act 2015, local authorities (and a
number of other professional bodies) have a duty to notify the Home Office of any child or
adult encountered in England and Wales who they suspect is a victim of modern slavery
(Home Office, 2016a). The NRM is one of two mechanisms by which the Home Office
can be notified and it is the only mechanism which should be used for children who are
suspected victims. Children do not need to consent to be referred to the NRM. This
review found evidence from interviews with local authority stakeholders to support the
view within the literature that local authorities are not consistently referring to the NRM. In
interviews, some of the reasons suggested for this include a lack of awareness of the
NRM, the Duty to Notify and the referral process, as well as a perception that a referral to
the NRM does not lead to any improved outcomes for the child.
Provision and availability of placement and support
There is limited evidence within published literature of what constitutes good practice in
supporting this cohort. This was reflected in the extent to which interviewed local
authority stakeholders reported an in-depth understanding of good practice; the majority
indicated that they did not necessarily have extensive knowledge of good practice and
had often worked with very few children in this cohort.
7

Interviews with local authority and voluntary sector stakeholders suggested that
placements and other services offered to non-EEA migrant children identified as potential
victims of modern slavery are not usually specifically commissioned or designed for this
cohort. Instead, placements and services are broadly selected on a case-by-case basis
from the offer available to all vulnerable children in local authority care. In a minority of
cases, there is evidence of specialist support for unaccompanied asylum seeking
children – such as specialist social workers – and this tends to be in local authority areas
where demand for such services is higher because the local authority supports a
relatively high number of unaccompanied asylum seeking children. Examples of local
authorities reportedly providing these services include local authorities in the South East
of England.
Foster care was identified by the majority of interviewed local authority and voluntary
sector stakeholders as the most effective placement type for this cohort, particularly for
children under 16. Almost all local authorities who participated in the review and
discussed their placement offer reported placing children in this cohort in foster care. The
majority recognised that specialist knowledge of supporting potential victims of modern
slavery would be likely to make placements and support more effective and reduce the
incidence of potential victims going missing.
Gaps and barriers in providing placement and support
The 32 local authorities which responded to questions on the supply of placements within
the online survey that formed part of this review most commonly identified undersupply in
foster care, supported accommodation and supported lodgings. The majority of local
authority stakeholders who took part in interviews also reported that there is an
undersupply of foster carers who are knowledgeable and trained in understanding the
needs of this cohort or who may have cultural backgrounds and life experiences in
common with this cohort. A need for recruitment and additional training of foster carers
was recognised.
Advocacy and guardianship was recognised in the literature and by interviewed voluntary
sector stakeholders as a key specialist service in improving outcomes for this cohort.
However, only a minority of interviewed local authority stakeholders reported using
independent advocates for children and young people.
Other key gaps in specialist services which were identified by review participants, and
especially local authority stakeholders, included access to specialist mental health
services and services to enable children to maintain contact with their culture of origin.
Key barriers to providing placements and specialist services include the availability of
specialist provision (as opposed to more generic provision for vulnerable children), as
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well as a lack of resources and specialist knowledge within local authorities and partner
services. A particular resource pressure was thought to exist for children aged 16-17.
Further, participating local authority and voluntary sector stakeholders reported that
improvements could be made in information sharing between local authorities. It was
suggested that this would improve the response to children going missing and potentially
reduce missing incidents.
The majority of local authority and voluntary sector stakeholders who participated in
interviews as part of this review reported that local authorities would benefit from
increased resources to support this cohort. In addition, they stated that increased
guidance and training on the identification, support, and safeguarding of children in this
cohort, as well as national mechanisms for sharing good practice evidence, would be
beneficial. Locally, it was reported that a more regional and strategic approach could
provide opportunities to better assess need and to plan and develop cost-effective
services to support improved outcomes for this cohort.
Going missing from local authority care
The reviewed literature and both local authority and voluntary sector stakeholders who
participated in interviews identified a number of factors associated with children from this
cohort going missing. These included absence of suitable placement or consistent
support from a trusted individual and failure to support children to integrate effectively
into the local community. In addition, Vietnamese children were reported by a minority of
local authority stakeholders and the majority of voluntary sector stakeholders to be at
particular risk of going missing.
As with other vulnerable children at risk of going missing, local authorities who have
taken successful steps to reduce the incidence of children from this cohort going missing
tend to report the use of multi-agency approaches to locating and supporting missing
children. The approach in these local authorities involved coordination across services
including police, healthcare, social care and the voluntary sector. Specific practices that
could be implemented by local authorities and partners as a means of reducing the
incidence of children in this cohort going missing included trafficking risk assessment of
all vulnerable non-EEA migrant children at first point of contact with services.

9

1

Introduction and methodology

1.1

Overview

This report presents key findings from a review of local authority placement and support
provided to non-EEA migrant children identified as potential victims of modern slavery.
This includes both accompanied and unaccompanied minors, those seeking asylum and
those not seeking asylum. The review was commissioned by the Department for
Education and the Home Office and was conducted by Cordis Bright, an independent
research and consultancy organisation.
The focus of the review was:
•

identification of non-EEA migrant modern slavery victims,

•

specialist placements and services for this cohort,

•

gaps in placements and services,

•

barriers to the provision of placement and services, and

•

non-EEA migrant modern slavery victims going missing from local authority care.

A glossary of key terms used within the report is included at appendix 1.
1.2

Key research questions

The Department for Education and the Home Office specified a number of key research
questions for this review. Table 1 summarises these research questions and the research
methods used to gather data in relation to them.
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Research question

How many non-EEA migrant children in local authority care in
England and Wales are identified as potential victims of modern
slavery?
How do local authorities identify potential victims of modern slavery?
Are all non-EEA children who are potential victims referred to the
NRM? If not, why not given the requirements of the Duty to Notify?
What specialist placements and services do local authorities provide
for non-EEA migrant children they identify as potential victims of
modern slavery?
Are there any gaps in placement and service provision? If there are
gaps in placement or service provision, what are they? What can
central government do to support local authorities in addressing
these?
What are the barriers to providing specialist placements and other
support services?
How many non-EEA migrant children identified as potential victims of
modern slavery go missing from local authority care? Are there any
particular circumstances or characteristics associated with those who
go missing?
How do local authorities seek to reduce incidents of these children
going missing from their care?
Have local authorities been able to reduce incidents of these children
going missing from their care? Are there examples of good practice
that could be replicated?
1.3

 
  
  




















Methodology

1.3.1 Approach
The review methodology was developed by Cordis Bright in collaboration with the
Department for Education and the Home Office. The methodology included four key
stages, which are summarised below.

1

This includes interviews with both local authority representatives and voluntary sector representatives.
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Interviews 1

Desktop
review
Online
survey

Table 1: Research questions and methods

Desktop review of data and literature. This focused on published data and literature
relating to children identified as potential victims of modern slavery, focusing where
possible on evidence relating to non-EEA migrants. It sought to explore the policy and
practice context for local authority placement and support for non-EEA migrant children
identified as potential victims of modern slavery. This included synthesising prevalence
data and any evidence of good or innovative practice discussed within the literature.
Summary findings from the literature review are included in the report. The search terms
and bibliography of reviewed literature are included at appendix 2.
Online survey of local authorities in England and Wales. A short online survey
circulated to all 174 local authorities in England and Wales with responsibilities for
children’s services. The survey aimed to gather data on:
•
•
•
•

the numbers of non-EEA migrant children identified as potential victims of modern
slavery in local authority areas,
the demographic characteristics of non-EEA migrant children identified as potential
victims of modern slavery,
the agencies which identified these non-EEA migrant children as potential victims
of modern slavery, and
the range, location and accessibility of placement and support offered to non-EEA
migrant children identified as potential victims of modern slavery.

The survey, which was designed by Cordis Bright and agreed with the Department for
Education and the Home Office before use in the field, was open between 10 November
2016 and 9 January 2017. 87 local authorities responded to the survey, giving a 50%
response rate. Of the 87 local authorities who responded, 73 (42%) provided sufficient
data to be analysed 2.
Table 2, Table 3 and Table 4 provide a profile of the local authorities who responded to
the survey, in terms of their region, type and rural or urban nature. As shown in Table 2,
all regions were represented within the sample but the extent to which each region was
represented varied. For example, only 30% of local authorities in North West England
participated in the survey whilst 64% of local authorities in the East of England
participated.

Three of these local authorities responded jointly, resulting in 71 completed survey responses. One local
authority responded anonymously, resulting in 70 completed survey responses which could be attributed to
a particular local authority.
2
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Table 2: Representation of regions in survey respondents 3
Region
Total number
Number of
Proportion of
Proportion of
of local
participating
local
total
4
authorities
local
authorities in
respondents
authorities
region which
participated
East Midlands
9
3
33%
4%
East of
England

10%
11

7

64%

London

33

11

33%

15%

North East
England

12

6

50%

8%

North West
England

23

7

30%

10%

South East
England

19

8

42%

11%

South West
England

16

7

44%

10%

West Midlands

14

6

43%

8%

Yorkshire and
the Humber

15

7

47%

10%

Wales

22

10

45%

14%

Similarly, as indicated in Table 3, all types of local authority which have responsibility for
children’s services were represented within the sample but representation varied from
36% of London boroughs and metropolitan boroughs participating in the survey to 56% of
county councils participating in the survey.

Three of 73 local authorities responded jointly, resulting in 71 completed survey responses. One local
authority responded anonymously, resulting in 70 completed survey responses which could be attributed to
a particular local authority.
4
One survey was completed anonymously so this local authority could not be included in the profiling.
3

13

Table 3: Representation of local authority types in survey respondents 5
Local
Total number Number of
Proportion of
Proportion of
authority type of local
participating
local
total
6
authorities
local
authorities in
respondents
authorities
region which
participated
County Council
27
15
56%
21%
London
Borough

33

11

33%

15%

Metropolitan
Borough

36

16

44%

22%

Unitary
authority

56

20

36%

27%

Welsh unitary
authority

22

10

45%

24%

Lastly, both rural and urban areas were represented in the sample, as shown in Table 4 7.
This ranged from mainly rural areas to urban areas with a major conurbation. However,
the extent to which different categories of rural or urban areas are represented varies.
This means that the responses of local authorities which participated in the survey cannot
necessarily be considered to be representative of all local authorities with responsibility
for children’s services. Rather, the findings from the survey might best be viewed as
exploratory research which might highlight topics and issues which could usefully be
investigated further.

