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1. The legal process is tough on all claimants, but particularly those who have experienced
traumatic crimes such as child sexual abuse. These cases suffer significantly due to regular
delays to the legal process and inappropriate support to children around the trials.
 
2. Often, the victims and survivors are still children, which exacerbates each of the following
issues. 
 
3. Delays within the criminal justice system are frequent. For Imara service users, it took on
average 215 days between the date of disclosure and the first day of the criminal trial. There
are a multitude of reasons for this, including a lack of judges and courtrooms, requests for
access to the victims phone and social media, and defence delaying tactics. Research suggests
that delays lead to heightened stress, and can cause the witness to drop out of the process
altogether. 
 
4. Although the special measures implemented by the Youth Justice and Criminal Evidence Act
1999 brought welcome reform to the area of child witnesses, more needs to be done to ensure
they can present evidence in a way most suited to them. Despite both domestic and
international praise for the use of video recorded cross-examination, it remains confined to
the statute books with no sign that it will be implemented nationwide. 
 
5. The use of registered intermediaries (RI) has received similar praise, but critical under-use
and under-funding in this area means that only a small number of RIs are available for all of
the child witnesses in England and Wales. This leads to major delays in the trial process, and
some children having to go without. 
 
6. We recommend that both the Ministry of Justice and courts allocate funding to ensure that
these provisions are readily available to vulnerable witnesses without delay. 
 
6. Inquiries are not free from these issues either. IICSA in Nottinghamshire County Council had
delays in their process. 
 
7. The Barnahus model is a potential future solution to combat all of the issues experienced
during the legal process. We recommend that this model is implemented as soon as possible,
and in the interim, the Ministry of Justice should be fostering stronger links between
organisations, to encourage child-centred approaches to managing the process of disclosure
and legal battles. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

SUMMARY
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SOURCES AND METHODS
 
The primary method of research used for this report was a literature review. Using
our prior knowledge of both policy and law, we were able to highlight key areas of
contention within this field and focus our research on these. We undertook research
using various sources, including Government reports, academic articles, scientific
studies and case law. To complement this research, we analysed anonymised data
from Imara in order to understand how these issues were affecting Imara service-
users. The data utilised consisted of the dates of disclosure and the date of trial. 
 
Once the main body of our report was completed, we created a series of interview
questions related to our findings. Initially we interviewed two Imara practitioners,
who both gave us an incredibly helpful insight into their experiences working with
children going through the legal system. They also gave us their thoughts on the
issues raised and some recommendations to improve the system. In addition to this,
we interviewed Colin Pettigrew, the Corporate Director of Children, Families and
Cultural Services at Nottinghamshire County Council, to get his input into the
Independent Inquiry into Child Sexual Abuse and the role of the County Council
going forward for protecting Children in their care. 
 

About Us 
 
Lily Furber - I completed my Physics degree from the University of Oxford in 2019. I
am currently undertaking an MA in Public Policy at the University of Nottingham.
  
Ellen Garrett - I completed my law degree at the University of Nottingham in 2019. I
am currently undertaking an LLM in International Criminal Justice and Armed
Conflict. 
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It is well-documented that children may face a multitude of challenges when acting as a
witness in a criminal trial. Some children may not be able to communicate in a way that is
understood by the Court, others may find cross-examination to be a stressful and upsetting
process. It has also been considered that children’s evidence may not be taken seriously within
the criminal justice process because of ‘unfair assumptions’ about their ability to give
evidence.[1] 
 
In order to mitigate the potential difficulties that children may face when giving evidence, the
Labour Government of the 1990s undertook a scheme to ‘rebalance the criminal justice system
in favour of the victim’.[2] The ‘Speaking up for Justice’ report suggested many measures that
could help vulnerable and intimidated witnesses throughout the criminal justice process.
Some of these special measures were placed on statutory footing with the introduction of the
Youth Justice and Criminal Evidence Act 1999 (YJCEA). Many of these suggestions are now
widely used within the court system, and many have had an overwhelmingly positive impact.
Despite this, it is evident that some special measures are being implemented inadequately or
simply are not being implemented at all. 
 
