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1. INTRODUCTION

The devastation caused by high levels of crime among young people has occupied the
attention of government and others for generations. There is widespread acceptance that
a high proportion of the young people involved in the criminal justice system are both
perpetrators and victims. They can be both a cause and a consequence of dysfunctional
families. The damage suffered by local communities of which they are a part is deep and
the negative impacts on their own lives are long lasting.

Successive governments and agencies have introduced a complex range of measures which
aim to reduce criminal activity among young people and prevent reoffending. As a result
some young people have been able to move away from crime and achieve the
transformation towards independent adult lives.

Despite such successes, the number of criminal convictions and the levels of reoffending
are evidence that the system as a whole is failing to meet the needs of many young people
who have engaged in crime as well as the expectations of wider society. The variety of
“‘community disposals” or means of punishing young people convicted of criminal offences
continues to expand with an increasingly imaginative variety of options available to the
courts. The implementation of what will become the Criminal Justice & Immigration Act 2008
will give effect to a single Youth Rehabilitation Order embracing many of presently diverse
sentences. Within the Juvenile Secure Estate there are talented and committed individuals
and teams of specialists doing their best to respond to the need of often deeply distressed
and sometimes very difficult young people. They are hampered by the discontinuities and
dysfunctions inherent in the current provision of secure facilities for young offenders.

One core vision of the Youth Justice Board is that children and young people should receive
the support they need to lead crime-free lives and it is against this background that the
Steering Group sets out its proposal for a Young Offenders Academy in the east of London.
The objective is to significantly reduce the disconnection and lack of synergy which presently
exist between some of those responsible for delivering services for young offenders. It is also
necessary to overcome the interruptions to education, training and development which are
caused at present by custodial remands and sentences often having to be served a long way
from home. The purpose of a Young Offenders Academy would be to provide continuity of
services and service providers for young offenders before, during and after periods in
custody. Crucially, there would be far more consistency and thoroughness in the approaches
to the physical and mental health of young people than is currently provided. Moreover, both
secure and closely supported accommodation for young people would be local so as to
facilitate the better delivery of services, the restoration or maintenance of links with family
members and the engagement of the business and social community.

Both nationally and internationally there are calls for an end to holding children in custody
in any circumstances. This study does not address that issue but members of the Steering
Group are convinced that too many children are locked up for too long and that there are
sensible and realistic ways to reduce the numbers of children in custody. A Young Offenders
Academy has the potential to contribute to this objective. For the purpose of this report it is
assumed that for their own safety as well as for the safety of members of the public, it will
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continue to be considered necessary to detain some young offenders in the secure estate.

It is essential that the secure provision is integrated within the Young Offenders Academy to
include all the advantages inherent in a model that delivers continuity and connectivity of
services. This study concentrates on how this can best be done in order to satisfy the twin
objectives of reducing reoffending and enabling more young people to make the step change
away from crime and towards healthy and independent lives.

The Youth Justice Board has been involved with this project since its inception and is
represented on the Steering Group. From the outset it made clear that while it valued the
potential benefits of measures to reduce reoffending, it was not convinced of the need to
include a custodial unit within the complex. It was also concerned about the effect of a
geographical catchment area upon its presently unfettered powers to place young offenders
where it thought fit throughout the juvenile secure estate’.

This study has considered a wide variety of information and consulted experts with national
and sometimes international perspectives on matters concerning young people and crime.
However, it focuses on young people from east London, who offend and expect to make their
lives here after their experiences in the youth justice system. It considers what local services
they need in order to reduce the risks of reoffending and how these might be delivered most
effectively by local authorities and many other agencies. It also considers how the wider
community, including business and employers can play a part in transforming the lives of
local young offenders.

The Scoping Study has proceeded in the context of Ministerial interest and policy briefings
aimed at significantly improving the impact of services for young people.

David Chesterton JP
Chair of the Steering Group

John R Plummer
Project Director

" Note: “From the outset the YJB has made it clear that its interest in this piece of work has been primarily in the
benefits such a model could bring to the prevention, community interventions and resettlement work of youth
justice services in the area. The YJB is not convinced that a custodial element is necessary and whilst it supports
the broad thrust of the report’'s recommendations, it has serious concerns about placement. The mechanism
required to ensure that any custodial facility could be used exclusively for young people from a specific locality
does not at present exist. The consequences of placing young people into custody using closeness to home as
the sole criterion could be serious and ultimately to the detriment of other young people placed from other parts
of the country. There is also a concern about the ability of a single establishment to adequately provide for the
entire range of age, gender, risk, safety, vulnerability and sentence length issues presented by a population of
young offenders from any particular locality. The YJB therefore suggests that more work would need to be done
to explore these feasibility issues and find solutions before such a project could be commissioned.”

Youth Justice Board May 2008
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2. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

» A Steering Group with members who have knowledge and experience of the youth justice
system, penal policy, children’s services, education and training, supported youth
accommodation and governance has conducted a Scoping Study to ascertain the viability
of a new model Young Offenders Academy.

» The Scoping Study has included extensive consultations with a wide range of
organisations and individuals with a close interest in young people and the youth justice
system from many different perspectives. Visits have also been made to secure and
supported establishments in England, Scotland and Northern Ireland.

» Enquiries conducted for the Scoping Study demonstrate extensive support for this local
initiative from organisations which would expect to collaborate in developing a Young
Offenders Academy in east London and delivering the range of services needed to achieve
its objectives. Many are confident that both the quality and cost effectiveness of these
services would be improved by operating in this way.

» The Steering Group has concluded that, on the basis of the information available, the
model would be socially, legally, financially and politically viable and that a Young
Offenders Academy should be established in east London as a pilot project.

» The model would provide an integrated and uninterrupted approach to the needs of
and services for local young offenders while awaiting trial, remanded in custody, serving
sentences and when discharged or released on licence. The entire project would promote
a distinctive culture based on care and transformation as aids to positive development
and learning.

* A Young Offenders Academy would comprise three main elements which combined would
provide a unique approach to the needs of local young offenders and a reduction of
offending behaviour. There would be a custodial unit operated under the appropriate rules,
residential accommodation offering support and surveillance for young people including
those on licence or subject to constraints, and a range of inreach and outreach facilities
providing services for local offenders and their families and bases for the delivery of
community sentences. It would thus provide both local custody and a range of alternatives
to custody.

» The secure unit within the Young Offenders Academy would not be a new form of custody,
but an established form operated with a distinctive and very positive ethos on a campus
containing a range of other services relevant to the needs of young offenders. It would not
cost more than the average monthly per capita charge for equivalent places within the
juvenile secure estate.
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The model would focus on the rehabilitation, health and education of young people, using
any of its services either compulsorily or voluntarily, to enable them to move away from
offending behaviour and towards independent living. A central objective would be the
continuity of services before, during and after a custodial episode. Services would
continue in the wider local community through extensive links and collaboration between
children’s services, youth justice, health, education, policy and other professional
organisations and agencies.

While the separate components of the model would operate in accordance with the
relevant rules relating to the custodial unit, the pupil referral unit, the community sentences
etc, the overarching policy and strategic direction of the entire Young Offenders Academy
would be determined by a Board, representative of the participating local authorities, other
stakeholders and local business leadership.

The report of the Scoping Study with the recommendation to establish a Young Offenders
Academy in east London will be presented to Ministers and other key decision makers
urging them to consider the proposals without delay and proceed to detailed planning and
negotiation for a pilot project to be operational by 2012.

eagthENnAL



3. RECOMMENDATIONS

The conclusion of the Scoping Study is that a model Young Offenders Academy would be
socially, legally, financially and politically viable and the Steering Group recommends that:

* AYoung Offenders Academy is established in east London as a pilot project, within one
hour’s journey time from the outer edges of its catchment area.

» This would provide an integrated and uninterrupted approach to the needs of and services
for local young offenders while awaiting trial, remanded in custody, serving sentences and
when released on licence or discharged.

» The overarching aim to be demonstrated by all its component parts will be for the Young
Offenders Academy to make a positive contribution to enabling young offenders to lead
constructive independent lives and to reduce reoffending.

» There would be a range of residential, health, educational, recreational, sporting and family
support services including a secure element. It would also be the base for the delivery of
parts of court imposed Community Sentences in collaboration with other agencies.

* The Young Offenders Academy shall be locally accountable with substantial and evident
engagement of the wider community, local government, business and employers.

* The establishment will operate in collaboration and partnership with the local authorities
and other organisations to become a recognised centre of excellence in the provision of
a wide range of good quality services relevant to the needs of individual young offenders.
A primary focus of all endeavours will be to improve the health, education and wellbeing
of all young people who use its services either compulsorily or voluntarily.

» A substantial component of the establishment will provide closely supported residential
accommodation for up to 50-75 young people in need of support and surveillance with
supervised access to both internal and/or external services.

* The secure element will provide for 50-75 young people aged 10-18 on remand or serving
custodial sentences under Detention & Training Orders and/or Section 90/91 convictions.
This will comply with all statutory rules, regulations and service level agreements as are
applicable in respect of Young Offenders Institutions, Secure Training Centres or Secure
Children’s Homes, as appropriate.

* The third element will provide a range of services for those 50-75 young offenders
permitted to reside in the open community with responsible adults subject to conditions
and needing extensive support and services on an inreach basis. A larger group will
have access to the Young Offenders Academy as the hub for the delivery of multiple
specialist services.
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* A Ministerial understanding is recommended to identify the appropriate means of placing
young offenders from the catchment area into the secure unit during the course of the
pilot project.

» The entire range of services offered by the Young Offenders Academy will be an innovative
alternative to custody, while the secure unit will provide a good quality custodial facility for
those whom the courts require to be detained.