Three of these local authorities responded jointly, resulting in 71 completed survey responses. One local
authority responded anonymously, resulting in 70 completed survey responses which could be attributed to
a particular local authority.
6
One survey was completed anonymously so this local authority could not be included in the profiling.
7
The rurality or urbanness of local authorities was classified using the Government Statistical Service
Rural-Urban classification system. Please see: https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/2011-rural-urbanclassification-of-local-authority-and-other-higher-level-geographies-for-statistical-purposes for more detail.
County Councils and Welsh local authorities are not classified under this system. Therefore only 125 of the
174 local authorities which were invited to complete the survey can be categorised in this way.
5
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Table 4: Representation of urban and rural areas in survey respondents
Rural or urban Total number
Number of
Proportion of
Proportion of
classification
of local
participating
local
total
8
authorities
local
authorities in
respondents
authorities
region which
participated
Mainly rural
4
2
50%
3%
Largely rural

7

4

57%

5%

Urban with
significant rural

8

2

25%

3%

Urban with city
and town

38

13

34%

18%

Urban with
minor
conurbation

5

2

40%

3%

Urban with
major
conurbation

63

24

38%

33%

Summary findings from the survey responses are included in the report. The survey
template is included at appendix 3.
Telephone interviews with representatives from 28 local authorities. Semistructured interviews were conducted with representatives from 28 local authorities.
These focused on:
•
•

the range, location and accessibility of placement and support offered to non-EEA
migrant children identified as potential victims of modern slavery,
understanding of good or innovative practice in providing placement and support to
this cohort,

8
The rurality/urbanness of local authorities was classified using the Government Statistical Service RuralUrban classification system. Please see: https://www.gov.uk/government/statistics/2011-rural-urbanclassification-of-local-authority-and-other-higher-level-geographies-for-statistical-purposes for more detail.
County Councils and Welsh local authorities are not classified under this system. Therefore only 125 of the
174 local authorities which were invited to complete the survey can be categorised in this way.
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•
•
•

factors which might contribute to this cohort going missing from local authority care
and practices which might reduce the incidence of the cohort going missing,
enabling factors and barriers to providing placement and support to this cohort, and
monitoring and evaluating placement and support to this cohort.

The interview topic guide, which was designed by Cordis Bright and agreed with the
Department for Education and Home Office, is included at appendix 3. 54 local
authorities were specifically targeted with invitations to interview. 35 of these were
suggested by the Department for Education and Home Office because they are the local
authorities who had the highest number of non-EEA child referrals to the NRM. The
remaining 19 local authorities were invited because they had completed the online survey
by 21 December 2016 and indicated their willingness to be interviewed.
Therefore 52% of the local authorities who were specifically targeted were able to
participate in interviews during the required timescales. This represents 16% of the 174
local authorities who were either targeted specifically or received an invitation alongside
the survey request. The local authorities which participated in interviews included unitary
authorities, county councils and metropolitan and London boroughs of a range of different
sizes. There was a geographical spread within England with both urban and rural areas
represented but only one Welsh local authority participated in an interview. Local
authorities who were currently supporting a number of children in this cohort were
represented, as were those who were not currently supporting any children in this cohort.
The local authority stakeholders were generally nominated to participate by colleagues
within their local authority because they were judged to have the greatest insight into
local practice in placement and support for this cohort. However, the opinions they
expressed during interview are their individual views and are therefore not necessarily
representative of a particular standpoint within their organisation.
Telephone interviews with representatives from six voluntary sector organisations.
Semi-structured telephone interviews were conducted with representatives from six
voluntary sector organisations with specialist knowledge of modern slavery. These
focused on similar topics to those discussed within interviews with local authority
representatives. The interview topic guide is included at appendix 3. The six voluntary
sector organisations which were invited to participate in an interview were proposed by
the Home Office and Department for Education because they were identified as the main
voluntary sector organisations working in this policy area.
This is a small sample of voluntary sector stakeholders, albeit one including a number of
key organisations operating in this policy area. In addition, as with local authority
stakeholders, the views the voluntary sector stakeholders shared during interview are
their individual views and not necessarily representative of the standpoint within their
organisation. It is therefore important to be cautious about viewing their responses as
16

representative of the full range of voluntary sector stakeholders who might have
experience within this policy area.
The responses to the interviews with local authority and voluntary sector stakeholders
were analysed thematically to draw out key themes emerging from the interviews. This
analysis was conducted by the researchers who had undertaken the interviews and took
a collegiate approach to build in internal challenge when identifying themes and
determining their relative importance. The key findings from the analysis are included
within this report.
Due to the qualitative nature of this element of the review, the importance of a theme is
not quantified by the number of stakeholders who reported it, as this might not be the
only consideration when determining the relative importance of a theme emerging from
qualitative analysis. However, where themes were identified by multiple stakeholders we
report this as the view of either the minority or the majority of stakeholders, to give some
indication of how frequently this theme emerged within responses.
1.3.2 Limitations of the review
There were two key practical limitations to the effective delivery of this review; these are
likely to have impacted on participation rates by local authorities and therefore on the
extent to which the review findings can be considered representative.
First, the timescales for conducting the review were tight, with the bulk of the fieldwork
taking place from mid-November until early January and therefore spanning the
Christmas period.
Second, the online survey and telephone interviews with local authority stakeholders
were aimed at service managers with responsibility for non-EEA migrant children
identified as potential victims of modern slavery. Direct contact details for these service
managers were not available to Cordis Bright. These contact details proved challenging
to obtain for a variety of reasons, including the fact that the job title and team in which the
appropriate manager was based varied substantially across local authorities and a
number of local authorities were not able or willing to share names and contact details
when approached by phone.
In addition, as discussed in section 1.3.1, the size and characteristics of the sample for
the online survey (42% of all eligible local authorities) and interviews with local authority
stakeholders (16% of all eligible local authorities) mean that the review findings cannot
confidently be considered as representative of the practice or perspectives of all local
authorities with responsibility for children’s services. Instead, the findings of the review
might more accurately be viewed as exploratory.
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2

Scale of the need for placement and support

2.1

Prevalence of modern slavery experienced by non-EEA migrant children

This review considered available evidence relating to the prevalence of modern slavery
of non-EEA migrant children. In so doing, it seeks to understand the scale of the issue
and therefore to consider resource implications for local authorities seeking to identify,
place and support this cohort. The primary national source of data on the prevalence of
reported cases of suspected modern slavery in the UK is the National Referral
Mechanism (NRM). The NRM is a framework for identifying victims of human trafficking
or modern slavery and ensuring they receive the appropriate support (National Crime
Agency, 2017a).
In 2015, 927 children in England and Wales were referred to the NRM as potential
victims of modern slavery. 747 (81%) of these children were from non-EEA countries
(National Crime Agency, 2017b). A detailed breakdown of NRM decisions is provided
within the quarterly reports rather than the end of year summary. Within these reports,
395 (53%) of referrals of non-EEA minors were still awaiting a conclusive grounds
decision. 43 (6%) had received a positive conclusive grounds decision (National Crime
Agency, 2017b).
Reviewed literature suggests that it is likely that prevalence estimates based on the
number of NRM referrals are an under-estimate of the total number of victims of modern
slavery. This is due to both the under-identification of victims and the under-reporting to
the NRM of those who are identified. Indeed, publications relating to the NRM statistics
include careful caveats to make it clear that they cannot offer an analysis of prevalence
because they only contain data relating to numbers referred to the NRM (National Crime
Agency, 2017b). For example, in an attempt to estimate prevalence a multiple systems
estimation was recently conducted which estimated the number of potential victims in the
UK in 2013 at between 10,000 and 13,000 (Bales, Hesketh and Silverman, 2015). When
compared to the figure of 2,744 identified by the National Crime Agency’s strategic
assessment of the nature and scale of human trafficking in 2013 and 1,746 referrals
made to the NRM in 2013, this suggests under-representation of the number of potential
victims of modern slavery in the UK.
In the online survey conducted as part of this review, local authorities were asked how
many non-EEA migrant children had been identified as potential victims of modern
slavery in the past 12 months. Combined, the 73 local authorities that responded
identified 312 potential victims of modern slavery. The number of identified potential
victims ranged from zero to 36.
26 local authorities stated that there were zero identified cases in their local authority
area in the past 12 months. This was the most frequent answer and was reported by
18

local authorities of a variety of sizes, types, levels of rurality or urbanness and across a
range of regions. It is therefore difficult to establish whether there is any pattern in nonidentification of potential victims by particular groups of local authorities and whether this
might suggest poorer performance by these local authorities in identifying potential
victims or simply lower prevalence of modern slavery of children in these local
authorities.
The highest number of cases identified by a single authority was 36. This was reported
by an urban unitary authority. The 10 local authorities which reported the highest
numbers of identified potential victims (ranging from nine to 36 potential victims) were
responsible for 214 potential victims identified by local authorities who responded to the
survey. This represents 69% of the total number of potential victims identified by all
survey respondents. Four of these 10 local authorities were in South East England and
two were in London. They were predominantly urban authorities or county councils.
Based on the analysis of survey responses, it appears that older children and young
people are more commonly identified as potential victims of modern slavery, at least by
those local authorities who responded to the survey. 150 (58%) of the 261 9 potential
victims whose age was reported were between the ages of 16-17 when they were
identified as potential victims of modern slavery. This compares with 63% of all minors
referred to the NRM in 2015 who were aged 16-17 (National Crime Agency, 2017b) 10. In
both cases, the data relates to identification rather than prevalence (which is not known
because of the number of potential hidden victims). Therefore, it does not necessarily
provide evidence that children and young people in older age groups are more likely to
be victims of modern slavery.
38 (61%) of the 62 local authorities who responded to this question identified potential
victims aged 16-17, whilst 25 (40%) local authorities identified potential victims aged 1115. Substantially smaller numbers of local authorities identified younger potential victims.
The analysis of survey responses indicates that boys and young men are more frequently
identified as potential victims of modern slavery than girls and young women. 212 (73%)
of potential victims whose gender was provided in the survey responses were male. The
remaining 80 (27%) were all female and there were no children identified as transgender.
A higher proportion of minors referred to the NRM in 2015 were also male, although the
difference in the gender breakdown in NRM referrals was less marked than in responses

9
A total of 62 local authorities provided the age at identification of some or all of the non-EEA migrant
children they had identified as potential victims/survivors of modern slavery/trafficking. Therefore the age of
261 of the 312 potential victims/survivors was reported within the survey responses.
10
This age breakdown relates to all minors referred to the NRM in England and Wales in 2015 and not
specifically to non-EEA minors referred to the NRM. This is because data is not reported in the NRM
statistics on age of referrals by country of origin.
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to this survey. In 2015, 61% of minors referred to the NRM in England and Wales were
male whilst 38% were female (National Crime Agency, 2017b) 11.
22 (50%) of the 44 local authorities who provided data on country of origin of potential
victims identified Vietnam among their three most common countries of origin for children
in this cohort; this was the most commonly-reported country of origin. This was followed
by Albania, which was reported by 14 (32%) local authorities as within their three most
common countries of origin. Afghanistan, Eritrea, Iran and Iraq were all reported by six
(14%) local authorities as within their three most common countries of origin and these
were the third most commonly-reported countries of origin. This is in line with the most
common countries of origin of non-EEA minors referred to the NRM. In 2015, 230 (31%)
of the 747 non-EEA minors referred to the NRM were from Vietnam, and 203 (27%) were
from Albania (National Crime Agency, 2017b).
Within their three most common countries of origin 31 (70%) local authorities identified
children coming from destinations in Asia, 21 (48%) local authorities identified children
coming from destinations in the Middle East, 19 (43%) local authorities identified children
coming from destinations in Africa and 15 (34%) local authorities identified children
coming from destinations in Europe.
These reflections on prevalence should be viewed within the context of the wider
population of unaccompanied asylum seeking children in the UK. 60% of unaccompanied
asylum seeking children in 2016 were aged 16 or 17; the proportions referred to the NRM
reflect the breakdown in the wider population (Home Office, 2017). The higher
prevalence of identified male victims of trafficking also reflects higher prevalence of
males within the cohort of unaccompanied asylum seeking children. In 2016 90% of
applications for asylum from unaccompanied children were from boys (Home Office,
2017). In addition, the country of origin of NRM referrals reflects the prevalence in the
wider cohort of unaccompanied asylum seeking children. The top six countries of origin
for unaccompanied asylum-seeking children in 2016 were: Afghanistan, Albania, Eritrea,
Iran, Iraq and Sudan (Home Office, 2017).
2.2