This report seeks to highlight some of the challenges that are still being faced by child sexual
abuse (CSA) survivors when going through the criminal justice process. Initially, we will explore
the impact of delay on CSA witnesses, and then consider some of the special measures
introduced by the YJCEA. Finally, we will undertake two case studies into progressive
alternatives in this area, these will focus on the Independent Inquiry into Child Sexual Abuse
(IICSA) and the Barnahus model.
 
 

BACKGROUND
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Pre-trial delay 
The Ministry of Justice has established that in the case of a vulnerable or intimidated witness,
the court should 'give the case priority when setting the times and dates of hearings'.[3] This
measure is intended to reduce the length of pre-trial delay that a witness may experience.
Despite this, CSA cases still take a significant length of time to go to trial. It has been noted
that CSA investigations 'take longer than all other crime types'.[4] National statistics exemplify
that the median length of a CSA case is 248 days.[5] In comparison to this, the median length of
an Imara service-user case was 215 days. Although this appears to be slightly less than the
national average, it should be noted that there were some cases in which investigations took
considerably longer. National statistics suggest that 25% of CSA cases take longer than 393
days.[6] This is consistent with Imara data, which also showed that 25% of cases took much
longer. 
 
The Children's Commissioner noted that one reason for the lengthened delay is the complexity
of CSA cases.[7] The Imara data has also suggested further reasons for the prevalence of delay.
These include cases where the perpetrator was vulnerable or was uncooperative with police,
and cases in which there are multiple victims. Furthermore, adjournments appear to be a
common factor in delaying a case. The NSPCC suggests that 'increasing demand for access to
the young witness's social media, emails, or phone records'[8] could also be a factor that leads
to pre-trial delay; this is something that Imara service-providers also noted. One Imara service-
provider contended that a lack of judges and a lack of court-rooms caused delays. This
consideration is consistent with reports that over half of magistrates courts in England and
Wales have been closed since 2010 as a result of a Government efficiency drive.[9] It could be
argued that this has had a detrimental impact on the criminal justice process for CSA survivors. 
 
It is undoubtable that a delay in the prosecutorial process can have a tremendous impact on
the child. One Imara service provider commented that delay simply 'prolongs [the child's]
suffering'. The CPS have noted that delay can lead to 'stress and worry about the process'.[10]
They have highlighted the fact that the less delay there is, the fresher the event will be in the
child's memory. A cause for concern was raised in the Plotnikoff and Woolfson research, which
noted that 'delay sometimes resulted in other witnesses dropping out'.[11] In addition to this,
the 2020 multi-agency research has suggested that delays in police investigations could lead to
victims being at risk of further harm from suspected perpetrators.[12] 
 
 
 

ISSUES WITH THE LEGAL
PROCESS



The complexity of cases 
The perpetrator is vulnerable or uncooperative 
There are multiple victims 
Adjournments 
Investigators require access to the victims phone or social media 
Lack of judges and court rooms available 
Previous cases overrun 
Suspect has absconded 
Request for an intermediary 
Forensic medical examinations 
Client is scared and wants to avoid police contact 
Delay in accessing social care records 

Reasons for Delay in the Pre-Trial Process 
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Section 28 Youth Justice and Criminal Evidence Act 
One of the most controversial special measures provided for within the YJCEA is the ability for
witnesses to pre-record cross-examination and re-examination. This measure was not
immediately implemented because of concerns about the lack of available technology within
the courts and the fairness to the defendant regarding disclosure.[13] After 14 years of
dormancy, the Government launched a pilot of Section 28 (S.28) in three separate courts. This
pilot proved incredibly successful and was followed by subsequent promises to roll out the
S.28 scheme nationwide.[14] Despite these promises, a nationwide roll-out is yet to be
implemented. The Minister for Justice contended that the roll-out wasn't undertaken because
of technology concerns. [15]
 