» Subject to essential constraints within the secure unit the entire range of services and

activities will be as family friendly and accessible as possible and attendance will be a
positive experience for young offenders and their families.
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4. ORIGINS

The idea for a model Young Offenders Academy grew from the work of East Potential.
This not for profit company is a subsidiary of the East Thames Group, one of the large
registered social landlords in London with some 14,000 socially rented and affordable
homes in east London and Essex.

East Potential is responsible for a wide range of regeneration, employment, training and
neighbourhood development initiatives. It is also the largest operator of foyers in Britain
providing for young people in five establishments. The organisation has also been a leading
member of the national foyer “movement” since its inception in this country in 1990. Each
foyer provides a holistic package of accommodation, training and employment under a form
of contract with each individual young person. Many of them have been homeless and often
involved with the youth justice system.

East Potential does not claim to be an expert in youth offending behaviour or to have the
answers to the causes of crime. It has demonstrated a capacity to listen and learn.

In recent years it has become increasingly concerned about the adverse effects of periods of
custody and other aspects of the youth justice system on the lives and development of young
offenders who are both the victims and perpetrators of crime. From many discussions with
specialists and stakeholders, as well as with young people, the idea emerged for a local
establishment which might provide an integrated and uninterrupted approach to the needs

of and services for local young offenders, while awaiting trial, remanded in custody, serving
sentences and when released on licence.

A working title of Young Offenders Academy was adopted and more detailed thinking began
to be applied. The Youth Justice Board was consulted and gave support to further exploration.
They were keen to consider an extension to the range of community sentences and
preventive services, and welcomed the application of lessons from the foyer experience and
encouraged development of the idea. They were, from the outset, not convinced that these
resettlement and rehabilitative services should be collocated with a new custodial facility.

The widespread support for the initiative from many interested parties persuaded East
Potential to move from informal discussions towards the establishment of a Scoping Study.
This would ascertain the social, legal, financial and political viability of a model Young
Offenders Academy.

Modest funding was secured from four charitable sources — the City Parochial Foundation,
the Henry Smith Charity, the East Foundation, and the London Councils. East Potential
then set about forming a Steering Group to guide and oversee the Scoping Study which
commenced work on 27 November 2007.
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9. ALOCAL PROVISION FOR EAST LONDON — THE POLITICAL CONTEXT

In considering the feasibility of establishing a Young Offenders Academy in east London to
deliver local services for local young offenders, the Steering Group has considered the
political context within which these proposals will be considered. The purpose of this section
is to demonstrate that the concept of a special establishment based within the community of
east London and providing an integrated and uninterrupted approach to the needs of local
young offenders while awaiting trial, remanded in custody, serving sentences and when
released on licence or discharged is consistent with recent criminological thinking as well

as government policy.

The case for radical change is compelling. “In 2000-2001, when most Youth Offending
Teams were established and the Youth Justice Board had taken over responsibility for
commissioning custodial places, approximately £380 million was spent on the youth justice
system. By 2006-2007 expenditure had nearly doubled to £648 million, a real term growth of
45 per cent’?. The breakdown of the Youth Justice Board’s expenditure in the Annual Report
& Accounts for 2006-2007 shows that custody took £279.2 million (64%), the contribution

to Youth Offending Teams’ budgets £72.3 million (16.5%) and prevention programmes
£23.7 million (5%)°. Expenditure on custody has thus increased from approximately

£180 million for 2000-2001 to £280 million for 2006-2007.

Statistics published in 2008 indicate that at 64.3%, reoffending rates were highest among
those young people who had received a custodial sentence*. Thus the Youth Justice Board
spends nearly 65% of its total budget on the 4% of young people who experience custody in
return for no improvement in reoffending rates. The verdict of Solomon & Garside in their
independent audit of youth justice reforms is that “there has been a substantial increase in
expenditure on youth justice, but the relatively small amount spent on prevention projects
and the large amount spent on custody is striking, especially given the fact that a significant
tranche of youth justice money has been drawn down from ‘social’ rather than criminal justice
budgets”®. The Youth Justice Board is, of course, not responsible for the position which it
inherited on its inception in 2000, but the Government clearly has responsibility for innovation
in order to achieve change and improvement in future.

John Pitts explains that “the seismic social and cultural shifts through which we are living
pose crucial questions about how we are to absorb a rising generation of socially and
economically marginal children and young people into this radically changed world. More
than ever before, and perhaps more than anything else, we need to counter myopic banality
at the heart of such populist youth justice policies with a perspective and a politics which
recognise the need to offer the children and young people on the social margins who get

2Ten Years of Labour’s youth justice reforms: an independent audit. Enver Solomon & Richard Garside.
Centre for Criminal Justice Studies. The Hadley Trust. 2008.

3 Annual Report & Accounts of the Youth Justice Board 2006-2007. Youth Justice Board. 2007.
* Youth Justice — Annual Workload Data. Youth Justice Board. 2008.

® Ten Years of Labour’s youth justice reforms: an independent audit. Enver Solomon & Richard Garside.
Centre for Criminal Justice Studies. The Hadley Trust. 2008.
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caught up in the youth justice system, a political status, a stake in and a hand in, shaping
their future”®. A Young Offenders Academy would operate in this environment.

As explained within the introduction to this report, the Steering Group has not addressed the
issue of ending all child custody. There is some awareness, expressed by Sharon Moore,
that “for the small minority of children who present a real danger to themselves or to others,
some restriction of liberty within an appropriate, secure, non-prison setting may be
necessary. It is time for the Youth Justice Board to openly acknowledge that state policy
since the early 1990s has been an expensive failure”’.

5.1. Local prisons

Lord Woolf, in his report on an inquiry into the prison disturbances in 1990, stressed the
importance of links with the community. He argued that he would like “to see greater
emphasis being placed throughout a prisoner’s sentence on his eventual return to the
community. If the destructive effects of imprisonment are to be reduced so that the prospects
of the prisoner not reoffending can be improved, it is critical that, where this is possible, the
prisoner’s links with his family and the community should be maintained”®. He also noted that
“it is highly desirable for the stable running of a prison and for the prospects for the prisoner
leading a law abiding life after release that, whenever practicable, he should be
accommodated as near to his home and community as possible. The problem of holding
prisoners remote from their homes and visitors was a very evident factor during the
disturbances. So was the number of prisoners transferred from the prisons which were
nearer to their homes”®. It was recognised that this recommendation could not be
implemented in full and immediately but that it should be “a signpost which the Prison
Service should follow and which should influence its management and use of its existing

and new buildings”. It was proposed that initially the principle should be applied “to the
accommodation of prisoners serving shorter sentences or for those prisoners who are
coming towards the end of long sentences and who are being prepared for their return to

the community”.

It is significant to note that while most of the disturbances in April 1990 occurred in adult
prisons, juveniles and youth offenders were also involved and the recommendations set out
in the Woolf Report are explicitly intended to apply to the entire secure estate, to prisoners

of all ages and to the conduct of all prisons, prison staff and management. Thus while the
language of the report addresses adult prisons, it is clear that the recommendations apply
with equal force to all matters concerning the detention and management of young offenders.

The wide dispersal of young offenders from east London to custody throughout England is
indicated in Appendix A3.1. of this report. It will be noted that 186 young people resident in

¢ John Pitts. The New Youth Justice. Editor Barry Goldson. Russell House Publishing. 2000.
" Sharon Moore. The New Youth Justice. Editor Barry Goldson. Russell House Publishing. 2000.

& Prison Disturbances April 1990. Report of an Inquiry by the Rt Hon Lord Justice Woolf and His Honour Judge
Stephen Tumim. HMSO.

° Prison Disturbances April 1990. Report of an Inquiry by the Rt Hon Lord Justice Woolf and His Honour Judge
Stephen Tumim. HMSO.
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the nine London boroughs chosen for the purpose of this study were detained in 20 separate
establishments from Durham in the north to Exeter in the west.

5.2. Small prisons

The Woolf Report also favours the accommodation of prisoners in units containing about
50/70 prisoners. It argues that “the security and management advantages of small units
should result in a greater feeling of security for prisoners and prison staff. They should
therefore result in improved relations and in better justice for prisoners. They should also
enable the requirements of security and control and the range of regimes offered, to be better
attuned to the requirements of each part of the prison population. The result should be better
relations, better control, better justice and a better balance between all three”.

Much more recently, writing in the Oxford Handbook of Criminology (2007), Maguire, Morgan
and Reiner explain that there are some clear priorities for youth justice in the next few years.
“First, it should be ...... the central priority to reduce the number of young people in custody,
a prospect to which the Youth Justice Board is committed and which appears to have been
given some recent, limited encouragement by the government, whose action plan states: ‘we
believe that it is important to keep children out of prison if at all possible’.”*® They advocate
greater confidence in a risk proportionate response and argue that “the Youth Justice Board
could restructure the custodial estate in order to meet its aim of making it more dedicated
and child centred”.

5.3. Community links

The Woolf Report stressed the view that there would be additional advantages for a prison
to be within reasonable proximity to a prisoner’s home. This would assist in preparing a
prisoner for release. “Arrangements can be made more easily to ensure that, as far as
practical, he will receive support when he returns to the community. Accommodation or jobs
will be more easily found. The Probation or Prison Officer involved in a pre-release scheme
will be in a much better position to assist. Medical treatment, education and training can be
more effective. There is a greater chance of maintaining continuity of a person’s treatment or
training course between the prison and his home base. Parole should work better”. To bring
this up to date, reference would of course be made to links with the home based and
multifunctional Youth Offending Teams.