Identification of potential victims

The majority of local authority and voluntary sector stakeholders who were interviewed as
part of this review emphasised challenges with the effective identification of potential
victims of modern slavery. Indeed, many recommended increased training around
identifying this cohort. These stakeholders reported that training for social workers was

This gender breakdown relates to all minors referred to the NRM in England and Wales in 2015, and not
specifically to non-EEA minors referred to the NRM. This is because data is not reported in the NRM
statistics on gender of referrals by country of origin.
11
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particularly important, including frontline social workers and those in more managerial
roles. In addition, a minority of local authority and voluntary sector stakeholders reported
that it would be beneficial to offer more systematic training about modern slavery and
identifying victims to professionals in other roles which might encounter children who
have been or are at risk of modern slavery. Examples included housing officers and
placement providers, including staff in residential care homes. For example, one local
authority respondent highlighted a reduction in missing episodes in the local authority
following improved multi-agency training in early stage identification of potential victims of
modern slavery.
The interviews conducted with local authority stakeholders provided evidence of a range
of different approaches to the identification of non-EEA migrant children as potential
victims of modern slavery. For example, a minority of interviewed local authority
stakeholders reported that their local authority initially regards all unaccompanied asylum
seeking children as potential victims of modern slavery and continues to do so unless
assessment and investigation indicates otherwise. This included local authorities who
reported supporting both lower and higher numbers of non-EEA migrant children and
identifying lower and higher numbers of these children as potential victims of modern
slavery. However, the majority indicated that their local authority only regards
unaccompanied asylum seeking children as potential victims if they find evidence that
suggests this, or if the unaccompanied asylum seeking child reports it to a professional.
Local authority stakeholders who reported that their local authority initially regards all
unaccompanied asylum seeking children as potential victims of modern slavery did not
usually report that all unaccompanied asylum seeking children would therefore be
referred to the NRM. Rather, they described ensuring that social workers conducting
initial assessments and early engagement with unaccompanied asylum seeking children
were particularly alert to signs that a child might have been trafficked or exploited. In one
instance, a county council described undertaking specific trafficking risk assessments
with all children thought to have experienced or be at risk of trafficking. This is reportedly
used to establish a more detailed picture of risk and to plan placement and support
accordingly.
Based on responses to the online survey conducted as part of this review, the most
common route via which non-EEA migrant children were identified as potential victims of
modern slavery was via the police. A total of 28 (65%) of the 43 local authorities who
provided data on identification routes cited the police as one of their three most common
identification routes. The other most common identification routes reported by local
authorities within the survey were local authorities themselves, which was reported by 13
(30%) local authorities, and UK Border Force, which was reported by 11 (26%) local
authorities.
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In 2015, the agency which most commonly referred children to the NRM was the Home
Office, which referred 335 (36%) children in England and Wales to the NRM (National
Crime Agency, 2017b) 12. The next most common type of agency referring minors to the
NRM was local authorities, which referred 268 (29%) children. This was followed by the
police, which referred 157 (17%) children.
Following the commencement of Section 52 of the UK Modern Slavery Act 2015 on 1
November 2015 local authorities (and a number of other professional bodies) have a duty
to notify the Home Office of any child or adult encountered in England and Wales who
they suspect is a victim of modern slavery (Home Office, 2016a). The NRM is one of two
mechanisms by which the Home Office can be notified and it is the only mechanism
which should be used for children who are suspected victims. Children do not need to
consent to be referred to the NRM.
This review found evidence from interviews with local authority stakeholders to support
the view within the literature that local authorities are not consistently referring to the
NRM. Whilst the majority of local authority stakeholders reported an awareness of the
NRM, a minority stated that they were not confident that all social workers were aware of
it or of when and how to make referrals to it.
A minority of local authority stakeholders also suggested that there may be a
misunderstanding amongst some social workers about the purpose of a referral to the
NRM. For example, some stakeholders reported a belief (by themselves or by colleagues
in their local authority) that a referral to the NRM would trigger different placement and
support options becoming available to a child at the point of referral. In addition, a
minority stated that they did not see any benefit to the potential victim of making a referral
to the NRM as it did not alter the support they would receive.
A minority of local authority and the majority of voluntary sector stakeholders commented
on this lack of awareness and understanding by professionals as a barrier to the use of
the NRM. They also highlighted other barriers, such as the unwillingness of some
children to be referred to the NRM due to a perceived threat of immigration
investigations. Those local authority stakeholders who discussed this as a barrier did not
clearly state whether they believed that a child’s consent was required (and therefore are
not aware of the duty to refer minors identified as potential victims of modern slavery to
the NRM, irrespective of their consent). Rather, they reported that children’s
unwillingness to be referred to the NRM impacted negatively on their disclosure of
information relating to their experience of modern slavery, and thus on the ability of first

‘Home Office’ and ‘UK Border Force’ are listed as distinct referring agencies within the NRM statistics.
Further explanation is not provided within the statistics or related reports of which Home Office teams are
included within ‘Home Office’.
12
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responders to establish whether modern slavery may have taken place and to submit
high-quality NRM referrals.
Concerns about the use of the NRM are reflected in research undertaken by the AntiTrafficking Monitoring Group (ATMG) examining the NRM in practice for children. This
found evidence of (ATMG, 2014):
•
•
•

2.3

limited awareness of child trafficking indicators among first responders,
limited awareness of the NRM by first responders, and
lack of input by the child into the NRM process and a lack of understanding of the
NRM process by the child.
Risk factors for going missing

A recent study on trafficked and unaccompanied children going missing from care in the
UK included an online survey completed by 288 professionals who were working with –
or might encounter – trafficked, unaccompanied or separated children (Simon, Setter and
Holmes, 2016). The reason most commonly suggested by these survey respondents for
trafficked or unaccompanied children going missing was not being recognised as a
potential victim of trafficking (Simon, Setter and Holmes, 2016). Other circumstances
which professionals and young people who participated in research studies associated
with likelihood of going missing include (Franklin and Doyle, 2013; Simon, Setter and
Holmes, 2016):
•
•

•

•
•
•

control or influence of traffickers on children,
inappropriate accommodation, such as placements which do not promote trusting
relationships, wellbeing, safety planning and protective factors to reduce the
likelihood of children going missing,
carers who are not adequately trained to understand the experiences and risks
faced by children who have been victims of modern slavery or how best to support
them to remain in placements,
lack of consistent support from a trusted individual, such as independent advocates
or guardians,
children’s concerns about their asylum or immigration applications and engaging
with official interviews, and
being criminalised, for example being arrested or prosecuted.

These views were upheld in the interview responses of local authority and voluntary
sector stakeholders. In addition, a minority of local authority and voluntary sector
stakeholders reported that a failure to support potential victims to integrate into the local
community can increase the risk of them going missing.
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Interviewed local authority and voluntary sector stakeholders were asked whether they
were aware of any particular characteristics associated with this cohort going missing.
The majority of local authority stakeholders reported that they felt unable to comment.
The reasons cited were that their local authority had only provided placement and
support to a small number of children in this cohort or that none or only a small number of
these children had gone missing.
However, a minority of local authority stakeholders and the majority of voluntary sector
stakeholders stated that Vietnamese children who have been identified as potential
victims of modern slavery are particularly vulnerable to going missing. For local authority
stakeholders, this belief was usually based on specific instances of which they were
aware, where one or more Vietnamese child victims of modern slavery who were in the
care of their local authority had gone missing.
Most local authority and voluntary sector interview respondents who discussed a
perceived high prevalence of missing episodes amongst Vietnamese victims were unable
to offer an explanation for this. However, a minority of local authority stakeholders
attributed this to the highly organised nature of the trafficking and criminal exploitation
that these Vietnamese victims experience. These local authorities also mentioned the
fact that Vietnamese victims are often first identified following a period of exploitation in
cannabis factories or nail bars and then return to what is “familiar”, due to the existing
links they have within the industry into which they have been trafficked. This chimes with
a report by the Office of the Children’s Commissioner highlighting a high proportion of
Vietnamese children arriving to Kent in 2010 that went missing and were later found in
cannabis factories (The All-Party Parliamentary Group for Runaway and Missing Children
and Adults and the All-Party Parliamentary Group for Looked After Children and Care
Leavers (APPG), 2012).
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3

Availability of specialist placement and support

3.1

Placement

Safe accommodation has been highlighted as one of the immediate needs presented by
young people who have been trafficked at the point of arrival (Pearce, Hynes and
Bovarnick, 2009).
An analysis of responses to the online survey conducted as part of this review suggests
that the placement type most commonly offered to non-EEA migrant children who are
identified as potential victims of modern slavery is foster care. 51 (89%) of the 57 local
authorities who responded to this question indicated that they provide foster care to this
cohort. 33 (58%) local authorities offered supported accommodation, 24 (42%) offered
supported lodgings, 22 (39%) offered residential children’s home places, 16 (28%)
offered shared accommodation, and one (2%) local authority offered placements in a
semi-secure reception unit for trafficked children. For all forms of placement except the
semi-secure reception unit, the majority of provision was based within the local authority.
Survey responses suggest that supply of all placement types meets or exceeds demand
in the majority of responding local authority areas. The placement types in which
undersupply was most frequently reported were 13:
•
•
•

foster care, which was reported as undersupplied by 12 (38%) of the 32 local
authorities,
supported accommodation, which was reported as undersupplied by 9 (28%) of the
32 local authorities, and
supported lodgings, which were reported as undersupplied by 7 (22%) of the 32
local authorities.

Furthermore, of these 32 local authorities:
•
•

17 (53%) local authorities reported no areas of undersupply in their
accommodation offer.
By comparison, 15 (47%) local authorities reported at least one area of
undersupply in their accommodation offer.