The benefits of implementing Section 28 have been widely acknowledged. The evaluation
report of the pilot study noted several advantages including a shorter trial duration, earlier
and quicker cross-examination, more guilty pleas and a higher quality of evidence being 



produced.[16] Perhaps most compellingly, the report considered that 'most practitioners...
were of the opinion that the S.28 process was reducing the level of distress/trauma suffered by
witnesses'.[17] Plotnikoff and Woolfson noted that the use of S.28 would provide 'witnesses
with finality';[18] if there is a re-trial, the prosecution case would not collapse if a witness does
not wish to participate in proceedings again. Furthermore, they highlight the benefits of S.28
in a case with multiple defendants, the witness will not have to endure being cross-examined
multiple times. Finally, Henderson and Lamb[19] comment on the quality of evidence that is
produced using S.28. They consider that because children gave evidence 'over four months
earlier', their memory would be better and more reliable. Moreover, they highlight that
because children 'began giving their evidence an hour and 13 minutes earlier in the day', they
were likely to be 'most attentive' and complete their participation on that day. The use of pre-
recorded cross-examination has been used in a number of Australian states. The Australian
Law Reform Commission has stated that this improves the 'quality of evidence' and
'minimise[s] system abuse of child witnesses'. [20]
 
As established above, there have been significant concerns about the technological capability
of the English court system to facilitate a nationwide roll-out of Section 28. The pilot
evaluation reported concerns about sound quality, screen space, and problems playing CCTV
footage during the cross-examination.[21] These concerns appear easily rectifiable when one
considers the extensive benefits that a Section 28 implementation could bring to child
witnesses. 
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Implement Section 28 nationwide, as required by law
Include an option for witnesses to be cross-examined in a remote location [22]

Section 28 Recommendations
 

 



 
Section 29 Youth Justice and Criminal Evidence Act 

An intermediary has been described by the CPS as a person that 'facilitates communication
between the police, prosecution and defence legal teams and/or the court and a witness'.[23]
The use of intermediaries was placed on statutory footing with Section 29 (S.29) of the YJCEA.
Shortly after its enactment, the use of intermediaries was trialled in six areas between 2004
and 2005. The successful outcome of this pilot led to a national roll-out of the use of
intermediaries. CPS guidelines establish that a registered intermediary should now be
considered 'in every case involving a child witness'. [24]
 
Praise for the intermediary system has been widespread, and subsequent reviews into its use
have considered them to be 'little short of revolutionary'[25]; the many benefits of their use
are well-documented. A 2017 report [26] found that typically-developing children had
'significantly better overall performance' when an intermediary attended the police interview.
Furthermore, it has been considered that the use of registered intermediaries has greatly
increased vulnerable victims access to justice.[27] Plotnikoff and Woolfson noted that
'criminal justice participants considered that... at least half of the trial cases would not have
reached the trial stage without the intermediary's involvement'.[28] Similarly, Henderson
notes that 'one  advocate described an incident where she felt the intermediary's report had
caused the accused to plead guilty, presumably because he realised the child would be able to
testify adequately'.[29]
 
Despite the various benefits of Section 29, it is not yet reaching its full potential because of the
constraints of the current criminal justice system. The most pertinent criticism of the special
measure is that it is being under-used.[30] The 'Measuring Up' report considered that 74
children in their study may have benefitted from the use of an intermediary, yet only one was
subject to an intermediary assessment.[31] Connected with this is the lack of intermediaries
currently operating in England and Wales. The NSPCC have stated that 91 intermediaries were
requested to assess over 4,500 young witnesses annually.[32] Moreover, one Imara service-
provider noted that the lack of intermediaries meant that sourcing one could create delays
within the criminal justice process. The CPS acknowledge the 'scarcity of RI's' and propose the
use of non-registered intermediaries to fill the gap.[33] The dangers of using non-registered
intermediaries has been recorded within English case law. Criticisms include that they are not
being held to the MOJ code of practice and ethics, they are unregulated and may not receive
adequate training.[34] Therefore, it is evident that the simplest way to rectify this problem is
for the Government to employ a greater number of registered intermediaries.
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Government recruitment drive for intermediaries/funding more intermediaries
Greater regulation of non-registered intermediaries 
An Imara service provider suggested that all children should be offered the use of
an intermediary as standard 