The Prison Services Annual Report for the year of the disturbances also made reference to
the value of links with the community. It explained that “staff in the service make considerable
efforts to encourage prisoners to stay in touch with their families and keep links with the
community generally. Inmates are prepared for their return to society — to lead law abiding
and useful lives — in a variety of ways. In helping to forge these links staff also strengthen the
role of the Service itself in the community”"".

© Oxford Handbook of Criminology. Maguire, Morgan & Reiner. Oxford. 2007.
" Annual Report of the Prison Service. 1989/90. HMSO.
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Many reports on penal policy express the view that the case for community style prisons is
further strengthened by the fact that the majority of the prison population are in prison for a
relatively short period. For young offenders the present average stay is 13 weeks. As the
Woolf Report put it, “in such cases there should be as little break with the continuity of life in
the community as is compatible with the sentence of imprisonment”.

The Youth Justice Board in its Corporate and Business Plan 2006/07 to 2008/09 identifies
one of its priorities as “increasing the capacity of local services to deliver more effective
intervention plans on community sentences”*.

The Youth Justice Board makes this reference to local services and states explicitly that
“custody for children and young people will only be used where there is no appropriate
community sentence that can address both the offending behaviour of the young person
and the public’s need for protection”. It does not specify the importance of small, local and
community based custodial provision.

The importance of local custodial provision when it is considered essential to incarcerate
children on remand is emphasised by Kevin Hains and Mark Drakeford who argue that
“children remanded to secure accommodation or prison custody will need prompt and
regular contact with youth justice services in their local area. Such contact has a series of
important purposes. It should ensure that proper attention is afforded to the emotional and
physical needs of any young person. It should aim to repair or reduce the harm caused to
important community resources, such as accommodation, employment and family
relationships. It should begin the management of a de-escalating process in which the
remand arrangements are made less restrictive through presentation at subsequent court
hearings”®. The reality of the present dispersal of young people so widely throughout the
juvenile secure estate acts as a further obstruction.

The place of prisons as part of the local communities featured strongly in the speech of
Jack Straw, Secretary of State for Justice. He explained that “the idea is to balance the
opportunities we give offenders to turn away from crime with what the community expects
in return. That means meeting certain standards of behaviour while in prison or on release,
getting off drugs and staying off, for instance. It also means giving the community a greater
role in setting out what is expected of offenders. There will be incentives for those who take
the chances offered to them, as there will be penalties for those who do not. | am convinced
that ideas such as this “contract” will build confidence in the criminal justice system as a
whole...... The success of the community justice approach is rooted in the belief that the
courts need to understand the problems of that community...... Prisons can learn from

this approach by playing a more active role in helping build community confidence in the
justice system™.

2 Youth Justice Board. Corporate Business Plan 2006/07 to 2008/09.
® Kevin Hains & Mark Drakeford. Young People & Youth Justice. Macmillan 1998.

" Speech given by Jack Straw MP, Secretary of State for Justice, to the Royal Society for the Encouragement of
the Arts. 26 March 2008. (strawj@parliament.uk)
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Hazel Blears, Secretary of State for Communities & Local Government, also stressed the
importance of communities in her introduction to the Youth Task Force. She explained that
“often the best responses to crime and antisocial behaviour are when communities come
together to identify problems and agree their own solutions. We need to do more to involve
both young people and the wider community to share views and agree local action to
address shared priorities” .

5.4. Regime

Following extensive consultation in 2004/05 including a survey of incarcerated children and
young persons, the Youth Justice Board set out an aspirational vision with which few would
disagree. This affirmed that all secure institutions for children and young people should:

* Have a child and young person centred culture

* Be run by staff committed to working with children and young people, who are adequately
trained in this area of work, and who have completed nationally approved training in
effective practice work with child offenders......

* Have regimes that are fundamentally geared to the individual education, training,
recreational, cultural and personal development needs of children and young people and
that are not disrupted by unnecessary transfers......

« Employ an approach to behaviour management that emphasises, to the greatest possible
extent, positive encouragement and reward rather than physical restraint or negative
sanctions......

» Be located as close to young offenders’ community ties as possible both in distance, and
in terms of transport links and accessibility™.

There are many who argue, as explained by Sharon Moore in The New Youth Justice, that
the Government’s “approach to youth justice treats children and young people as offenders
first and children second. Moreover, it ignores the complex patterns of interrelated problems
that such children endure. Across England and Wales children who are amongst the most
disadvantaged and vulnerable in the country are being imprisoned, despite the fact that the
treatment they will receive is likely to harm them further and compound their problems”".

9.9. Integration of services

Research into the developing relationships between Youth Offending Teams and children’s
trusts and other integrated children’s arrangements offer a range of opportunities to improve
services. These include adopting a more child centred approach to young offenders;
improving partnership working at the strategic level; closer joint working and more
coordinated service delivery including better access for young offenders to other services;

* Hazel Blears MP, Secretary of State for Communities and Local Government, introducing the Youth Task Force
Action Plan 2008. HMG. March 2008.

' Oxford Handbook of Criminology. Maguire, Morgan & Reiner. Oxford. 2007.
7 Sharon Moore. The New Youth Justice. Editor Barry Goldson. Russell House Publishing. 2000.
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a more integrated approach to and a wider ownership and support for prevention activities.
The research also stresses the need to “align the Youth Offending Team and local authority
performance assessment and inspection frameworks”'®. The research indicates that a
consideration for the future will be to balance “the children’s and criminal justice agendas so
that one does not subsume the other, and ensuring relationships with both sets of partners
are strong and effective”. By this means the services should reflect the balance between
meeting the welfare needs of individuals and the community’s need for justice.

The report of the Joint Thematic Review by HM Inspectorates of Prisons and Probations
concluded that neither service “makes best use of the resources that are available within the
community or in partnership with non-governmental organisations. Community links are a
vital part of the national and regional strategy we recommend”*. The report promotes the
proposed use of the voluntary sector, which at present is too often tolerated, rather than
welcomed, and many operate under fragile financial arrangements which expect much to be
delivered for little return, and which are often the first and the easiest victims of efficiency
savings and budget cuts.

The Audit Commission also stressed the need for integrated services in its review of the
reformed youth justice system in 2004. It recommended action to meet the wider needs of
offenders including:

* Improving the amount and quality of contact they have with supervising officers
+ Seconding social workers to Youth Offending Teams

» Keeping children in education, training and employment and involving schools directly in
preventing offending

» Convincing general and mental health services of the crucial role they have to play
» Developing more accessible, child centred substance misuse services

* Providing more and appropriate, supported accommodation®.

The need for local and integrated services was stressed by Ed Balls, Secretary of State for
Children, Schools & Families in his foreword to the Children’s Plan. He acknowledged that

“a significant minority of young people can get into trouble with alcohol or illegal drugs,
persistent truancy, or other unacceptable or antisocial behaviour, causing serious problems in
their neighbourhoods. The Youth Task Force will concentrate on this group of young people.
It will specialise on working with local partners — children’s services, the police, schools and
community safety teams — to ensure that across the country every area has an effective
approach for dealing with young people who are in difficulty”?'. He went on to emphasise the

'® Summary interim findings from the research into the developing relationships between Youth Offending Teams
and children’s trusts. YJB. 2007.

* Through the Prison Gate. A Joint Thematic Review by HM Inspectorates of Prisons & Probation. HM Inspectorate
of Prisons. 2001.

2 Youth Justice 2004. A review of the reformed youth justice system. Audit Commission Briefing 2004.

*" Ed Balls MP. Secretary of State for Children, Schools & Families, introducing the Children’s Plan and the Youth
Task Force Action Plan. HMG. March 2008.
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importance of a combination of tough enforcement, where young people’s behaviour is
unacceptable, support to help young people overcome problems when they have arisen and
prevention to ensure these are addressed before they become entrenched.

The Home Office’s contribution to the Every Child Matters agenda argues that “by working in
a more integrated way, universal services such as health and education will be able to work
with more specialist services to prevent problems before they occur, or before they reach
crisis point”%, It is considered vital to engage with the families of young offenders so that
they too benefit from reforms of the criminal justice system. This must “work alongside
mainstream children’s services in order to value the input of parents and carers as partners
at every stage”.

5.6. Employment & training

The Government sets out the wider programme of action to encourage an enhanced focus
on skills and employability across the criminal justice system in the Reducing Reoffending
through Skills and Employment Plan. It argues that “significant increases in employment and
training amongst excluded groups cannot be delivered without the full engagement of both
public and private employers”.

The Public Service Agreement 16 report stresses that “employer perceptions, low confidence
in at risk groups, and labour market competition mean that many at risk groups face
considerable barriers to securing and retaining work. Employers need to be actively involved
in the design and delivery of skills training, and encouraged to recognise the potential of
excluded groups to meet their employment needs”*.

One of the key challenges for improving employment outcomes for offenders is ensuring
that the right package of support is available during transition into the community. The same
report acknowledges that “improving accommodation and employment outcomes for
offenders are both critical elements of the established cross-government strategy to tackle
reoffending”.

5.7. Education

Writing the foreword to Youth Matters: The next steps, Ruth Kelly, the Secretary of State for
Education & Skills emphasised her wish “to see every teenager flourish and succeed, and
receive services and support tailored to their needs. Youth Matters builds on the progress
we have made in recent years but we have to step up a gear. | believe that the plans in this
document will do that but they require imagination and leadership and a shared vision from
everyone working with young people”®.

2 Every Child Matters: Change for Children in the Criminal Justice System. Home Office. 2007.
# Reducing Reoffending Through Skills & Employment Next Steps Action Plan. DfES & Home Office. Dec 2006

% Public Service Agreement 16: Increase the proportion of socially excluded adults in settled accommodation &
employment, education or training. HMG. Oct 2007.