Of those local authorities who reported at least one area of undersupply in their
accommodation offer, 12 (80%) had experienced a lower volume of demand for

Reported by 32 local authorities that answered the question about supply/demand of accommodation/
placements and also reported that at least one non-EEA migrant child had been identified as a potential
victim of modern slavery/trafficking in the previous 12 months.
13
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accommodation for this cohort in the past 12 months, having identified four or fewer nonEEA migrant children in the last 12 months as potential victims of modern slavery.
However, there were three local authority areas which appeared to experience a greater
undersupply of placements than the others. One local authority in South East England
reported that demand somewhat exceeded supply across a wide range of its placement
types: including foster care, supported accommodation, shared accommodation,
supported lodgings, residential children’s homes and semi-secure reception units for
trafficked children. This was the local authority which reported identifying the highest
number (36) of non-EEA migrant children as potential victims of modern slavery in the
past 12 months. Two local authorities reported demand far exceeding supply for three
different types of accommodation: foster care, supported lodgings, and one other type of
accommodation (residential children’s homes in one case and supported accommodation
in the other). This included one local authority in the East Midlands which reported
identifying a relatively high volume (8) potential victims of modern slavery in the last 12
months and one local authority in South West England which reported identifying a lower
volume (1) of potential victims in the last 12 months.
These findings are echoed by the analysis of interview responses by local authority
stakeholders. Almost all indicated that they would initially seek to offer foster care to nonEEA migrant children who are identified as potential victims of modern slavery and that
they do offer this in most instances. In particular, local authority stakeholders reported
that foster care was used in most cases for potential victims under the age of 16, with
exceptions only being made if specific concerns around a child’s behaviour or the
complexity of their support needs meant that an alternative placement (most commonly in
a residential care home) was sought. For those aged 16-17, the majority of local authority
respondents also referred to using supported accommodation and/or shared housing,
sometimes referring to both as “semi-independent accommodation”. The provision of this
“semi-independent accommodation” was also perceived as good practice by some
stakeholders; this will be discussed in more detail in section 4.1.
The majority of interviewed local authority stakeholders highlighted that there is sufficient
supply of these foster placements overall, but a minority stated that they have difficulties
in identifying an adequate number of suitable placements within the local authority area.
The majority attributed this to the small volume and unpredictability of demand for
placements for victims of modern slavery, and indeed for unaccompanied asylum
seeking children more generally, in their localities. A minority also saw cultural matching
as important in determining the suitability of a foster care placement and commented on
gaps in their local authority area for specific demographics of foster carers with regards
to religion, ethnicity, language and those able to cater to specific age groups.
In addition, a minority of interviewed local authority stakeholders stated that it is more
challenging to find foster care for older young people, particularly those aged 16 and
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over. However, these interview respondents tended to emphasise that this is a wider
supply issue and not specific to foster placements suitable for non-EEA migrant children
or potential victims of modern slavery. This was cited as one of the reasons for offering
supported accommodation or shared housing to potential victims aged 16-17.
The responses of the majority of interviewed local authority stakeholders suggest that the
placements offered to non-EEA migrant children identified as potential victims of modern
slavery are usually not specialist in the sense that they are not distinct from the
placements offered to other children and young people in local authority care. Where
more specific provision was described, this was often provision offered to
unaccompanied asylum seeking children (including unaccompanied asylum seeking
children who may have experienced modern slavery) and not focused only on potential
victims of modern slavery. For example, a minority of local authority stakeholders
suggested that specialist foster care was available locally with foster carers who had
received specific training on supporting unaccompanied asylum seeking children, which
included reference to modern slavery. However, most explained that the standard pool of
foster carers was used for this cohort but that experienced foster carers would be sought
in preference to less experienced ones and additional training and support would be
offered as needed.
A small minority of interviewed local authority stakeholders referred to using temporary
accommodation, such as bed and breakfasts, for unaccompanied non-EEA migrant
children aged 16 or over. These stakeholders recognised that placing children in this type
of accommodation contravenes good practice guidance and should be avoided. Yet they
cited examples of spontaneous arrivals of non-EEA migrant children to their local
authority area, for whom more appropriate placements could not be found within the first
24 hours. They therefore referred to a need to place these children in bed and breakfasts
overnight for the first night following their referral to the local authority.
Placement was consistently described by interviewed voluntary sector stakeholders as a
problematic issue for non-EEA migrant children and young people identified as potential
victims of modern slavery. The majority of voluntary sector respondents were of the
opinion that, despite a high level of demand, there was limited capacity of foster care
placements for these children and young people. Perhaps as a result of this perceived
limited availability, multiple voluntary sector respondents commented that these children
and young people were often placed in “semi-independent accommodation” (such as
supported accommodation or shared housing), which was cited as inappropriate due to
safeguarding risks being higher. Concerns about the limited availability of suitable
placements and particularly placements with foster carers with specialist training in
supporting victims of modern slavery, were echoed within the reviewed literature (e.g.
Brownlees and Finch, 2010).
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3.2

Other specialist services

An analysis of responses to the online survey conducted as part of this review indicates
that some local authorities are offering other specialist services to non-EEA migrant
children identified as potential victims of modern slavery. 15 (33%) of the 45 local
authorities who provided information about specialist services they offer reported that
they offer specialist counselling and 12 (27%) local authorities reported that they offer a
specialist support worker. 12 (27%) local authorities reported that they offer at least one
other form of specialist service, including: establishing multi-agency teams to support
non-EEA children (3); mental health services (2); commissioning specific training for
social workers (3); and specialist child sexual exploitation teams (2).
It should be noted that there was considerable ambiguity in the responses of several
local authorities about whether services commissioned are specific to non-EEA migrant
children or potential victims of human trafficking, or whether they are part of more generic
services for vulnerable children and young people. Indeed, in six responses, local
authorities highlighted that they would provide the same services that they would provide
for other vulnerable children and young people not specifically in this cohort.
Survey responses on the extent to which supply of other specialist services meets local
demand suggest that specialist counselling is frequently undersupplied; 12 (61%) of the
19 local authorities who responded to this question reported that specialist counselling
was either greatly or somewhat undersupplied, meaning that there were not enough
services available to meet demand locally.
The responses of interviewed local authority and voluntary sector stakeholders also
indicated that there are significant gaps in the provision of a range of both universal
services and specialist versions of these services which might cater for the more specific
needs of this cohort. In particular, a majority of both local authority and voluntary sector
stakeholders identified a lack of appropriate mental health and therapeutic services. This
ranged from reported difficulties in many local authority areas in accessing standard
Child and Adolescent Mental Health Services (CAMHS) for unaccompanied asylum
seeking children (who may have been victims of modern slavery), to an absence of more
specialist provision to support children and young people to address or manage the
negative impact of trauma they have experienced at the hands of perpetrators of modern
slavery, or previously in their country of origin.
A minority of interviewed local authority stakeholders indicated that they offer some kind
of advocacy or an independent visitor, particularly in cases where a child is in a
placement that is not matched with their cultural and language needs. However, this was
not offered by the majority of interviewed local authorities. The perceived benefits of
offering this service are discussed in more detail in section 4.2.
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4

Understanding of good or innovative practice

The published evidence base for good practice in placement and support of non-EEA
migrant children identified as potential victims of modern slavery is relatively limited. For
example, the review of literature found limited evidence of the known impact of
programmes and approaches perceived to be good practice.
This section references a number of examples that were highlighted as good practice by
local authority and/or voluntary sector stakeholders interviewed as part of this review.
These examples have not been independently verified as good practice through any
further research into their known impact or outcomes for non-EEA children identified as
potential victims of modern slavery. At this stage they are therefore anecdotal examples
and not known to be evidence-based. Most stakeholders who referenced specific
providers or local authorities whose practice they perceived to be strong, stated that
these were simply the examples of which they were aware and that as a result there may
be different, or better, examples.
In addition, the majority of local authority stakeholders who participated in interviews
reported that they did not have extensive knowledge of the specific needs of non-EEA
children who are potential victims of modern slavery and how these might differ from the
needs of unaccompanied asylum seeking children more widely, or indeed of other
vulnerable children in their care. In a minority of cases, these stakeholders suggested
that a colleague in a different role might have this knowledge. In the majority of cases
they explained that the local authority had not supported a large enough number of
children in this cohort to amass this knowledge and confidently identify support needs
that were common to this cohort and distinct from other cohorts of vulnerable children.
4.1

Placement

Specialist foster care is consistently described in the literature as a good solution in
provision of accommodation for children and young people who are potential victims of
modern slavery (APPG, 2012; Simon, Setter and Holmes, 2016). Specialism in this
context is predominantly used to mean foster carers who have received training to
provide them with knowledge of what constitutes modern slavery, as well as an
understanding of the experience of children who have been victims of modern slavery or
of other experiences which are relatively common amongst non-EEA migrant children in
local authority care, such as being unaccompanied and seeking asylum. In addition, they
should have received training on safeguarding risks, risks of going missing, and risks of
becoming repeat victims of modern slavery and how to reduce these risks within the
placement.
Secure accommodation (such as a semi-secure reception centre for trafficked children) is
another placement type referenced in some publications as effective provision on an
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immediate short-term basis (The Centre for Social Justice (CSJ), 2013; Simon, Setter
and Holmes, 2016).
Almost all local authority stakeholders interviewed as part of this review viewed foster
care as the most effective type of accommodation for non-EEA migrant children identified
as potential victims of modern slavery. This was echoed by all but one of the voluntary
sector stakeholders interviewed 14. Strengths of foster care which were reported by these
local authority and voluntary sector stakeholders included:
•
•
•
•

the familial and homely setting, which was seen to promote children’s sense of
comfort and safety,
the consistent provision of care by one or two carers, which reportedly provides an
opportunity for children to build trust with these carers,
the increased chance of finding a cultural match or more culturally-sensitive
placement within foster care when compared with other placement types, and
the small-scale nature of the placement, meaning that foster carers are more able
to focus on the needs and wants of an individual child, which can sometimes be
more difficult in a placement setting where there are a number of other children.

The majority of local authority and voluntary sector stakeholders suggested that ideally
this would be provided by specialist foster carers with training in understanding the
experience of children who have been victims of modern slavery and in supporting and
safeguarding them. The majority of local authority stakeholders also indicated that in the
event that such specialist foster care was not available, more generic foster care would
still be more effective than other types of placement.
However, the majority of both types of stakeholder also highlighted the importance of
selecting the most appropriate placement on a case by case basis. For example, age
was cited as an important consideration when placing this cohort, with many suggesting
that supported accommodation might be equally or more appropriate than foster care for
young people aged 16 and over. Alongside age, the complexity of a child’s support
needs, their levels of independence and their cultural background and expectations were
identified by interviewed stakeholders as key determiners of the most appropriate
placement.
The majority of local authority stakeholders and all voluntary sector stakeholders reported
that foster carers and other placement providers should be appropriately trained around
areas such as safeguarding risks, risks of going missing, risks of becoming repeat victims
of modern slavery, healthcare, immigration, and referring to local services. There is also

The remaining voluntary sector stakeholder was reluctant to identify any one type of placement as most
effective for this cohort, emphasising instead the importance of selecting the most appropriate placement
on a case by case basis.
14
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a consistent theme within the literature around training of placement providers to
recognise and respond to the needs of this cohort (Department for Education and Home
Office, 2011; Simon, Setter and Holmes, 2016; Shuker, 2013). Specific training areas
recommended for specialist carers include: information regarding the immigration
system, use of specific safety measures, and challenging societal assumptions that
increase young people’s vulnerability to exploitation (Shuker, 2013).
A minority of local authority stakeholders described experience of working with supported
accommodation providers who were less effective in supporting unaccompanied asylum
seeking children more broadly. In particular, these stakeholders reported that such
providers were less skilled at building trust and rapport with unaccompanied asylum
seeking children and at supporting them to integrate with peers within the
accommodation and to identify and engage with other support services or communities of
interest. These stakeholders tended to attribute the lack of success to the absence of key
skills and expertise within the frontline workforce. They also reflected that the best
accommodation providers often display a balance of specialist knowledge and local
knowledge, meaning that sometimes smaller, local providers who are established in the
area can offer provision which is as effective as that offered by national providers who
may have more specialist knowledge in supporting potential victims of modern slavery.
4.2