Section 29 Recommendations
 

 



9

Background: The Independent Inquiry into Child Sexual Abuse (IICSA) ran from 2015 until July
2019, when the final report was released. The evidence collection involved 83 accounts of non-
recent child sexual abuse and numerous documents extending back to the late 1960s. The
evidence looked into institutions failings, with allegations of abuse at Beechwood Community
Home, Woodborough Road, Mapperley (a former approved school, observation and
assessment centre, remand home, and latterly a community home). The allegations were
investigated jointly by the County Council, City Council and Nottinghamshire Police - all of
whom were responsible for the social care services operating in these institutions [35][36].
 
IICSA is running 15 inquiries, and Nottinghamshire was chosen as one of three essential
counties due to the panel’s criteria:
 

(a) the situation involves credible allegations of child sexual abuse in an institutional
setting, or by a person who has exploited an official position; 
(b) credible evidence that the institutions have facilitated or failed to prevent child
sexual abuse, whether through an act, policy or omission; or 
(c) institution(s) or a person acting in an official capacity, appears to have failed to
respond appropriately to allegations of child sexual abuse. [37]
 

In October 2018, a public hearing was held in which the inquiry heard accounts from 12
complainants and written evidence from 71 complainants. All witnesses were adults, so no
special measures were necessary for giving the evidence. [35] However, there were a series of
delays at the start of IICSA and during the inquiry. As discussed in section 3.1, delays in the
justice process can have significant impacts on the wellbeing of victims and survivors. 
 
During the 1980s, the proportion of children in care peaked in Nottinghamshire. Unfortunately,
this coincided with widespread abuse of children in care in the county. Over the past decade
this number has been on the rise again, so it is critical that the council learns from its failures
when protecting children, and ensures that its institutions can provide sufficient protection for
children, particularly in the face of a growing foster care crisis.  Children in care are
statistically more vulnerable, so tackling this is essential to tackling the wider issue of child
sexual abuse. [38][39]
 
As of July 2019, Nottinghamshire County Council had paid £2.96m to 161 claimants in
compensation, and had apologised for all incidents happening in their care. [40] 

CASE STUDY: IICSA
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Current developments: As of January 2020, a new external investigator is going through the
evidence to establish whether any new charges need to be brought. 300 suspects have been
identified from the inquiry, but only 12 have been convicted so far. [41]
Recommendations from the report are also continuing to be implemented. These primarily
focus on transparency, reviewing the existing key workers in child services, and establishing
further means to get justice for those victims and survivors of historical child sexual abuse.
[42] There are regular Children and Young People Scrutiny Committees, in which the
councillors must all hold the work of Children's services to account. [43]
 
Increased Scrutiny: As a result of IICSA, there has been increased scrutiny within various
responsible institutions. Nottinghamshire County Council have a dedicated working group of
survivors and victims. They regularly work together to hold the council to account and work on
projects, such as specialised supporter leaflets. There has also been a shift in the institutional
structure. Previously the councillors were not informed of progress. Now, every active child
protection case is reported from social workers, through the County Council, to the Corporate
director of Children, Families and Cultural Services, then finally to the councillors. Social
workers also ensure regular meetings occur with children in their care, but without their
parents or carers present to allow the child to raise any safety concerns. These provisions are
just a few of the key steps taken to improve child protection. [44]
 
Methods of evidence collection: Evidence came in the form of documentation from the
relevant time periods, and testimonies from victims and survivors. The inquiry provided the
option of giving pre-recorded testimony, or in person. Due to its status as an inquiry, there was
no cross-examination, but there was questioning of the evidence, and working through
statements. [35] However, this can still be re-traumatising for victims, no matter how historical
the abuse was. The inquiry room itself was a really small room, and close to the panel. For
those witnesses speaking in person, it was a daunting environment. [44] This feedback from
the IICSA inquiry still shows how provisions need to be carefully thought out for those retelling
their story of traumatic abuse, regardless of whether they are a child or adult. 
 