% Ruth Kelly MP. Secretary of State for Education & Skills. Youth Matters: Next Steps. DfES. 2007.
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Major changes are under consideration or in the process of introduction and implementation
following announcements by government departments. In Raising Expectations: enabling the
system to deliver, the Department for Children, Schools & Families, and the Department for
Innovation, Universities & Skills, made a commitment to provide better education for young
people in custody as well as young offenders not incarcerated. The two Secretaries of State
announced that “consistent with the principle that local authorities should plan, commission
and fund education and training for all children and young people, we want them to do so for
young people in juvenile custody (who are aged 10-17 and some 18 year olds nearing the
end of their sentence). Despite recent improvements, standards of provision still fall short of
what we would expect for young people in mainstream education. New planning and funding
arrangements for young people in custody must foster improved outcomes, including
progression and achievement in education, and hence contribute to reducing reoffending™.

The Report notes that there are currently 37 custodial establishments for juveniles and these
are located in 30 local authorities across England and Wales. It acknowledges that the
majority of young people in custody are held in establishments situated in a different local
authority from the one where their home is. The largest establishments hold young people
from 50 different local authorities. (The research for this Scoping Study has shown that
young offenders from the east London boroughs are frequently placed in 20+/-
establishments throughout England.)

The government offers two options for funding arrangements within this new model of local
authority led delivery of education.

* One model is for the “host” local authority to be responsible for planning and arranging
education in custody regardless of where the young people held there have come from.
This model is consistent with wider proposals for mainstream provision post 16. However,
this model provides little incentive for “home” local authorities (where young people are
from) to maintain an interest in young people’s education while they are in custody.

* An alternative model is for the “host” local authority to be responsible for planning and
arranging education in custody, but for “home” local authorities to be responsible for
funding education for young people from their areas. This would involve “host” local

authorities recouping the cost of education from the young people’s “home” local
authorities.

The latter model is thought by the two departments to have the important advantage that the
“home” local authority remains financially responsible for the young person’s education
regardless of where the young person is placed in the custodial estate. “This could create
strong financial incentives for “home” local authorities both to prevent young people from
entering custody in the first place, and to maintain a role in ensuring appropriate education
is available and is continued on release from custody”.

* Raising Expectations: enabling the system to deliver. Department for Children, Schools & Families and
Department for Innovation, Universities & Skills. Cm 7348. March 2008.
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Within the context of the model Young Offenders Academy it will be noted that while the
education provided within custodial, supported and inreach facilities would be within a single
“host” local authority, all the home local authorities would be adjoining or proximate and have
a direct involvement not only in the financial reimbursement, but also in the nature and
quality of the education provided.

Another factor which indirectly contributes to a high use of custody is the way the budgets are
currently configured. These are held centrally by the Youth Justice Board. When a child from a
particular local authority is sent to custody it is, generally speaking a free service. Such a child
may have been costing the local authority a lot of money in terms of an expensive placement
and copious staff time, is suddenly off its hands, and at no cost. But, if the budget were held
locally, there would be a strong financial motive to avoid custody. There would be a reversal of
incentives, and the energising of local services to find more productive solutions for these children.

5.8. Health

There is increasing recognition that the mental health and other characteristics of the
population in custody is such that as Rod Morgan outlines in his essay on Children & Young
Persons, there are “many who cannot adequately be cared for and safeguarded in the large
Young Offenders Institutions by staff inadequately selected and trained for the purpose.
The more the system is overcrowded the greater operational risk that things will continue

to go badly wrong?.

It is significant that one of the recently introduced health outcomes considered by HM
Prisons Inspectorate states that “prisoners should be cared for by a health service that
assesses and meets their health needs while in prison and which promotes continuity of
health and social care on release. The standard of health services provided (should be)
equivalent to that which prisoners could expect to receive in the community”?.

5.9. Resettlement

The Joint Thematic Review by HM Inspectorates of Prisons & Probation stated in 2001 that
“the resettlement needs of many prisoners are being severely neglected and further, many
offenders continue to be released without having addressed their offending behaviour, a
deficiency that is seldom made up after release”*.

It is widely acknowledged that effective resettlement is vital to the prevention of further
offending. But, the Inspectors found that “insufficient priority is given by the prison service
to resettlement work and outcomes. It is not enough to draw up sentence plans: they will
remain only paper exercises unless staff are able to engage with and motivate prisoners,
and to provide the appropriate interventions”.

Z Children & Young Persons. Handbook of Prisons. R Morgan, Y Jewkes (ed). Collompton: Willan.
% Report of an inspection of HM Prison Lewes. August 2007. HMIP.

» Through the Prison Gate. A Joint Thematic Review by HM Inspectorates of Prisons & Probation.
HM Inspectorate of Prisons. 2001.
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The Audit Commission has been critical, in the past, of the lack of programmes directed at
offending behaviour. It asserted that the problem was that “the agencies dealing with young
offenders have different views about what they are trying to achieve...... these differences
need to be reconciled if agencies are to work together and fulfil their different responsibilities”*.

5.10. Transition

A model Young Offenders Academy would provide accommodation for young people who
need close support and surveillance but not secure custody. This will be part of the transition
to independent living without criminal or antisocial behaviour.

The Social Exclusion Unit recognises that “living independently in settled accommodation
requires lifeskills such as cooking, budgeting and accessing utility services. Some individuals
in at risk groups will need assistance with these tasks in their own homes, while many
require supported accommodation before they can consider living independently. Providing
assistance at the right time can prevent a full scale, long term crisis™".

Third sector organisations can make a significant contribution to improving employment and
housing outcomes for offenders. As set out in Partnership in Public Services: an action plan
for third sector involvement®, the third sector “can play a particularly valuable role in

* Delivering user focused services which meet the complex needs of the most excluded

* Helping public services to understand what works and to develop innovative approaches
towards reducing exclusion”.

David Hanson, the Minister responsible for prisons is optimistic that a programme of
intensive work to cut reoffending rates will pay dividends. He is keen that the prison system
collaborates more closely with a range of partners to achieve this. “We are looking at how we
can work with agencies, drugs, housing and others to get people — especially those serving
less than twelve months out of the revolving door syndrome of offending, prison, and
reoffending......My job is to prevent reoffending and | don’t regard it as successful if we put
people in prison and they come out and reoffend. This is especially so in the case of young
offenders, 75% of whom reoffend after release. That represents failure”*.

The foregoing brief extracts of Government statements, proposals and public debate and
discussion indicate that there is widespread recognition of the defects of the present system
in terms of the rehabilitation of young offenders, the levels of reoffending and lack of
community engagement in solutions. It is against this background that the Steering Group
is confident that the climate is right for innovation and change.

% Misspent Youth. Audit Commission. 1996.

 Public Service Agreement 16: Increase the proportion of socially excluded adults in settled accommodation &
employment, education or training. HMG. Oct 2007.

* Partnership in Public Services: an action plan for third sector involvement. Cabinet Office. Dec 2006.
* David Hanson MP, Minister of State at the Ministry of Justice, reported by Eric Allison. The Guardian. 12 Dec 2007.
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6. VISITS & CONSULTATIONS — KEY THEMES

Several key themes have dominated the consultations and visits carried out by this Scoping
Study. First, there has been widespread agreement that continuity of experience and
relationships should be a higher priority than it currently appears to be in the delivery of
services to young offenders. There was concern that placement of young offenders far from
home made contact with family and support networks harder to sustain during the period of
custody, and to resume on release. Youth Offending Team workers and other local authority
staff felt they were spending huge amounts of time travelling to establishments scattered
across the country in order to keep in touch with their clients; and furthermore, it was difficult
for staff within any secure establishment to negotiate transition arrangements for young
offenders at the conclusion of their custodial sentence with a large number of different

local authorities. Many expressed lack of confidence that the arrangements made for
accommodation, employment and education after release would be either appropriate

or sustainable.

Within this general sentiment there were specific concerns: that it is extremely difficult for
secure establishments to get hold of previous educational records; that young people with
‘statements’ of special educational need often lose the support they are entitled to either on
entry to a secure establishment or on release from it; that a similar falling through the net
at points of transfer can occur with young people’s mental health needs; that, for Youth
Offending Team workers visiting a multiplicity of distant establishments, the time available
for proper multi-disciplinary work on sentence planning and discharge arrangements is
simply inadequate.

From all these points of view the respondents to the consultation saw the Young Offenders
Academy model being proposed as an attractive one, which could potentially deliver a much
needed continuity of adult relationships for the young people through the experiences of
arrest, remand, sentencing, custody and rehabilitation, as well as enabling staff in the
different disciplines to develop more robust professional networks.

But consultees also saw further benefits in the vision of extended services which the model
presents, and this has inspired a number of imaginative suggestions. The Young Offenders
Academy could include supported residential accommodation, an Intensive Fostering
Programme, a Pupil Referral Unit, and could be a coordinating focus for a range of
Community Sentences, whether run in-house or by third sector organisations, available to
the courts.

Closely related to the importance of continuity is the second key theme of local
accountability. Some of those consulted were unclear about the basis of decision-making
in relation to the placement of particular young offenders in particular establishments.

The Youth Justice Board’s problems in relation to pressure on places was appreciated, but
it was felt that the current process, involving as it often does a succession of short-term
stays during the course of a single sentence, not only gives too little priority to the need for
continuity, but also undermines the home authority’s involvement.
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The potential advantage of the Young Offenders Academy model is seen as not only lying
in the convenience of geographical proximity, but also — if properly developed — greatly
enhancing a sense of ownership and responsibility in the local authorities, local educational
establishments and business community. All these bodies should see themselves as having
a stake in reducing youth offending, and should be represented in the governance of the
Young Offenders Academy.