Other specialist services

Advocates were highlighted within the reviewed literature and by the majority of
interviewed voluntary sector stakeholders as the most effective type of specialist service
in improving outcomes for non-EEA migrant children and young people identified as
victims of modern slavery (APPG, 2012; Crawley and Kohli, 2013; ECPAT UK, 2011a;
Simon, Setter and Holmes, 2016; Tuggey and Smith, 2016). Advocates and guardians
have been recommended for accompanying victims through the NRM decision-making
process, protecting their rights and wellbeing, and providing them with guidance and
assistance through the asylum or immigration process and required services. Indeed,
both professionals’ views reported in the literature and a minority of voluntary sector
stakeholders interviewed as part of this review suggested that advocates act as a
protective factor in reducing the likelihood of this group going missing (ECPAT UK,
2011a; Simon, Setter and Holmes, 2016; Tuggey and Smith, 2016).
One of the key functions which might be fulfilled by an advocate or guardian is the role of
a trusted and consistent adult with whom a child feels safe to share their views and
experiences. This capacity to build trust and offer consistency to children has also been
recognised as crucial for other professionals and carers working with children who have
been victims of modern slavery. It is seen to promote a sense of safety and wellbeing,
which acts as a foundation for children to engage in placements and wider services
(Crawley and Kohli, 2013; Franklin and Doyle, 2013; Simon, Setter and Holmes, 2016;
Stanley et al., 2016).
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A guardianship system for unaccompanied asylum seeking children (which included
potential victims of modern slavery) has been trialled in Scotland. A 12-month trial of
Independent Child Trafficking Advocates in England concluded that advocates added
value to existing provision for trafficked children, with advocates being important for
ensuring clarity and coherence for the child (Home Office, 2015). However, the trial also
found no evidence that having an Independent Child Trafficking Advocate reduced the
incidence of children going missing from care.
Only a minority of local authority stakeholders highlighted existing statutory advocates as
a type of specialist service that is effective in improving outcomes for non-EEA migrant
children identified as potential victims of modern slavery. The majority did not reference
advocates specifically when asked about key services apart from placements which
support improved outcomes for this cohort. Those who did report that advocates were a
key component in effective support for this cohort tended to suggest that they were
particularly important in improving the integration of children in placements that are not
matched with their cultural and language needs. They reported that advocates or
independent visitors can support these children to feel more heard, better understood,
and to identify and engage with community groups and smaller, local provision that might
support their integration.
Alternatively, the majority of respondents from local authorities emphasised the
importance of mental health and therapeutic services, both for this group of child victims
and unaccompanied asylum seeking children more broadly. Many highlighted this in the
context of the trauma and emotional difficulties that these young people may have
experienced.
Other services recommended within the reviewed literature and/or by interviewed local
authority and voluntary sector stakeholders for this cohort are access to (BAWSO, 2012;
CSJ, 2013; Department for Education, 2014; Franklin and Doyle, 2013; Hemmings et al.,
2016; Pearce, Hynes and Bovarnick, 2009; Rigby, Malloch and Hamilton-Smith, 2012;
Stanley et al., 2016):
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

legal support,
community support, including links to relevant cultural groups,
education,
healthcare,
interpreters with safeguarding checks,
social workers, and
peer support and social integration.

Many of these might be classed as universal services to which all children and young
people who need them should have access, rather than specialist services.
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A minority of local authority stakeholders reported that the voluntary and community
sector, including small, local community groups and leaders, is very significant in
enabling children to maintain appropriate contact with their culture of origin. These
stakeholders stated that community groups can provide opportunities for children to meet
with peers and adults with whom they share a common language and culture, and who
may have had similar experiences to them (such as living in the same socio-political
context in their country of origin, migrating to the UK and integrating and building a life in
the UK). This was seen to be particularly important in areas where there is a shortage of
placements offering a cultural match for children from non-UK nationalities and cultures,
or where cultural match might not be the primary factor in selecting a suitable placement
for a child.
A small number of these local authority stakeholders suggested that it would be
beneficial for local authorities to employ someone to work more systematically with these
voluntary and community sector organisations, with a view to supporting them to build
capacity, training them in safeguarding and other key areas, mapping them and
promoting them to professionals working with children.
4.3

Barriers and enabling factors to providing placement and support

A number of barriers and enabling factors to the provision of effective placements and
support were identified within the reviewed literature and in interviews with local authority
and voluntary sector stakeholders. These included:
Age of victims and transition: Specific issues identified by interviewed voluntary sector
stakeholders were described to be experienced by those approaching the age of 18, due
to problems with assessment procedures, inappropriate placements, the child’s
immigration status, and being treated as more resilient than younger children and young
people. This was supported by the reviewed literature, which also highlighted age
disputes and age assessments as a barrier to providing effective support, partly because
of their detrimental effect on relationship building between professionals and a young
person (Association of the Directors of Children’s Services, 2015; Pearce, Hynes and
Bovarnick, 2009; Simon, Setter and Holmes, 2016; Tuggey and Smith, 2016). Perhaps
as a result of this, multiple local authority stakeholders highlighted this transition period
as a particular risk factor for likelihood of child victims of modern slavery and
unaccompanied asylum seeking children going missing.
A local authority stakeholder from Calderdale stated that Calderdale implements good
practice in supporting unaccompanied asylum seeking children in transition (including
non-EEA migrant children who are potential victims of modern slavery) by supporting
unaccompanied asylum seeking children of all ages within the local Pathway and Leaving
Care Service. All unaccompanied asylum seeking children are initially referred to the
Mulita-Agency Screening Hub and from there are immediately transferred to the Pathway
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and Leaving Care Service. This includes unaccompanied asylum seeking children under
the age of 16 and reportedly means that children and young people are able to receive
consistent support from the same team up until the age of 25. There is currently a
specialist unaccompanied asylum seeking children social worker in this team, with a
second about to join.
This stakeholder reported high proportions of positive placement and progression
outcomes for unaccompanied asylum seeking children within this service. For example, it
was reported that a high proportion of unaccompanied asylum seeking children maintain
their placements in the medium to long-term and that in the last 18 months none have
gone missing 15. Another reported positive outcome is that all unaccompanied asylum
seeking children who are supported by the service are currently in education, training or
employment and none have become involved with the criminal justice system.
Capacity: The majority of interviewed local authority stakeholders commented on the
lack of resources in their locality to support child victims of modern slavery and
unaccompanied asylum seeking children. London and the South East were highlighted
by voluntary sector stakeholders as areas experiencing particular challenges around
capacity, relating to the relatively high volume of unaccompanied asylum seeking
children supported in these areas. Multiple voluntary sector stakeholders suggested that
the National Transfer Scheme may act as an enabling factor in the provision of specialist
placement and support, due to lessening the load for local authorities such as London
and the South East where there are a high number of this cohort.
Data collection and information sharing: Limitations in current mechanisms for
collating data and sharing information about prevalence and good practice were
highlighted by the majority of local authority stakeholders and voluntary sector
stakeholders as a barrier to providing specialist placements and support to child victims
of modern slavery. For example, a minority of local authority stakeholders and the
majority of voluntary sector stakeholders emphasised the lack of a central system at a
national level between local authorities for recording prevalence of modern slavery,
location of victims and demand for placement and services.
These stakeholders did not consider the NRM to fulfil this function because they believed
that local authorities do not currently use it as a source of data on prevalence and
because it does not offer information about where children are placed or what services
they might be accessing or need. The absence of a system like this was seen to

15
However, recent research which included data requests to local authorities about the number of children
they had identified/suspected as being trafficked in the 12 months up to September 2015 and how many of
these went missing found that the two young people identified/suspected as trafficked in Calderdale in this
period were both reported as going missing (Simon, Setter and Holmes, 2016). The time period referred to
in the research and the cohort under examination do not fully overlap but the research does indicate that
there is some evidence of trafficked children having gone missing in Calderdale.
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exacerbate challenges relating to capacity because it makes it difficult for local authorities
to gauge the scale of current need in their region, consider implications for future levels
of need and demand for services, and to plan an accurate and adequate response to this
need.
A minority of local authority and voluntary sector stakeholders also reported that the
sharing of good practice between local authorities at a national or regional level would be
useful in addressing gaps and barriers in provision of placements and support for this
group. For example, a minority of local authority stakeholders stated that they had looked
to other local authorities to try to establish how they were providing placements and
services for this cohort and that it had been difficult to establish which local authorities to
approach because they had limited information about what might constitute good practice
and where it might be happening. These stakeholders explained that they had identified
contacts and good practice in other local authorities through chance meetings with
colleagues in other local authorities (e.g. at conferences) or through initiating contact with
local authority areas which they believed might be supporting a high volume of
unaccompanied asylum seeking children. They reported that it would have been easier to
make judgements about which practices to investigate if they had access to updates
about good practice or to more systematic mechanisms to communicate with other local
authorities and partners working with this cohort.
A minority of local authority stakeholders suggested that it would be useful to have
access to face-to-face workshops or online fora to exchange information, knowledge and
experience about developing and delivering placement and support to this cohort,
including any evidence of positive outcomes associated with particular practices. One
voluntary sector respondent suggested that the Local Government Association, Home
Office, or regional hubs might be able to help with establishing or administering these
fora.
Training: Training was frequently highlighted by interviewed local authority and voluntary
sector stakeholders as an enabling factor for promoting effective practice in placement
and support for this cohort. Specific areas of training which local authority and voluntary
sector stakeholders thought would promote improved practice included specialist training
for foster carers and social workers around the complex needs of this cohort and how
best to support and safeguard them.
Despite this, the majority of interviewed local authority and voluntary sector stakeholders
indicated that social workers and other professionals working with this cohort do not
receive adequate training in this area. This was attributed variously to:
•
•
•

a lack of knowledge within local authorities about the range of training that might be
available on modern slavery,
limited availability of relevant training,
limited resources with which to commission it,
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•
•
•

difficulties for staff in balancing attendance at training with delivering their day-today roles,
a high turnover of staff, and
an increasing number of victims requiring support (meaning that a higher
proportion of staff need to be well-versed in supporting this cohort).

A minority of voluntary sector stakeholders mentioned that a training scheme for foster
carers is available, which is delivered by Refugee Council and ECPAT UK and funded by
the Department for Education. These stakeholders reported their belief that this training
promotes effective practice in providing placements and supports for this group, with one
stakeholder commenting on the high demand for this training.
Multi-agency working: Multi-agency approaches have been identified as key to
effectively addressing modern slavery (CQC, 2016; London SCB, 2011a and 2011b;
Pearce, Hynes and Bovarnick, 2009; Home Office, 2014a; Simon, Setter and Holmes,
2016; Tuggey and Smith, 2016). In particular, the literature highlighted the importance of
collaboration between different agencies in reducing incidence of missing episodes
(Department for Education, 2011; Home Office, 2011; Pearce, Hynes and Bovarnick,
2009). Multi-agency working was also referenced by all voluntary sector stakeholders
and the majority of local authority stakeholders as crucial to the effective provision of
placement, services and support to non-EEA migrant children and young people who
have been identified as potential victims of modern slavery and in preventing missing
episodes. In addition to discussing the importance of local multi-agency working,
stakeholders highlighted challenges in sharing information and evidence across local
authorities in order to be able to track children (including those who go missing in one
local authority area and are found in another) and to share details of assessments, risk
assessments, support offered and outcomes. This was seen as a key mechanism for relocating missing children, managing any risk of them going missing again and supporting
them to sustain stable placements and progress towards positive outcomes.
A number of examples were provided by local authority and voluntary sector
stakeholders of local authorities taking a multi-agency approach to reducing the
incidence of this group going missing or re-locating children and young people more
quickly when they do go missing. These included local authorities in the South East of
England and London boroughs, which had reportedly experienced high volumes of
unaccompanied asylum seeking children who might be at risk of going missing. In
addition, a regional approach taken by a group of local authorities in Wales was
highlighted as good practice. The approach in all areas referenced involved coordination
across services including police, healthcare, social care, and the voluntary sector.
Further, Hillingdon was cited in the Government’s human trafficking strategy as an
example of best practice in reducing numbers of missing children (Home Office, 2011). A
significant reduction was reported in the number of potentially trafficked children going
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missing in the local authority, which was attributed to an operational model established in
partnership with law enforcement agencies. This model includes work around:
•

•
•

•

Education: including work with teachers, school governors, residential staff and
foster carers regarding identifying and dealing with potential child victims of
trafficking or those at risk of going missing.
Intelligence: meetings with multi-agency groups of frontline staff to discuss and
assess every missing child case.
Communication: the LSCB produces an annual report to share with partner
agencies and communication materials regarding child trafficking and missing
children for use by professionals and members of the public.
Support: training provided to foster carers of potential victims of trafficking and/or
children going missing and support by trained social workers on stand-by duty.