There were delays at the start of IICSA, with four changes to the post of inquiry chair due to
conflicts of interest. There were also regular delays in starting the process, however the inquiry
attempted to minimise by pre-recording as many statements as possible. [44] The current
chair, Alexis Jay, recognised how distressing these additional delays can be, and apologised
unreservedly for delay. [45]
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Punishment of offenders
Holding institutions to account
Acknowledgement and recognition of the abuse suffered
Assurances of non-recurrence 
Apologies and explanations from relevant individuals and institutions
Redress (both financial and through other compensatory means, such as therapy)        [46]

 
Accountability and Reparations Report: Alongside the investigation into Nottinghamshire
care services, the nationwide IICSA investigated ‘Accountability and Reparations’ i.e. the
accessibility of justice for victims and survivors. The outcomes from this report echo section 3
about insufficient provisions for witnesses, and that the lack of provisions make the process
“hostile, baffling, frustrating and futile”. There are systemic failings here that each institution
needs to address to support victims and survivors. One of the main recommendation is reforms
to the civil proceedings process so that non-recent child sexual abuse can bring forward civil
claims as well. [46]
 
The following key themes were essential for ensuring that survivors felt that there was
sufficient accountability and reparations for the crime:

 
The key principles in the approach are that victims should:
• receive the information and support they need;
• not be re-traumatised by their experience of the criminal justice process; and
• whatever the outcome, be satisfied with the treatment they received from the criminal justice
system.                                                                                                                                                             [46]
 
We hope that all bodies take note of the findings here, and adapt their systems and process to
provide suitable reparations for victims and survivors. 
 
 
 
 

 

“hostile, baffling, frustrating and futile”
IICSA - Accountability and Reparations Report [46]
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Barnahus models are child-friendly centres of multi-agency responses to child sexual abuse.
They bring together the expertise of  police, social workers, therapists, paediatricians, and
health care providers; this allows the process to become more child centred [47]. Although the
originated in Iceland, they have recently also been trialled in Camden, London at the
Lighthouse. Different laws in different countries create complexities when navigating
successful implementation of such multi-agency, child support structures.
 
The Barnahus model has improved outcomes in the legal system. In Sweden, it has doubled
the number of convictions, and trebled the number of perpetrators that were charged. [48]
Here, children do not have to repeat their testimonies and experience minimal delay in their
trial process - two key issues that we have identified earlier in the report.
 
From the evidence coming out of Scandanavia and Camden, we recommend a full roll out of
the Barnahus model across the UK. Naturally, getting all of the infrastructure prepared and the
professionals in one place to create will take time and investment. Therefore, in the short
term, we advocate for the collaboration of child services. There must be greater collaboration
between the social services, police, health care providers and therapists for children. Imara is
already leading the way here. We are proud to have the combined force of both therapists and
CHISVAs under one roof. There are strong links with the police and social workers, but having
relevant parties in one establishment has pronounced benefits for the child. 
 
 
 
 

 
Scandanavian Barnahus model - Iceland and Sweden

 
The Barnahus model originated in Iceland, 1998, where they recognised that children needed
special provisions in a complex, adult-centred legal system. It was trialled there after a series
of uncoordinated and ineffective child sexual abuse cases [49]. Evidence was frequently given
multiple times which affects the quality of evidence, and retraumatises children. 
 
 
 
 

CASE STUDY: BARNAHUS
MODEL



Some of the key basis for investing in the Barnahus model comes from the UN Covention on
the Rights of the Child (UNCRC), where Article 39 states that : "Children who have experienced
neglect, abuse, exploitation, torture or who are victims of war, must receive special support to
help them recover their health, dignity, self-respect and social life". [50] The support comes
from the Barnahus, as it focuses on the best methods for the child to overcome the trauma. 
 