The third key theme coming through the consultations was the importance of appropriate
staffing. For the sort of integrated but multi-disciplinary working envisaged for the Young
Offenders Academy, a common philosophy and approach to the goal of rehabilitation was
essential, and high quality joint training would be needed. The regime should promote a
sense of self-value and respect both within the secure elements as well as in the supported
residential accommodation, inreach and outreach services.

Finally, the fourth key theme was the need for consistency with the Government’s goals
and policies. This was based partly on pragmatism but also because most consultees
acknowledged and supported the Government’s strategic role and its increase of resources
aimed at the reduction of youth offending, and shared ministers’ frustrations that
improvements seemed elusive.

Thus, the model Young Offenders Academy should be seen as contributing to the
achievement of positive outcomes within the Performance Framework for Local Authorities.
Its per capita running cost should lie within the national range of costs, and there would need
to be compliance with the rules applicable to a Young Offenders Institution, Secure Training
Centre or Secure Children’s Home as appropriate for different elements of the model.

The relevance and appropriateness of custody for any young people was raised by some.

It was pointed out that there would be some anti-prison campaigners who would resist any
model which contains a custodial or secure element, even if this is part of a holistic package.
The majority of those consulted, however, accepted the reality that there are — and for the
foreseeable future will be — young people in custody, and that an integrated approach to the
problem of youth offending therefore needs to include this provision.

A further query was whether the model could be applied to young people over 18. Given the

vulnerability of many of those who are either in care or have special educational needs and
mental health problems, this is a legitimate concern.
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7. CHALLENGES & OPPORTUNITIES

The purpose of this section is to identify and address some of the opportunities and
problems to be considered with regard to a new multipurpose centre to meet the needs of
local young offenders and deliver local services for them in east London. From before the
commencement of the Scoping Study it was envisaged that the model Young Offenders
Academy would provide a range of services while awaiting trial, remanded in custody,
serving sentences and when discharged or released on licence.

1.1. Cohort

The Young Offenders Academy would provide for young people at risk of offending, young
offenders, ex offenders and their families. The overall age range would be from 10-18, but it
is expected that some facilities would be for a narrower age range within the overall cohort
and there are possibilities that some outreach and inreach services might be open for an
older group of young adults.

All services would generally be open to both girls and young women and boys and young
men. The degree to which there is integration and segregation would depend entirely on the
nature of the service. For example, the residential accommodation within the secure part of
the centre would be entirely segregated between males and females, as well as between
under 16 and over 16. There would probably also be segregation between those remanded
in custody and those serving custodial sentences. At the other end of the spectrum it is
unlikely that gender based segregation would be a positive characteristic of a Pupil Referral
Unit as a service of the centre. In between these two extremes it is probable that the levels
of segregation would be matched to the nature of the service and the needs of the young
people using them. This would vary from communal facilities within the supported
accommodation, to family services and young people attending Intensive Support and
Surveillance Programme activities based at the centre.

It would be feasible for the secure element of the model to accept referrals from the courts of
young offenders aged 10-17 of either gender when remanded in custody or serving a custodial
sentence as a result of a Detention and Training Order or a Section 90/91 offence. The nature
of the offence need not be a relevant factor on admission, but the secure provision would be
generally focused to meet the needs of young people detained for an average duration of 13
weeks. The custodial unit should provide secure and good quality education and development
opportunities in respect of young people sentenced to two years in custody. However it may
well be in the interests of the individual young person to transfer to another establishment for
those serving very long or indeterminate sentences, as they would benefit from more space.
The latter group of young offenders would benefit from being transferred back to the model
before completing long custodial sentences in order to experience local pre- and post-release
services including supported residential accommodation.

It is envisaged that the total population of the secure unit would be 50-75 which is between a
quarter and a third of the young people from the nine London boroughs presently detained
within the secure estate. The proposal is that when the courts remand in custody or impose a
custodial sentence in respect of a young offender normally resident within the eventually
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agreed catchment area, the Youth Justice Board will place that person within the Young
Offenders Academy up to its complement. In pursuit of this objective it will be necessary to
devise means of revising the Youth Justice Board’s present approach to the placement of
young offenders within the Juvenile Secure Estate which considers the offenders’ home
address as only one factor.

The total capacity of the Juvenile Secure Estate is presently some 3000. The 50-75 young
offenders from the catchment area placed within the custodial unit would thus represent
nearly 3% of the total number of places available for Youth Justice Board placement
nationally. The powers of the Youth Justice Board would thus be fettered to this extent unless
Government decided to increase the total capacity for the purpose of the proposed pilot
project. During this period the impact of the proposed placement policy would be closely
monitored to ensure that the needs of the individual child, especially those most vulnerable
or high risk, were paramount and not adversely affected by these arrangements.

The Youth Justice Board is committed to developing smaller, more localised secure units
which can better meet the resettlement needs of young people, as well as a more distinct
estate for young people. It is acknowledged that this is a long term, national strategy which
has to balance developments across England and Wales to ensure maximum benefit for the
limited investments available.

The maximum capacity of the supported residential accommodation would be 50-75.
These would include children placed there by the participating local authorities, and by
arrangements with the courts and Youth Offending Teams as conditions of bail or other
orders. Some would be released on licence and others discharged from custody but lacking
a secure home environment and needing close support in order to successfully achieve the
transition to independent crime free life in the wider community.

It is expected that the courts would be fully informed of the range of services and the nature
of the support and surveillance available within the supported accommodation and would
increasingly rely on this as an effective alternative to custody. Residing there would be a
condition of bail packages and one aspect of other community sentences which might
include electronic tagging.

In addition to the secure custodial unit and the supported accommodation there would also be
a range of other services for use by young offenders who are permitted to reside in the open
community, usually with a parent or other responsible adult, but are considered to be in need
of inreach and outreach services available at or delivered from the Young Offenders Academy.
This would include a Pupil Referral Unit in operation seven days a week and 52 weeks a year,
as well as space and facilities for the delivery of parts of Community Sentences.

1.2. Catchment Area

For the purpose of this Scoping Study information has been considered in respect of nine
London boroughs in east London. These are Barking & Dagenham, Camden, Hackney,
Havering, Islington, Newham, Tower Hamlets, Redbridge and Waltham Forest. This selection
is quite arbitrary. In the first instance the main catchment area for Thames Youth Court was

eqQsirmme 23



considered and the group was widened to include these nine. In practice the eventual
catchment area of a model Young Offenders Academy would be determined partly by the
political decision of the group of local authorities to commit and reallocate human and
financial resources to a model Young Offenders Academy as a means of achieving shared
objectives and good outcomes to reduce reoffending.

The figures for the numbers of young people from each of these boroughs remanded in
custody or serving custodial sentences are shown in Appendix 3. The figures in respect of
Community Sentences from these boroughs are also listed.

It would not be feasible to define the catchment area in terms of particular courts. Offences
are not of course committed only within a young person’s home area and it will be seen from
Appendix 3 that young people featuring in the snapshot statistics appeared before eight
Crown Courts and 14 Magistrates and Youth Courts, although usually being transferred to
local courts for sentencing.

Based on the number of custodial places presently required by young offenders from these
nine boroughs a model Young Offenders Academy would need a total secure
accommodation capacity of some 200 places. This would be substantially larger than most
Young Offenders Institutions in England. It would thus be necessary either to restrict the
geographical area to less than nine boroughs or to redefine the cohort in order to exclude
certain categories of local young offenders.

Another possibility is that if judges or magistrates were fully aware of the diverse range of
offender services available at a model Young Offenders Academy, they might be more
inclined to decide on Community Sentences and further reduce the use of custodial
remands or sentences. It is noted that unlike the case in Scotland and Northern Ireland the
courts in England do not currently have powers to direct custody to any particular secure
establishment. However, it is proposed that for the purpose of this pilot project the Youth
Justice Board’s powers of placement would be fettered and all young offenders from the
catchment area up to the maximum complement would be placed at the Young Offenders
Academy if remanded or sentenced to custody. The courts may also specify the Young
Offenders Academy where this is part of a Community Sentence or bail package.

Another factor which would influence the catchment area could be the quantum and nature of
the engagement of the London boroughs concerned. There would be a need to allocate or
divert some funding in respect of Children, Social Services and Education to such a model
and arrange for the delivery of some Youth Offending Teams and other services from the
model. Investing local authorities would naturally wish to ensure that young offenders and their
families resident in their boroughs benefit from the model in proportion to the investment.

Consultations with local authorities indicate substantial support for the concept of a Young
Offenders Academy to provide for young offenders in east London. There is a general
willingness to collaborate in order to achieve the objectives of delivering local services to the
benefit of young offenders, their families and to reduce reoffending in the interests of the wider
community. Immediately after a positive Ministerial decision to proceed in principle towards the
establishment of a Young Offenders Academy as a pilot project, it would be necessary for the
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participating local authorities to convene meetings with other agencies to plan the financial
implications. In general the resources would need to follow the young person. Simultaneously,
the local authorities would be considering the most effective way of collaborating as “host” and
“home” bodies in respect of devolved expenditure on education for children in custody.

7.3. Accommodation

Ideally the model Young Offenders Academy would comprise at its core a secure unit to
accommodate 50-75 young offenders. The premises would be similar to Rainsbrook STC
with two storey buildings well distributed around spacious gardens, with good quality
residential wings for 6-10 young people and a well furnished education block, recreation
and sports facilities. The entire secure unit would be designed to meet the requirements for
a YOl and a STC in terms of security, furnishing, space, safety, segregation and all other
conditions. The fact that this secure element formed only one part of a diverse range of
young offender services delivered through a model Young Offenders Academy would not
cause any design requirement to be compromised.