The Home Office (2011) has reported that this approach has significantly reduced the
number of potential child victims of trafficking going missing in the local authority.
The Willow team in Hampshire, a multi-agency group comprised of social workers, police,
specialist nurses and attached to Barnardo’s, was a further example of effective multiagency working for this cohort, as reported by the interviewed stakeholder within this
local authority. Once an unaccompanied asylum seeking child is identified in this locality,
the Willow team provides an immediate response including conducting risk assessments
and safety planning, with any recognised victims allocated to Barnardo’s workers. This
local authority respondent commented that this enables their locality to share resources
and skills across different agencies, thereby allowing capacity to deal with other issues
such as education and awareness around modern slavery.
Guidance: A minority of interviewed voluntary sector and local authority stakeholders
highlighted guidance developed to support local authorities and partners to prevent this
group from going missing. The Department for Education’s guidance for care of
unaccompanied children was provided by one voluntary sector respondent as an
example of guidance for reducing the likelihood of this group going missing. However,
this stakeholder also commented that many local authorities in which their organisation
was providing services and with which they had discussed this guidance were not
currently aware of it, and are not therefore using it.
A minority of voluntary sector stakeholders cited specific examples of local authorities
that have developed and are utilising local protocols to address this group going missing.
This included local authorities in the South East of England and urban local authorities
with major conurbations. This was supported by interviews with local authority
stakeholders, with multiple respondents highlighting that these protocols were in place in
their own and other local authorities. In addition, a minority of local authority stakeholders
referred to the importance of carrying out trafficking risk assessments with children
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thought to have been trafficked, as well as with all unaccompanied asylum seeking
children.
One local authority stakeholder provided an example of best practice by another local
authority 16, which reportedly undertakes risk assessments of the likelihood of children
going missing within 24 hours of them becoming known to services. Guidance by
Barnardo’s was also highlighted by one local authority that can be utilised when children
go missing; it also provides general guidance to social workers for providing specialist
support to victims and includes a helpline that can be used to discuss cases.
Regional approach: A minority of interviewed local authority stakeholders reported that
adopting a more regional approach to the placement and support of non-EEA migrant
children identified as potential victims of modern slavery was likely to result in more
effective and efficient provision. A minority of local authority stakeholders stated that this
might offer greater scope to develop specialist provision which was also affordable for
commissioners because the volume of demand for these placements would be higher at
a regional level than at an individual local authority level. For example, a minority of
stakeholders reported that local authorities in their region are currently exploring a
regional approach to commissioning more specialist placements for unaccompanied
asylum seeking children, which could be extended to specialist placements and provision
for non-EEA migrant children identified as potential victims.
Strategic approach: In addition, a minority of stakeholders reported that it would be
beneficial for local authorities to take a strategic approach to accepting unaccompanied
asylum seeking children (including potential victims) under the National Transfer Scheme
or any other re-distribution schemes. They reported that this approach might entail more
consideration of how the profile and potential support needs of children accepted under
re-distribution schemes might fit with the existing local population of looked after children
and local communities. They also explained that it might entail considering the impact on
demand for services and whether accepting young people with similar characteristics and
support needs would create a ‘critical mass’ and therefore justify the commissioning of
more specialist services which could not necessarily be commissioned for a smaller
volume of children.
These local authority stakeholders stated that such an approach would enable local
authorities to develop expertise in supporting unaccompanied asylum seeking children
with particular characteristics or presenting issues. They also reported that it could help
to ensure that individual unaccompanied asylum seeking children were placed in
geographical proximity to other unaccompanied asylum seeking children with similar

This local authority has not been named as the stakeholder who referenced this example stated that she
would prefer it to be reported anonymously because consent has not been gained from the local authority
whose practice is being referenced.
16
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experiences (such as having been trafficked and exploited) or cultural backgrounds, and
therefore felt less isolated with more opportunities for peer support.
Child-centred support: A child-centred approach, focusing primarily on the welfare of
the child was highlighted in the literature as key to effective support for this cohort
(Bovarnick, 2010; Jago et al., 2011; Pearce, 2011, SOLACE, 2009). Research has
acknowledged that good practice for victims “helps the child to understand their
experience of abuse while alleviating any sense of responsibility for it” (Pearce, 2011; 9).
Further, a project identifying how local authorities can improve their response to human
trafficking concluded that a “victim-centred approach should be at the heart of all Local
Authority strategies on trafficking and should be the central foundation upon which local
government services for victims are delivered” (SOLACE, 2009; 131). This was
supported by voluntary sector and local authority stakeholders interviewed, who
frequently emphasised the importance of considering the voice of the child in safety plans
and provision of accommodation and services. Doncaster highlighted good practice
regarding capturing the voice of victims in their locality, outlining that a non-EEA migrant
child identified as a victim of modern slavery sits on their Council’s panel for children and
young people.
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5. Conclusions
5.1

Overview

This review found evidence of variation in the numbers of non-EEA children identified by
different local authorities as potential victims of modern slavery. Whilst this may relate to
differences in the prevalence of modern slavery in different areas, interviews with local
authority stakeholders indicate that it may also be the result of varied approaches taken
by different local authorities to identify potential victims.
Interviews with local authority and voluntary sector stakeholders suggested that
placements and other services offered to non-EEA migrant children identified as potential
victims of modern slavery are not usually specifically commissioned or designed for this
cohort. Foster care was perceived in the literature and by the majority of interviewed local
authority and voluntary sector stakeholders as the most effective placement type for this
cohort, particularly for children under 16.
Online survey responses indicated that the most commonly identified areas of
undersupply by participating local authorities were in foster care, supported
accommodation and supported lodgings. The majority of local authority stakeholders who
took part in interviews also reported that there is currently an undersupply of foster carers
who are knowledgeable and trained in understanding the needs particular to this cohort.
Key gaps in specialist services which were identified by review participants, and
especially local authority stakeholders, included access to mental health services and
support networks to enable children to maintain contact with their culture of origin.
Key barriers to providing placements and specialist services which were identified by
interviewed local authority and voluntary sector stakeholders included:
•
•
•
•

the limited availability of specialist provision (as opposed to more generic provision
for vulnerable children),
a lack of resources and specialist knowledge within local authorities and partner
services,
a particular resource pressure for children who are aged 16-17, and
challenges or gaps in information sharing between local authorities.

5.2
Potential measures to strengthen support provided to non-EEA trafficked
children
A key way in which interviewed local authority stakeholders suggested that local
authorities could strengthen the current provision of placement and support to non-EEA
migrant children identified as potential victims of modern slavery was in promoting the
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enabling factors and emulating the perceived good practice described in the previous
sections. Specific actions highlighted by interviewed local authority stakeholders
included:
•
•
•
•
•

commissioning specialist training and services where there is evidence that this is
required,
ensuring that all unaccompanied minors are risk assessed for modern slavery,
developing specialist roles in local authorities to support victims of modern slavery,
adopting a more regional approach to planning and commissioning placement and
support, and
adopting a more strategic approach when considering which children they might
best be able to support under re-distribution schemes.