The diagram in figure 1. shows how the Swedish Barnahus model is able to provide this
support. The core principle is combining provisions for physical health, mental health, criminal
investigation and protection. Each of the four rooms involves their employee counterparts
under one roof, working around the needs of the child. [49]
 
In reality, not all of the Barnahus in Sweden have all four rooms working together. However,
the aim is promotion of more cross-collaboration. Combining any two is a big improvement
about making the process more child-centred. Eventually, with more funding and time, the
optimal Barnahus will fully develop to include all four rooms. [49]
 
Of 23 Swedish Barnahus reviewed in 2012, only four had the whole four room system. [49] Even
in 2020, the UK only has one, which suggests that we are around a decade behind the progress
of Sweden. The remainder were incomplete Barnahus, where either 2 or 3 of the rooms were
filled. 
 
Children are able to thrive in these environments: since the introduction, there has been an
increase in Swedish justice outcomes, with the charge rate tripling and the conviction rate
doubling. [49]
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Figure 1. The four functions/rooms of a Barnahus in the Swedish model. [49] 
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The Lighthouse - Camden, London
 

The Lighthouse project takes inspiration from the Barnahus model in Iceland. It is operating on
a trial basis, with a two year pilot that started in October 2018. Lighthouse is an unmarked,
residential property in Camden - accessed by those in the boroughs of Barnet, Camden,
Enfield, Haringey and Islington. They do police video interviews, advocacy, play therapy,
medical and sexual health support, liaison services and family support. Professionals will get
involved in the early stages and make a combined strategy for the child. The child is truly at
the centre, with a joined up approach, professionals are able to navigate the entire journey of
a child from one place rather than being passed around continuously. [51]
 
Background: the Lighthouse began as a repsonse to “The Review of Pathway Following Sexual
Assault for Children and Young People in London”, a report that exposed a convoluted system
which delivered different outcomes depending on which of the capital’s 32 boroughs a child
inhabited. In the service’s first year, representatives from the Lighthouse attended 100
strategy meetings and 41 consultation meetings around new cases of child sexual abuse. The
service aims to reach 500 cases in the two year pilot period. [49]
 
The interviews are revolutionary for the UK: this is the first time someone other than the
police or social care is leading the interviews. Psychologists lead the interviews, with police
next door taking notes, and having input through an earpiece. This allows the professional
interpreter to phrase questions in child-friendly ways that are consistent with the principles of
forensic interviewing. The interviews are conducted in a light, child-friendly environments,
such as figure 2, in which it is not obvious they are being filmed. This is in contrast to the harsh
environment of a police station: in the Lighthouse, the focus is optimising the comfort of the
child. [51] [52]
 
 

 

“Play is a key part of helping a young child to express
themselves, sometimes to startling effect. In one session using

a sand tray a child made a very clear disclosure so we took a
photo of it. We hadn’t encouraged it, they did it spontaneously”

Harewood [49]



Funding: The Lighthouse is funded by an £8m joint investment between the Home Office, NHS
England, the Mayor’s Office for Policing and Crime and the Department for Education. More
than £1m additional funding comes from a partnership between Morgan Stanley and the
NSPCC. The funding is due to run out in September 2020, but is anticipated to carry on beyond
that, due to its success so far. The full evaluation is expected in July 2021. If the evaluation is
successful, they anticipate a roll out to the rest of the England, Scotland, Northern Ireland, and
Wales. [51]

 

“It is a large room with white walls, blue sofas, armchairs
and a low table. What look like big smoke alarms on the

ceiling are actually cameras and there are sound boxes on
the wall – they relay a live feed to the video room next

door. There are no posters on the walls as they may be a
backdrop in court evidence but on the floor a Mr Fox rug

provides colour and informality.”