Around this core secure unit but still visibly within the same campus there would be the
closely supported residential accommodation, not unlike a foyer which provides close
support and surveillance for 50-75 young people, some of whom would be electronically
tagged, subject to curfews and other conditions. This would not be self-contained
accommodation as the residents would not be economically active and require a full range
of catering, cleaning and recreational services. The degree to which the residents of this
accommodation could make use of some of the same recreational and sporting facilities as
those of the secure unit would be a matter for consideration within the design brief and
proper management of the entire complex.

Arrangements would be made in conjunction with foyers and others for some young people
to move from the custodial or the supported accommodation into more independent homes
from which it might be beneficial for them to continue to make use of services and facilities

within the Young Offenders Academy. They could continue to receive support in respect of

education, training and other specially tailored services.

Adjoining this residential provision there would be designated spaces for a Pupil Referral
Unit; Community Sentences reporting and activities; family services; health services. These
would include facilities for drug testing, substance abuse therapy, detox services. There
would also be offices for Youth Offending Team personnel and services; business links and
employment training; bases for inreach and outreach services. The outer ring would be
permeable and visibly family friendly and set the tone of the Young Offenders Academy as
an emphatically positive contribution to each young offender’s journey to independent living.

The reality is that the availability and price of land in east London is such that unlike the best
secure establishments the model is unlikely to be only two storeys high and set in green
fields. It will probably need to be multi storey and with less generous space for sport and
recreation. However, with skill and imagination it will be feasible to combine the non
negotiable security requirements with a pleasant place to live and work as well as project
the positive image which is essential to the mission.
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An important factor concerning the accommodation is its location. A primary purpose of

a model Young Offenders Academy is to deliver local services needed by local young
offenders. One of the serious defects of the present arrangements is the wide dispersal

of young offenders to secure establishments throughout England. This not only disrupts
whatever family links there may be but also impairs the effectiveness and increases the costs
of services delivered to distant sites. The target should be for the model to be located not
more than one hour distant by public transport from any part of the catchment area. This will
benefit family visits and service providers and also make inreach services feasible for
Community Sentences, Pupil Referral Unit and other activities. Thus, while it is expected that
each participating local authority would retain some more immediately local Youth Offending
Team and Pupil Referral Unit services, they would collaborate with others where services
could be delivered to a higher standard, with improved consistency or greater cost
effectiveness.

The model must be readily accessible if it is to be a genuinely local establishment and gather
around itself the level of engagement of the wider and business community which is essential
for its success.

1.4. Regime and culture

The Young Offenders Academy will provide an integrated and uninterrupted approach to the
needs of young offenders while awaiting trial, remanded in custody, serving a sentence and
when released on licence or discharged. It will develop a culture which:

» Begins or continues the process of change and transformation from dysfunctional,
delinquent behaviour

» Exposes young people to and engages them in positive life experiences

» Connects young people to others, agencies and organisations whereby change can
take place

* Reduces institutional damage
e Reduces the likelihood of suicide and self harm

* Reduces damaging negative reactions

In terms of regime and culture, the model Young Offenders Academy has twin objectives that
support each other.

Firstly, the Care Perspective which concentrates on looking after young people in custody
and engaging with them as human beings. This involves:

* Reassuring, comforting and giving young people a sense of personal and environmental
security. It means staff making contact with them as individuals, not just as officials but as
fellow human beings. Effective responses are available to reactions of extreme
belligerence and mental chaos without resorting to overt physical restraints by developing
clear expectations and boundaries.
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Nurturing, involving staff in encouraging, understanding and supporting young people
during their stay in the model. Staff respond appropriately to the reaction of young people
who have suffered abuse in the form of prosocial modelling.

Respecting young people in the quality of meals served, clothing given to them, the
accommodation they are required to live in, the language used in communicating with and
about them, the attitudes shown towards them, the fairness with which they are treated and
the access they are given to their parents and friends. The contribution they can make to
the regime and environment in which they are held is another relevant factor. Staff expect
to be tested by young people who have experienced rejection.

Looking after their wellbeing, through:

— support for their physical, emotional and mental health

— treatment for addictive and obsessive behaviour

— provision of good access to those with whom they have close relationships

— promotion of cultural and gender priorities.

Secondly, the Transformation Perspective that seeks to help young people to turn towards
prosocial behaviour. To be effective the model Young Offenders Academy:

Is well integrated with community agencies, specialists, local or national initiatives for
young people.

Has a well understood mode of exchange between adults and young people that is
deliberative and collaborative in resolving life situations. It has a milieu that is based on
thoughtful relationships in preparation for community life.

Is educative, challenging and liberating in pursuit of skills and competencies for life.

Has a range of differentiated responses and interventions that acknowledge the scale of
difficulty and complexity faced by each young person.

Is innovative and imaginative in engaging with and empowering young people to
deliver change.

The core principles of the custodial unit within a model Young Offenders Academy will be
owned by staff and volunteers and infuse recruitment policies and job descriptions. These
will include:

The achievement of continuity of experience with family and friends in education, training
and health care.

Connecting effectively with as wide a spectrum as possible of people, agencies and
organisations in order to create positive developmental experiences for each young person.

Encouraging dignity and respect in relationships by valuing difference, cultural and spiritual
interests and in creating space for self expression.

Offering differential responses and experiences that reflect age, maturity and
developmental needs.
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* Provision of leadership that:

— embraces education and personal challenges to reduce dysfunctional and delinquent
behaviour

— manages those synergies that most contribute towards fulfilling the purpose of the
academy

— generates and sustains a narrative of creative expectation and responsible practice

— provides a resilient and continuous improvement culture in work and relationships.

1.5. Education & training

Government policy in relation to education and training for young offenders emphasises the
following general principles.

» The quality of what is on offer should match the best of what is available in the mainstream.

» Teaching, training and learning should be at the heart of the experience of custody. It
should be integrated with other activities within the institution.

» There must be opportunities for realistic progression, especially in the basic skills and
increasing employability; accreditation is the key to achieving this.

» Physical education/activity is a particularly important component of the daily regime.

« Enrichment (the arts) is a legitimate component of the curriculum but should be linked to
the need to improve attainment levels in basic skills.

* Planning and setting up targets must be based on the individual offender’s needs and
directed from the outset of the sentence to his/her resettlement in the community.

During the Scoping Study, Steering Group members have observed some remarkably good
results of education within secure establishments and in discussion with colleges and
teachers. These have included very impressive improvements in literacy and numeracy;
accelerated progress of preparation for GCSE examinations; recovery of pupils suffering
from “delayed learning”; visual and performing arts therapy. There are also examples of
leadership such as the head of education who personally intervenes with a local authority to
negotiate a package of measures to meet the needs of “statemented” children on discharge
from custody.

A model Young Offenders Academy could realistically aim to replicate the best examples
of education outcomes of a Secure Training Centre and then add distinctive elements due
to its local dimension which would not be feasible for distant secure establishments. These
would include:

» The development and maintenance of links with local schools and colleges during and
after custody

* The development of these links for the non secure residential facility including inreach and
outreach services

» A Pupil Referral Unit on campus operating 7 days each week and 52 weeks each year
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Established protocols with local authorities to maintain continuity of programmes for
“statemented” children as they experience different parts of the model’s education services

+ Skills training and employability programmes directly related to local businesses and
employers

» Opportunities for teachers and schools to gain experience by working in both secure and
less secure parts of the model as part of a structured programme

* Young offenders within the supported accommodation would receive education and training
off campus when appropriate when they would be escorted by an approved person,
handed over and collected for return.

A Young Offenders Academy would expect to play a new role, which would be substantially
different from any other, in response to the proposals outlined in Raising Expectations:
enabling the system to be delivered (DCSF, March 2008). By this means, the model would be
based within a single “host” local authority, but adjoined by all the “home” local authorities in
which all the young offenders would reside after their release or discharge. The authorities
would thus have continuity of responsibility of provision and payment for education before,
during and after custody. Similar engagement in education would be negotiated in respect of
young people in supported accommodation as well as inreach and outreach.

1.6. Mental & physical health

The delayed development of young people on entering the youth justice system in terms of
their learning and education has long been recognised. It is increasingly acknowledged that
their mental and physical health has also often been neglected for many years. They have
often not had regular dentistry and experience treatable conditions which inhibit enjoyment
of sports and physical recreations.

Some young people, on admission to custody, are found to suffer from serious mental health
problems and substance abuse which should be identified on assessment soon after arrival

and need prompt expert treatment. Others have been victims of emotional abuse which has

caused substantial damage and might be related to their offending behaviour.

There is an important relationship between the health specialist within each Youth Offending
Team and those delivering health services within the custodial establishment. This should
result in the maintenance of a programme of treatment following the initial assessment which
is quite likely to have been the first time the overall health of the child or young person has
been critically reviewed. In practice, members of the Steering Group were informed that such
follow through is seldom effective. This is a result of wide dispersal of young offenders to
secure establishments throughout England, frequent transfers and the stretched resources
and unproductive travel time of Youth Offending Team staff.

Effective drugs and substance abuse programmes, including detox facilities will be required
throughout both secure and supported residential accommodation of a model Young
Offenders Academy. It must also be expected that some young people will display
challenging and dangerous behaviour and “act out” or be violent in order to test the
boundaries of both staff and buildings. Adequate provision for such behaviour must be
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made including space for essential time out. While there are limits to what can be achieved
within the custodial experience, it is believed that the combination of this with supported
accommodation and close links with outside agencies would be a considerable improvement
on presently available practices.