Interviewees noted that Central Government could support Local Government to ensure
existing provision to support this cohort is strengthened through: supporting effective
commissioning of specialist services, raising awareness about modern slavery and
facilitating learning between local authorities. Whilst local authorities generally
acknowledged that commissioning specific local training was the responsibility of the
local authority or LSCB, they also indicated that a national awareness raising campaign
or centrally-developed materials to support local training would be beneficial. Specific
topics which these stakeholders stated could be included in this awareness raising
campaign included: the nature and scale of modern slavery, how to recognise signs of
modern slavery and where to report concerns about children who might have been
victimised. This is supported by recent literature highlighting the need for training
amongst professionals and carers to improve awareness around issues specific to
modern slavery (Home Office, 2013; Simon, Setter and Holmes, 2016). Furthermore,
multiple voluntary sector and local authority stakeholders interviewed felt that Central
Government could support local authorities further with sharing of learning and good
practice, as discussed in section 4.3.
Interviews with local authority and voluntary sector stakeholders highlighted that there
are no specific performance frameworks in place in any local authorities for monitoring
placements and support for non-EEA migrant children identified as potential victims of
modern slavery. However, more general performance indicators were highlighted as
being used on a more informal basis to measure effectiveness of placements and
support, including outcomes such as: missing episodes; stability of placements; progress
in education; and emotional and physical health outcomes.
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Appendix 1: Glossary of key terms
Key terminology
Accompanied asylum seeking child: A child who is seeking asylum and is being cared
for either by parents or by someone who in law or custom has responsibility to do so.
Please see: Home Office, 2016. Processing children’s asylum claims.
Advocate or independent advocate: An independent advocate is a person employed to
provide children with information and advice, advocacy, representation and support to
ensure their wishes and feelings are heard, understood and taken seriously by agencies
making decisions about them and that their rights are upheld. Looked after children have
a right to receive support from an independent advocate and this is set out in statutory
guidance. In addition, recent trials have taken place of Independent Child Trafficking
Advocates. Their role is to provide specialist independent support to trafficked children
and to act in the child’s best interest across the areas of social care, immigration and
criminal justice.
Guardianship (as per the definition used in the Scottish Guardianship Service Pilot
Project): A Guardian is someone who accompanies children and young people when
they claim asylum or are trafficked and are cared for by health, education and welfare
services. A Guardian will help a child or young person to be actively involved in decisions
that affect their life and to get the help they need, when they need it. A Guardian is on the
child’s side, can explain what is happening to them, will listen to their views and
experiences and speak up for them when needed. A Guardian will also help a child or
young person to plan their future, whether in the UK or elsewhere.
Independent visitor: An independent visitor is a volunteer who does not work for
children’s services and who visits and befriends a child who is in local authority care.
Their role is to act as a consistent and reliable presence in the child’s life to enable the
child to build a trusting relationship with an adult outside of the social care system.
Modern slavery (as per the UK Modern Slavery Act 2015): Slavery is categorised as:
human trafficking, domestic servitude; sexual exploitation; child exploitation; labour
exploitation; criminal exploitation; human tissue or organ harvesting.
Non-European Economic Area (EEA) migrant child: A child whose country of origin is
outside of the European Economic Area (EEA) who has migrated to the UK. This
includes both unaccompanied and accompanied minors, those seeking asylum and those
not seeking asylum. It includes children originating from all countries EXCEPT: Austria,
Belgium, Bulgaria, Croatia, Republic of Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia,
Finland, France, Germany, Greece, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Liechtenstein,
Lithuania, Luxembourg, Malta, Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Romania,
Slovakia, Slovenia, Spain, Sweden and the UK.
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National Referral Mechanism (as per the National Crime Agency definition): A
framework for identifying victims of human trafficking or modern slavery and ensuring
they receive the appropriate support. The NRM is also the mechanism through which the
Modern Slavery Human Trafficking Unit (MSHTU) collect data about victims. Local
authorities and other key professionals have a duty to notify the NRM about all children
identified as potential victims of modern slavery.
National Transfer Scheme: A voluntary transfer arrangement between local authorities
for the care of unaccompanied asylum seeking children. Under the scheme, a child
arriving in one local authority area already under strain caring for unaccompanied asylum
seeking children may be transferred to another council with capacity. The scheme was
launched in July 2016 and is accompanied by an interim national transfer protocol to
provide guidance to local authorities in England on the operation of the scheme.
Trafficking (as per the Palermo protocol ratified in 2006): Trafficking constitutes
modern slavery and is therefore covered by the UK Modern Slavery Act 2015. According
to the Palermo protocol, trafficking is defined as the recruitment, transportation, transfer,
harbouring or receipt of persons for the purpose of exploitation. This might entail the
threat or use of force or other forms of coercion, abduction, fraud, deception, the abuse
of power or of a position of vulnerability, or the giving or receiving of payments or benefits
to achieve the consent of a person having control over another person.
Unaccompanied asylum seeking child: A child who is seeking asylum and who is
under 18 years of age when the claim is submitted; claiming in their own right; separated
from both parents and not being cared for by an adult who in law or by custom has
responsibility to do so. Being unaccompanied is not necessarily a permanent status and
may change, particularly if the child has family members in the UK. Please see: Home
Office, 2016. Processing children’s asylum claims.
Definitions of placement types
The following definitions are taken from information provided to local authorities to
accompany the interim national transfer protocol for unaccompanied asylum seeking
children. Where possible, references to placement types within this report use these
categories. In cases where the reviewed literature or interview participants referred to
different accommodation categories, we have provided an indication of which of the
below categories are likely to be included in this additional category.
Foster care: Care in a family setting either in a placement with an Ofsted registered and
inspected Independent Fostering Agency foster carer or in a placement with a local
authority foster carer.
Residential care home: Care within an Ofsted regulated and inspected children’s
residential care home.
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Semi-secure reception centre for trafficked children: Care in specialist
accommodation tailored to enable high levels of monitoring and supervision while
children who have been identified as having been trafficked are intensively engaged by
staff to prevent onward trafficking.
Shared housing (only for children aged 16 or over): Shared housing is a multiple
occupancy house, shared between other unaccompanied asylum seeking young people
(and sometimes some non-asylum seeking young people) to provide peer support, with
additional visiting support. This type of accommodation allows young people to live very
independently but usually with visiting support, which should be tailored to the needs of
the individual young people.
Supported accommodation (only for children aged 16 or over): Supported
accommodation (not regulated by Ofsted but covered by regulations and may be
evaluated as part of single inspections via tracked or sampled cases) typically has
multiple rooms and young people can provide peer support to each other on accessing
services, local facilities and learning English. Staff are available on site (often 24/7) and
typically have experience in helping young people to settle in and begin to develop
independent skills. They will be trained in safeguarding children issues, and will be
responsive to feedback from the young people placed there.
Supported accommodation may include study areas, outside space and a communal
meeting room. Staff and health providers are able to run sessions to support the
development of independent living skills, support with homework and meeting others.
Security can be tailored to the needs of the young people, for example, some have all
visitors and guests sign in and out, and CCTV.
Good supported accommodation will provide a family environment in which
unaccompanied asylum seeking children can learn to develop and grow. This can serve
to nurture a sense of belonging – strengthening their confidence and trust in adults – and
providing them with the emotional stability needed to develop positive friendships and
engage with their wider community. House meetings can provide an opportunity to
encourage young people to eat together and share, whilst also providing them with a
forum to air any frustrations within the community and to teach them resolution skills.
Supported lodgings (only for children aged 16 or over): Supported lodgings are a
service which can allow an individual to live in a family home, experiencing domestic life
in a shared and supportive environment, but with a lower level of monitoring than in foster
care. The young person has their own room and shares the kitchen and bathroom
facilities with the family or householder - or ‘host’. Similar to foster carers, hosts can be
families, couples or single people.
The accommodation is a furnished bedroom in a domestic house, with use of WC,
bathing, cooking and laundry facilities as a member of the household. The householder
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or host is resident full time in the property but pursues their own lifestyle (including daily
routine, absence at work, holidays and weekends away). They provide a home-like
environment and domestic routine consistent with the young person engaging in
education, training or work, including the provision of some meals. They establish an
appropriate and consistent personal relationship with the young person, including nonintrusive practical help and advice.
The service provider (a local authority or independent organisation) undertakes
recruitment, scrutiny and approval of a host’s accommodation and suitability to work with
vulnerable young people in an unsupervised home environment. They typically provide
general skills development, training and experience-sharing events for host families.

45

Appendix 2: Literature review search terms and
bibliography
Search terms
The bibliography was developed using the following search terms in Google Scholar.
Each primary search term was searched in combination with each secondary search
term (e.g., “slavery” + “child”; “slavery” + “young person” etc.). The first 50 articles for
each combined search term were reviewed rapidly and abstracts were scanned for all
potentially relevant, publicly available articles. The most appropriate articles were
included in the bibliography for full review. A regular Google search was also conducted
using the primary search terms to make sure key UK literature was included
The search terms for the literature review were developed by Cordis Bright and agreed
by the Department for Education and the Home Office.
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Primary search terms
Slavery
Human trafficking
Domestic servitude
Forced labour
Exploitation
Organ harvesting

Secondary search terms
Child
Young person
Refugee
Asylum
Migrant
Victim
Survivor
Support
Service
Barrier
Provision
Identification
Missing children
Runaways
Running away
Placement
Good practice
Best practice
Effectiveness
Evaluation
Outcomes
Impact
Research
England
Wales
UK
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Appendix 3: Research tools
Online survey of local authorities
Introduction
The Department for Education and Home Office have commissioned Cordis Bright to
conduct a review of local authority support provided to non-European Economic Area
(EEA) migrant children identified as potential victims/survivors of modern
slavery/trafficking, including trafficking. As part of this review, we would like to hear from
local authority service managers for children in need services or equivalent to gather: an
estimate of the number of non-EEA migrant children identified as potential
victims/survivors of modern slavery/trafficking; key information on current specialist
placement and services provided; views on gaps and challenges experienced in
supporting these children.
Thank you for completing this survey. It should take 10-15 minutes to complete. The
deadline for completion is Monday 9th January.
Questions in this survey require data from your local authority area regarding prevalence,
demographics and other statistics relating to non-EEA migrant children identified as
potential victims/survivors of modern slavery/trafficking. This data is critical in enabling us
to gain a national view of non-EEA children who are potential victims/survivors of modern
slavery/trafficking. We appreciate that the information may require time and effort to
collate and we greatly value your input in providing us with data which is as accurate and
complete as possible.
If you have any questions about this survey or the review please contact Hannah Nickson
on hannahnickson@cordisbright.co.uk or 020 7330 9170.
We are using the following definitions for the purpose of this questionnaire:
Non-EEA migrant child: A child whose country of origin is outside of the European
Economic Area (EEA) who has migrated to the UK. This includes both unaccompanied
and accompanied minors, those seeking asylum and those not seeking asylum. It
includes children originating from all countries EXCEPT: Austria, Belgium, Bulgaria,
Croatia, Republic of Cyprus, Czech Republic, Denmark, Estonia, Finland, France,
Germany, Greece, Hungary, Iceland, Ireland, Italy, Latvia, Liechtenstein, Lithuania,
Luxembourg, Malta, Netherlands, Norway, Poland, Portugal, Romania, Slovakia,
Slovenia, Spain, Sweden and the UK.
Trafficking (as per the Palermo protocol ratified in 2006): The recruitment,
transportation, transfer, harbouring or receipt of persons for the purpose of exploitation.
This might entail the threat or use of force or other forms of coercion, abduction, fraud,
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deception, the abuse of power or of a position of vulnerability or the giving or receiving of
payments or benefits to achieve the consent of a person having control over another
person.
Modern slavery (as per the UK Modern Slavery Act 2015): Slavery is categorised as:
domestic servitude; sexual exploitation; child exploitation; labour exploitation; criminal
exploitation; human tissue/organ harvesting.
Background information
1. Which local authority do you work for?

2. What is your role?

Prevalence and identification
3. In the last 12 months, how many non-EEA migrant children (aged 0 - 17) have been
identified as potential victims/survivors of modern slavery/trafficking in your area?
Please include all children about whom concerns/issues relating to modern
slavery/trafficking have been raised, even if the child was not referred to the National
Referral Mechanism.
Number

4. In the last 12 months, of these non-EEA migrant children who have been identified
as potential victims/survivors of modern slavery/trafficking in your area, how many
were (at time of identification):
0-4 years old
5-10 years old
11-15 years old
16-17 years old
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5. In the last 12 months, of these non-EEA migrant children who have been identified
as potential victims/survivors of trafficking in your area, how many were:
Female
Male
Transgender

6. In the last 12 months, what were the three most common countries of origin for the
non-EEA migrant children who have been identified as potential victims/survivors of
modern slavery/trafficking in your area? Please note that we are aware that you may
not be able to rank responses in the event that three or fewer non-EEA migrant
children in your local authority area were identified as potential victims/survivors of
modern slavery/trafficking. In this case, please list your responses in no particular
order.
1st (most common)
2nd
3rd

7. In the last 12 months, what were the three most frequent identification routes for nonEEA migrant children who have been identified as potential victims/survivors of
modern slavery/trafficking in your area? Please note that we are aware that you may
not be able to rank responses in the event that three or fewer non-EEA migrant
children in your local authority area were identified as potential victims/survivors of
modern slavery/trafficking. In this case, please list your responses in no particular
order.
Drop-down menu of response options: Education, health services, local
authorities, members of the public, NGO/voluntary sector organisations, police
services, UK Border Force, Other.
1st (most frequent)
2nd
3rd
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Other (please specify)

Specialist placements, services and support
8. At present, what types of placement/accommodation are offered in your local authority
area to non-EEA migrant children who are identified as potential victims/survivors of
modern slavery/trafficking? Please tick all that apply.
Located within
the borough

Located outside
of the borough

Foster care





Supported
accommodation





Shared accommodation





Supported lodgings





Residential children’s
home





Semi-secure reception
unit for trafficked children





Other (please specify)

9. Aside from placement, does your local authority commission any other specialist
services/support for non-EEA migrant children who are identified as potential
victims/survivors of modern slavery/trafficking? Please tick all that apply.



Specialist counselling
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Specialist support worker



Other (please specify below)

If you answered “other” above then please specify details here

10. From which providers does your local authority tend to commission accommodation
and/or specialist services/support for non-EEA migrant children who may be
victims/survivors of modern slavery/trafficking? Please provide the name of all
relevant providers used.

11. Please indicate the extent to which supply of the following different types of
services/support meets demand for non-EEA migrant children identified as potential
victims/survivors of modern slavery/trafficking.
Drop-down menu of response options: Demand is far greater than supply;
demand is somewhat greater than supply; supply meets demand; supply
exceeds demand.
Extent to which supply meets
demand
Foster care
Supported
accommodation
Shared accommodation
Supported lodgings
Residential children’s
home
Semi-secure reception
unit for trafficked children
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Specialist counselling
Specialist support worker
Other (please specify)

If you answered “other” above then please specify details here

Thank you
Thank you very much for taking the time to complete this survey. Your answers will be
submitted automatically when you press the "done" button.