15

Figure 2. A room suitable for use during an interview [53]

de Castella [49]
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the importance of long-term investment in the systems
changing working practices to encourage multi-agency working
recommending that a Barnahus model would be inclusive of all children who have
experienced or witnessed abuse
the difficulty of balancing the rights of the child with the rights of an accused within an
adversarial justice system
training in trauma-informed practice for all staff members, particularly those working in the
justice system                                                                                                                                             [55]

 
Vulnerable witness act - Scotland

 
As part of the new Vulnerable Witness Act brought into place on 20th January 2020, Scotland
has introduced additional measures to protect child witnesses when giving evidence. Based off
of the Scandanavian Barnahus model, it establishes that forensic interviews must be taken in a
specialised, child-friendly environment. They will be able to give testimony and hold cross-
examinations in a private environment to reduce re-traumatisation for the victims and
survivors. In Glasgow, this has taken the form of dedicated child-friendly suites in witness
centres and they aim to get a variety of professionals working together with the child. On site,
there are links with different agencies, such as physical/mental health professionals and the
police, inspired off the Barnahus model. All evidence will be pre-recorded and survivors won’t
have to face the accused in court. [54]
 
Healthcare Improvement Scotland has already taken its own preparations to start fully
implementing the Barnahus model for child witnesses. They have initiated scoping research,
learning off the experience of other EU countries. The standards are currently in a consultation
phase, and should be finalised within the next three months. [55] 
 
Some key themes found from these interviews include:

 
 

 

"Children have told us that they found giving evidence in
court almost as traumatic as the abuse itself." 

 Mary Glasgow, chief executive of the charity Children 1st [54]
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Finances - the Lighthouse model cost £8 million worth of funding to set up and maintain for
two years [51]. To roll out similar models to the next most major cities across England, it
could involve capital costs of ~ £50 million. Given that the Lighthouse only serves 5 out of 32
London boroughs in London, the cost could be even more [51].  However, considering the
cost of £3.2bn annually to the tax payer from child sexual abuse [56], adequate justice and
provisions for victims and survivors could be provided at only a relatively small percentage
of that amount. This cost will also be offset over a few years: once a Barnahus is set up,
there will be minimal additional capital costs as provisions will not need to substantially
change during that period, which would decrease the immediate burden for taxpayers.
Furthermore, since the Lighthouse was a stand-alone project, it is hard to evaluate the
resources that it has saved in other areas (such as salaries of healthcare workers,  police
services and therapists). 
Intricacies of the legal system in England - in England, the child will have to be
interviewed twice. By law, the legal representation of the perpetrator must have the chance
to ask questions; to cross examine the child. However, the representation is only in place
once the perpetrator has been charged. To meet that initial criteria of a police charge, there
must be sufficient evidence, which will often need to take the form of a police interview
[47]. This two step interview approach works against the principles of the Barnahus model.

We advocate a full roll out of the Barnahus model within the UK legal system, after seeing
the positive outcomes in Camden and Scandanavia. It is not necessary to wait until the July
2021 evaluation date. 
In the interim period, the Ministry of Justice should foster strong relationships between the
police, social workers, therapists and health workers, with the aim being a fully child-
centred support system. 
Scotland demonstrates the next intermediate steps - roll this out to the whole of the UK
Simultaneously, further research should be completed to establish a mechanism where the
child only needs to give evidence once.  

Complications with rolling out the Barnahus model in England
 

 
 
 
 

Recommendations from the Barnahus model
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There are multiple institutions, all recommending various reforms to the legal processes
around child sexual abuse. In this report, the most essential and often universal
recommendations have been highlighted. 
 
With all institutions pointing in the direction of reform, it is necessary to take steps to
implement these procedures now. The system needs to put aside the archaic approaches of
courts, and reluctance to allocate funding to child sexual abuse cases. By inputting some
substantial funding into court and provisions, survivors and victims can get the retribution
they deserve in the form of legal justice.
 
Imara is working continuously with those affect by child sexual abuse and will continue to
support closer working with other institutions involved in the survivors journey. We also
advocate for more government funding for these institutions and will continue to hold all
bodies to account until they deliver a justice system suitable for children. 

CONCLUSIONS
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