Health services are another area in which the absence of continuity of provision is a negative
outcome of present policies and practices. Just as progress made in general education,
particularly literacy and numeracy can have a major beneficial impact on a child’s future
development and movement away from offending behaviour, so too can steps towards better
health. The value of progress in this direction is severely restricted if this is not maintained
after discharge.

It is reasonable to expect that while in custody a young person will experience, perhaps for
the first time, regular meals and a healthy diet, physical exercise and recreation, absence
of drugs and alcohol, appropriate treatment for any mental or physical conditions which are
identified, in an environment where adults in authority demonstrate a genuine interest in the
health of each individual young person. Even after an average stay in custody of 13 weeks,
young people should thus be expected to leave the establishment healthier than when

they arrived.

A model Young Offenders Academy would apply the best practices of mainstream custodial
units in the provision of health services. This would include arrangements with the local
health and mental health services as well as specialist services for drug and alcohol abuse
and links with general practitioners for sessional and emergency cover. There would also be
several distinctive features. These would include:

* Maintenance of some health services and treatment within the supported residential
accommodation or on an inreach or outreach basis after leaving custody.

+ Establishing links with nearby local providers of health services to match the needs of
individual young people on discharge.

+ Contracts and arrangements with specialists able to maintain continuity of treatment both
inside and outside the secure and residential units.

» Health education programmes developed and delivered in the secure and residential units
delivered outside by the same adults to maintain continuity.

* Arange of services, in collaboration with others to avoid the deterioration of young people’s
health after discharge.

1.7. External links

An immediately visible characteristic of many secure establishments for young offenders is
that they are located within green fields and physically isolated and separated from local
communities. It is acknowledged that they make efforts to bridge this gulf by engaging with
local organisations ranging from football clubs to arts groups. Such attempts are of limited
value due partly to the location and nature of the establishments and the custom and practice
of the environment in which they operate. They cannot aspire to be engaged with or
accountable to the local community.
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In this respect a model Young Offenders Academy would demonstrate a more fundamental
difference than any other. The custodial element would be only one part of the entire multi
functional centre. It would of course be a very important part and comply with all the
requirements and rules concerning security, conduct and physical design. But it would be part
of and surrounded by other services. These would include the physically larger residential
accommodation for young people needing close support and surveillance, some of whom
would have been discharged from the secure unit and on licence. There would also be a Pupil
Referral Unit and many offices and bases for the delivery of health, education, skills training,
family services, therapy, business support and aspects of Community Sentences ordered by
the courts. The outer rings of the model would be vibrant, family friendly, welcoming and with a
largely permeable outer perimeter. All of this would be in stark contrast with the appearance,
ambience and reality of an isolated, stand alone secure establishment lacking any of the
related services or deep interaction with the local community.

1.8. Accountability and governance

Once again, it must be emphasised that the conduct and management of the secure unit
within the Young Offenders Academy would be subject to statutory rules, regulations laid
down by the Youth Justice Board and by Government Departments as well as by the terms
of a Service Level Agreement. While the management would of course be cognisant of and
learn from models of good practice from elsewhere, it would not however necessarily be
bound by custom and practice which, unless managed effectively may significantly limit
innovation.

The management of several of the component units which form part of the overall model
would be accountable to their own management bodies in accordance with their particular
constitutional arrangements. Each of these units would have a degree of autonomy, but
operate in line with overall policy determined by the model’s Board. An executive
management team would be responsible for the implementation of this policy on a day

to day basis.

The entire complex package of services which comprises a model Young Offenders Academy
would be ultimately accountable to a Board of Directors which would include representatives
of the units within the model, the local authorities, education, training, employers, health
services and other local organisations which demonstrate commitment to the long term
success of the venture.

1.9. Financial modelling

The average per capita costs for secure establishments are £4,426, £14,355 and £15,461
per month respectively for Young Offenders Institutions, Secure Training Centres and Secure
Children’s Homes.

The Steering Group had expected to be able to obtain more detail to indicate the costs within

these averages. Unfortunately, the costs of such elements as health, security, administration,
insurance, depreciation, catering, transport etc are not in the public domain.
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In the absence of this financial data, efforts have been made to estimate the operating costs
for the secure unit based on limited information obtained from elsewhere. On the basis of
these estimates it can be stated that the secure unit within a model Young Offenders
Academy would operate within the published average per capita costs.

Calculations in respect of the supported accommodation element of the Young Offenders
Academy have been based, to some extent, on East Potential’s experience of developing
and managing foyers in London. To these basic costs additions have been made to provide
substantially increased staff to resident ratios plus catering and contributions towards
inhouse education and health services. Allowance has also been made for the fact that
unlike within foyers, residents would not be in receipt of welfare benefits or wages. On this
basis it can be stated that the supported accommodation element would operate at a per
capita cost of £4,800 per month. This is believed to be substantially less than some Young
Offenders Institutions.

The costs in respect of other elements and services within the model would in some instance
be neutral. For example, the costs of some health and education services might not be an
extra charge. A Pupil Referral Unit would cover its own costs and merely contribute to rent
and central services. Some Community Sentences administered by the Youth Offending
Teams would bring a per capita income to cover associated expenditure. Some local
authority services would merely use the model as a base from which to deliver some existing
young offenders and family services more effectively.

Assumptions have been made concerning the purchase of land and the construction and
fitting out of a model Young Offenders Academy bearing in mind the relatively high costs
applicable in London. The development of a detailed financial model would follow a positive
decision to proceed toward a pilot project. This would require access to presently restricted
financial information and detailed negotiations with potential partners led by the local
authorities and including service providers and related organisations.

The custodial element is an important part of a Young Offenders Academy, and its inclusion
is considered to be essential as the objective of integration and continuity on a single site
cannot be achieved without this. It would thus form the core around which the remainder of
the financial, physical and human model would be constructed.
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8. APPENDICES

A1. STEERING GROUP MEMBERSHIP

In order to conduct the Scoping Study properly a Steering Group was needed to direct and
guide the work, apply expertise and judgement to the deliberations and add authority to the
eventual report and recommendations.

Potential Steering Group members were sought to join East Potential and the Youth Justice
Board as the initial supporters of the initiative. People with experience and knowledge of
children’s services, local government, penal policy and management, education, skills
training, youth courts, criminology and foyer leadership, were invited to join. They accepted
as individuals rather than as representatives of the organisations in which most of them hold
senior positions.

All the members of the Steering Group accepted two “red lines” which should apply to
consideration of the model Young Offenders Academy. Firstly, that it should be a local
provision for the delivery of local services for local young offenders in east London. Secondly,
that it must be more than the base for the delivery of a range of post custodial services for
use after release and to assist the resettlement of young offenders whose lives and personal
development have been interrupted by periods of custody in distant locations.

Apart from these two essential starting points all aspects of the model Young Offenders
Academy would be open to genuine consultations and require the wisdom and judgement of
members of the Steering Group.

Before accepting invitations to join potential members of the Steering Group agreed that the
Scoping Study would be completed by Spring of 2008 and that there would be only three
formal meetings on dates in November 2007, January and March 2008. It was expected that
individual members would also take part in meetings with consultees, visits to establishments
or special interest subgroups, according to their areas of interest, expertise and their
availability. It was further agreed that reports to the Steering Group would be treated as
confidential and that media silence would be maintained until publication of the final report
and recommendations.

Chair of the Steering Group

David Chesterton is Managing Director of East Potential, which grew out of pioneering work
in the mid 90s to address youth poverty in east London. It now accommodates nearly 500
homeless and vulnerable young people in its foyer schemes. It is the largest provider of foyer
accommodation in the UK and runs a nationally acclaimed youth offending programme, Time
for Youth, as well as an extensive employment, training and business enterprise programme,
in partnership with a number of major City corporates. East Potential has an annual turnover
approaching £10m employing about 200 staff. David is also a magistrate and sits as a youth
court chairman. He has lived in Tower Hamlets since 1974 and is a very active member of his
local community.
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Project Director

John Plummer is Director of Audax. He has led public policy research and consultancy on
charity and quango governance, quality standards, conduct in public life, Olympic initiatives
and risks, long term care, regeneration initiatives and partnerships. He has worked in the
private sector, in the provision of legal services, with the Joint Council for the Welfare of
Immigrants and as Chief Executive of a major national not-for-profit responsible for
vocational training for disadvantaged young people. He was a founding Director of the Foyer
Federation, a trustee of Oxfam and is the author of several publications.

Members

Rushanara Ali is an Associate Director of the Young Foundation, responsible for research,
international work and external relations. Before this, she worked at the Communities Directorate
of the Home Office, taking forward a work programme in response to the 2001 disturbances in
the north of England. She has worked at the Foreign and Commonwealth Office; as a Research
Fellow at the Institute for Public Policy Research and as Parliamentary Assistant to Oona King
(former MP). She is currently a Commissioner for the London Child Poverty Commission, Chair
of Tower Hamlets Summer University and SummerUni London, a Board Member of Tower
Hamlets College, a Trustee of the Paul Hamlyn Foundation, and an advisor to the Spitalfields
Festival. She was a member of the Home Office Working Group on Preventing Extremism
established after the 7/7 London bombings and is the author of several publications.

Colin Allen is an associate of the International Centre for Prison Studies, King’s College.
Working on prison improvements projects worldwide, currently in Libya. Trustee of Prison
Reform Trust and Prisoners Advice and Care Trust.

1996 — 2002 Deputy Chief Inspector of Prisons and the author of ‘Expectations’, the criteria
by which adult prisons and young offender institutions are assessed.

1989 — 1996 team leader in H.M. Inspectorate of Prisons during which led over 150
inspections of prisons at home and abroad and 3 major inquiries into serious prison incidents.