12. As part of this research the Department for Education and Home Office are interested
in conducting in- depth interviews with local authority service managers. If you would
be interested in participating in a 40-minute interview please provide your details
below.
Name
Email
Contact number
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Topic guide for local authority interviews
Introduction
Thank you for agreeing to take part in this interview. It should take between 45 minutes
and one hour to complete. It forms part of a review of local authority support provided to
non-EEA migrant children identified as potential victims of modern slavery, including
trafficking. This includes both unaccompanied and accompanied minors, those seeking
asylum and those not seeking asylum.
The review has been commissioned by the Department for Education and Home Office. It
is being conducted by Cordis Bright, an independent research and consultancy
organisation.
The key aims of the review are to:
•

•

•

Gather data on the range, location and accessibility of specialist local authority
placement provision for non-EEA migrant children identified as potential victims of
modern slavery/trafficking.
Identify good/innovative practice and ideas to help inform policy on different ways
to monitor, evaluate and strengthen specialist placement provision/support for this
group.
Feed into other key pieces of Government work in this area, such as the new
Missing Children and Adults Strategy; the production of Modern Slavery Act 2015
statutory guidance on the identification and support of victims; and the work of the
Modern Slavery Taskforce.

The opinions you share during the interview will remain confidential and will only be
reported on an anonymised basis, unless you refer to examples of good practice and we
ask for your consent to share details and attribute this to your local authority. If you have
any questions during the interview, please just ask. Thank you again for taking part.
Your role and experience of modern slavery/trafficking
1. What is your job title and which local authority do you work in?
2. Please could you describe your role, and any current and previous

experience/knowledge of supporting children who are potential victims/survivors of
modern slavery/trafficking? Do you have any specific experience with non-EEA
migrant children identified as potential victims/survivors of modern slavery/trafficking?

Accommodation/placements provided to potential victims/survivors
3. What types of accommodation/placement do you think are effective in improving

outcomes for non-EEA migrant children who have been identified as potential
victims/survivors of modern slavery/trafficking? Why do you say this?
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4. What do you think are the main gaps in your local authority area in the provision of

accommodation/placement for non-EEA migrant children who have been identified as
potential victims/survivors of modern slavery/trafficking?
Prompts for interviewer: e.g. geographical gaps; gaps in types of placement;
placements are: not catering for particular group; of poor quality, poorly located,
inaccessible, too expensive, inflexible, have waiting lists.

5. In your opinion, what (if anything) could be done to address these gaps?
6. Are you aware of any examples of effective/innovative practice in providing

accommodation/placement for non-EEA migrant children who have been identified as
potential victims/survivors of modern slavery/trafficking? (E.g. from own or other local
authorities or other agencies)

7. (If yes to above) Do you have any evidence you could share with us to demonstrate

any associated outcomes of the effective/innovative practice?

Other specialist services/support for potential victims/survivors
8. Apart from accommodation/placement, what types of specialist service/support do you

think are effective in improving outcomes for non-EEA migrant children who have
been identified as potential victims/survivors of modern slavery/trafficking? Why do
you say this?

9. Are these types of specialist service/support provided on a regular basis in your local

authority area? If not, why do you think they are not provided? What do you think are
the main gaps?
Prompts for interviewer: e.g. geographical gaps; gaps in types of service/support;
services are: not catering for particular group; of poor quality, poorly located,
inaccessible, too expensive, inflexible, have waiting lists.

10. Are you aware of any examples of effective/innovative practice in providing specialist

services/support for non-EEA migrant children who have been identified as potential
victims/survivors of modern slavery/trafficking? (E.g. from own or other local
authorities or other agencies)

11. (If yes to above) Do you have any evidence you could share with us to demonstrate

any associated outcomes of the effective/innovative practice?

Child victims/survivors going missing from local authority care
12. We know that children who are identified as potential victims/survivors of modern

slavery/trafficking are relatively likely to go missing from local authority care. Do you
think there are any characteristics/circumstances associated with those who go
missing? Are any of these specific to non-EEA migrant children? Why do you say
this?

13. Has your local authority taken any specific steps to reduce the incidence of non-EEA

migrant children identified as potential victims/survivors of modern slavery/trafficking
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going missing? If so, please could you describe these in more detail? Do you think
they have been effective? Do you have any evidence you can share with us to
demonstrate any associated outcomes?
Enabling factors and barriers to effective placement and support
14. What factors need to be in place to promote effective practice in providing placement

and support to non-EEA migrant children who have been identified as potential
victims/survivors of modern slavery/trafficking? Why do you say this?

Prompts for interviewer: e.g. strategy; policy; leadership; staff knowledge/skills;
capacity; partnership working arrangements; interpretation/translation; partnerships
with trusted voluntary agencies; monitoring/evaluation, etc.
15. Are you aware of any challenges or barriers in providing specialist placement/support

for non-EEA migrant who have been identified as potential victims/survivors of
modern slavery/trafficking?

Prompts for interviewer: e.g. lack of knowledge/awareness regarding how to support
potential victims/survivors of modern slavery/trafficking; lack of skills/experience in
supporting potential victims/survivors of modern slavery/trafficking; lack of
resources/finances required to support potential victims/survivors of modern
slavery/trafficking; lack of leadership at strategic/operational level; issues with multiagency working.
16. In your opinion, what could be done to address these challenges and barriers?
17. Is there any support that could be provided by central government to help local

authorities to address these challenges and barriers?

Monitoring and evaluating specialist placements/support
18. How is the performance/success of specialist placement and support for non-EEA

migrant children who have been identified as potential victims/survivors of modern
slavery/trafficking currently measured?

19. Do you have any suggestions for how monitoring of performance and/or outcomes

could be improved in the future?

Any other comments
20. Do you have any other comments?

Thank you very much again for taking the time to speak with us.
Topic guide for voluntary sector interviews
Introduction
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Thank you for agreeing to take part in this interview. It should take between 45 minutes
and one hour to complete. This interview forms part of the review of local authority
support provided to non-EEA migrant children identified as potential victims of modern
slavery, including trafficking. This includes both unaccompanied and accompanied
minors, those seeking asylum and those not seeking asylum.
The review has been commissioned by the Department for Education and Home Office. It
is being conducted by Cordis Bright, an independent research and consultancy
organisation.
The key aims of the review are to:
•

•

•

Gather data on the range, location and accessibility of specialist local authority
placement provision for non-EEA migrant children identified as potential victims of
modern slavery/trafficking.
Identify good and innovative practice and ideas to help inform policy on different
ways to monitor, evaluate and strengthen specialist placement provision and
support for this group.
Feed into other key pieces of Government work in this area, such as the new
Missing Children and Adults Strategy; the production of Modern Slavery Act 2015
statutory guidance on the identification and support of victims; and the work of the
Modern Slavery Taskforce.

The opinions you share during the interview will remain confidential and will only be
reported on an anonymised basis. If you have any questions during the interview, please
just ask. Thank you again for taking part.
Your role and experience of modern slavery/trafficking
1. What is your job title and which organisation/local authority area(s) do you work in?
2. Please could you describe your role, and any current and previous

experience/knowledge of tackling modern slavery/trafficking? Do you have any
specific experience with non-EEA migrant children identified as potential
victims/survivors of modern slavery/trafficking?

Accommodation/placements provided to potential victims/survivors
3. What types of accommodation/placement do you think are effective in improving

outcomes for non-EEA migrant children who have been identified as potential
victims/survivors of modern slavery/trafficking? Why do you say this?

4. What do you think are the main gaps in the provision of accommodation/placement for

non-EEA migrant children who have been identified as potential victims/survivors of
modern slavery/trafficking?
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Prompts for interviewer: e.g. geographical gaps; gaps in types of placement;
placements are: not catering for particular group; of poor quality, poorly located,
inaccessible, too expensive, inflexible, have waiting lists.
5. In your opinion, what (if anything) could be done to address these gaps?
6. Are you aware of any examples of effective/innovative practice in providing

accommodation/placement for non-EEA migrant children who have been identified as
potential victims/survivors of modern slavery/trafficking? (E.g. from local authorities or
other agencies)

7. (If yes to above) Do you have any evidence you could share with us to demonstrate

any associated outcomes of the effective/innovative practice?

Other specialist services/support for potential victims/survivors
8. Apart from accommodation/placement, what types of specialist service/support do you

think are effective in improving outcomes for non-EEA migrant children who have
been identified as potential victims/survivors of modern slavery/trafficking? Why do
you say this?

9. Do you think these types of specialist service/support are provided on a regular

basis? If not, why do you think they are not provided? What do you think are the main
gaps?
Prompts for interviewer: e.g. geographical gaps; gaps in types of service/support;
services are: not catering for particular group; of poor quality, poorly located,
inaccessible, too expensive, inflexible, have waiting lists.

10. Are you aware of any examples of effective/innovative practice in providing specialist

services/support for non-EEA migrant children who have been identified as potential
victims/survivors of modern slavery/trafficking? (E.g. from local authorities or other
agencies)

11. (If yes to above) Do you have any evidence you could share with us to demonstrate

any associated outcomes of the effective/innovative practice?

Enabling factors and barriers to effective placement and support
12. What factors need to be in place to promote effective practice in providing placement

and support to non-EEA migrant children who have been identified as potential
victims/survivors of modern slavery/trafficking? Why do you say this?

Prompts for interviewer: e.g. strategy; policy; leadership; staff knowledge/skills;
capacity; partnership working arrangements; interpretation/translation; partnerships
with trusted voluntary agencies; monitoring/evaluation, etc.
13. Are you aware of any barriers in providing specialist placement/support for non-EEA

migrant who have been identified as potential victims/survivors of modern
slavery/trafficking?
64

Prompts for interviewer: e.g. lack of knowledge/awareness regarding how to support
potential victims/survivors of modern slavery/trafficking; lack of skills/experience in
supporting potential victims/survivors of modern slavery/trafficking; lack of
resources/finances required to support potential victims/survivors of modern
slavery/trafficking; lack of leadership at strategic/operational level; issues with multiagency working.
14. In your opinion, what (if anything) could be done to address these barriers?
15. Is there any support that could be provided by central government to help local

authorities to address these gaps and barriers?

16. Are you aware of any local authority areas where providing specialist

placements/support for non-EEA migrant children who have been identified as
potential victims/survivors of modern slavery/trafficking is a particular challenge? Why
is it a particular challenge in this area?
Note to interviewer: e.g. due to high levels of non-EEA migration or particular
challenges in local structures/processes?

Monitoring and evaluating specialist placements/support
17. How is the performance/success of specialist placement and support for non-EEA

migrant children who have been identified as potential victims/survivors of modern
slavery/trafficking currently measured?

18. Do you have any suggestions for how monitoring of performance and/or outcomes

could be improved in the future?

Child victims/survivors going missing from local authority care
19. We are aware that children who are identified as potential victims/survivors of modern

slavery/trafficking are relatively likely to go missing from local authority care. Do you
think there are any characteristics/circumstances associated with those who go
missing? Are any of these specific to non-EEA migrant children? Why do you say
this?

20. Are you aware of any approaches taken by local authorities to reduce the incidence of

non-EEA migrant children identified as potential victims/survivors of modern
slavery/trafficking going missing?

21. (If yes to above) Do you know whether these approaches have been effective? Do

you have any evidence you can share with us to demonstrate any associated
outcomes?

Any other comments
22. Do you have any other comments?

Thank you very much again for taking the time to speak with us.
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