1965 — 1989 member of HM Prison Service, England and Wales, working with young
offenders for 17 years. Latterly, Governor of 3 establishments, including Holloway.

Robin Callender Smith is an Immigration Judge, Deputy District Judge (Crime), a President
in Mental Health Review Tribunals and a Deputy Chairman of the Information Tribunal
(dealing with appeals under the Freedom of Information Act 2000). Former Inner London
Youth Justices’ Clerk at Thames Magistrates’ Court and former Branch Crown Prosecutor of
the CPS London Youth Branch. Member of the Financial Services Authority’s Regulatory
Decisions Committee dealing with issues of market abuse and fithess to practise. Media law
barrister with 30 years experience advising editors on libel and contempt of court. Trustee of
London Youth, London’s largest youth charity. Member of Bar Council’s Law Reform
Committee and former Vice Chairman of the Bar Council’s Disability Committee.

Dr Kevan Collins is Director — Children’s Services for the London Borough of Tower
Hamlets. He has considerable teaching experience here and abroad in Africa. As a senior
adviser for Bradford education he led the authority’s language and literacy support services.
In January 2003 Kevan was appointed as the National Director of the Primary National
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Strategy. He led the introduction of Excellence and Enjoyment, the government’s strategy for
primary schools. In September 2005 Kevan was appointed the first Director of Children’s
Services in the London Borough of Tower Hamlets. He leads the work on the Every Child
Matters agenda and has established the Children’s Services Directorate to integrate and
improve the array of services that support children and their families. Kevan has also
provided support as a consultant to a national literacy initiative in the USA.

Dr Malaika Culverwell is Director for Economic Development at the LSC where she has
strategic responsibility for the design and implementation of the LSC’s response to Local
Area Agreements across London. Malaika has been committed to developing investment
agreements with the private sector that deliver on international, national and local social
goals. In her previous role as Private Sector Adviser for the Department for International
Development and Head of Corporate Responsibility at Chatham House, she worked in
collaboration with the oil, mining, gas and financial sectors to deliver sustainable investment
outcomes in developing countries. Malaika is currently a board member with Family Mosaic
Housing Group, and has held board-level advisory positions with the UK Social Investment
Forum and the Timber Trade Federation.

Jennifer lzekor is Director for Children and Learners at the Government Office for London
with strategic responsibility for the implementation of the Every Child Matters change for
children agenda across London. Jennifer is committed to developing services for young
people having worked at organisations such as the Probation Service, Centre Point and the
Alone charity. As Head of Infrastructure Development for the National Council for Voluntary
Youth Services, she spearheaded the national drive to develop infrastructure provision for the
voluntary and community sector working closely with local, regional and national networks
preparing the sector for the emerging Connexions agenda. Prior to her current role, she was
Chief Executive of London East Connexions Partnership, during which time they were
awarded a ‘good’ status from OFSTED and a ‘Recognition of Excellence Award’ from the
European Framework for Quality Management.

Bharat Mehta is Chief Executive of the City Parochial Foundation, a funding body
established in 1891 to benefit the poor of London. Prior to this, he was Chief Executive of the
National Schizophrenia Fellowship (renamed RETHINK). He has also worked for the Medical
Research Council (MRC) and the National Council for Voluntary Organisations (NCVO).
Bharat is a trustee of the Joseph Rowntree Foundation and a non-executive director of the
North Middlesex University Hospital NHS Trust. In January 2000, he was awarded an OBE
for services to NSF and the voluntary sector.

Rod Morgan is Professor of Criminal Justice at the University of Bristol and Visiting Professor
at the LSE. Until February 2007 he was Chair of the Youth Justice Board. Prior to that he was
HM Chief Inspector of Probation for England and Wales, before which he was an academic
researcher and teacher for 30 years. Rod is the author of a score of books and many articles
on aspects of criminal justice policy. He is co-editor of the Oxford Handbook of Criminology,
the foremost text on that subject in the UK. He has held many posts within the criminal justice
system, locally (magistrate, police authority member etc), nationally (Parole Board commission
member etc) and internationally (expert advisor to the UN, Council of Europe and Amnesty
International). He is a community activist/campaigner and director or trustee of various groups
working on criminal justice issues or with young people in trouble.
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Robert Newman is Head of Inclusion Youth Justice Board and has professional background
in special needs teaching commenced in 1977, working with young people with emotional
and behavioural difficulties in local authority special schools. Held a number of managerial
positions in education, adolescent mental health and adult learning disability in private and
voluntary organisations during the 90s. Joined the YJB in March 1999 as a senior policy
adviser. Subsequently undertook a number of other roles within the YJB before specialising
in education and training. Currently Head of Inclusion at the YJB overseeing a range of
strategic activities designed to improve outcomes for young people. Also working as a
co-opted expert for the Council of Europe on youth justice reform in Macedonia as part of

a joint programme with the European Agency for Reconstruction.

Lord Ramsbotham was commissioned into the Rifle Brigade, later the Royal Green Jackets
and now The Rifles, in 1957. He retired from the Army in 1993, in the rank of General, having
served in Germany, Kenya, Hong Kong, Borneo, Gibraltar and Northern Ireland as well as
England. Between then and December 1995, when he was appointed HM Chief Inspector of
Prisons, he was Director International Affairs in Defence Systems Ltd and chaired the
Hillingdon NHS Hospital Trust. Between December 1995 and when he retired in July 2001

he visited and/or inspected every prison in England, Wales and Northern Ireland as well as
some in Scotland, Germany, Australia, the USA, Canada and the Caribbean. Amongst a
number of thematic reviews, he published Young Prisoners in 1998. In May 2005 he was
appointed a crossbench member of the House of Lords, where he majors in penal reform.

Jim Semple began working life in engineering with General Electric Company in Ireland
followed by three years as troop commander with Royal Engineers. Then on to the Prison
Service as an Assistant Governor. Defining experience included five years at Feltham Borstal
and the challenge of being the first male to work in a female establishment (Bullwood Hall
Borstal). A period in the Young Offender policy division of the Home Office and as Governor
of Swinfen Hall Young Lifer Prison marked him out as a YO specialist. He initiated and
developed the reintegrative/resettlement approach for long term serious offenders at Blantyre
House, a paradigm shift in adult prisoner experience. As a Churchill Fellow he visited
Germany, France and the Netherlands looking at alternatives to custody for young people.
Since retirement, extensive voluntary activity has included a three year contribution on East
Sussex Youth Offending Panels.

Jane Slowey is Chief Executive of the Foyer Federation. Previously she spent six years as
Chief Executive of Birmingham Voluntary Service Council (BVSC), one of the largest CVS in
England. She was a member of the Birmingham City Strategic Partnership and worked
closely with the local authority on a number of area regeneration initiatives. She served two
terms as an elected member of Birmingham City Council, where she chaired the Community
Affairs Committee. Jane is a member of the Learning and Skills Council’s ‘Advisory Group —
Working Together’, which supports the LSC in its relationship with the Third Sector. She was
recently appointed Chair of a new DWP Working Party on worklessness and Social Housing
by the Housing Minister Caroline Flint.

Anne Sofer was Director of Education for the London Borough of Tower Hamlets from 1989
— 1997. Subsequently, she was first vice chair and then chair of the National Children’s
Bureau, a position from which she retired in 2006. She has written on education and politics
for the Times and the Times Educational Supplement.
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A2. SCOPING STUDY METHODOLOGY

At the first meeting of the Steering Group on 27 November 2007 the terms of reference and
the methodology of the Scoping Study were agreed. These are summarised.

A2.1. Purpose

The Steering Group will guide and oversee the Scoping Study to examine the social, legal,
financial and political viability of a model Young Offenders Academy for east London. This
would provide an integrated and uninterrupted approach to the needs of and services for
local young offenders while awaiting trial, remanded in custody, serving sentence and when
released on licence. The Steering Group will direct and evaluate findings of consultations
and enquiries and agree a report of the study.

A2.2. Conduct

The Steering Group will be chaired by David Chesterton, Managing Director of East
Potential, the initiator of the project. There will be three meetings. The first in November 2007
to consider and decide on the methodology; the second in January 2008 to receive reports of
consultations, enquiries and visits, review progress and advise on further studies; the third in
March 2008 to consider the findings and agree the conclusions and recommendations to be
included in the final report. It is expected that all members will agree the text of the report of
the study and especially the conclusions and recommendations. In the event that any
member does not so agree, this will be recorded in the published report, together with an
explanation.

A2.3. Confidentiality

The sensitivity of the subjects to be discussed with consultees is appreciated by members of
the Steering Group. It was thus agreed that papers prepared for the Scoping Study and
reports of consultations and visits would be treated as confidential and not disclosed
externally. Comments of consultees will not be quoted directly or attributed in the final report.
It was further agreed that no communication will be initiated with the media during the
progress of the Scoping Study or until the final report is ready for publication.

A2.4. Methodology

The study will draw upon the guidance of members of the Steering Group and consult widely
with organisations and individuals concerned with different aspects of the youth justice
system to identify the essential characteristics of a model Young Offenders Academy.

At its first meeting the Steering Group will:

+ Agree the terms of reference

» Agree and add to a preliminary list of consultees prepared by East Potential and the Youth
Justice Board
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» Agree and add to a preliminary list of establishments to be visited in England, Scotland and
Northern Ireland

» Agree a stakeholders’ statement to be circulated to consultees and other interested parties
» Consider the age range and other characteristics of the potential cohort
» Consider the optimum geographical catchment area of the model establishment

» Consider data circulated in advance concerning convictions, custody, community disposals
and other relevant information

e Consider and advise on the essential and desirable features of the model establishment
» Advise on data required for the second meeting

» Agree the intended outputs and outcomes of the entire Scoping Study.

Outputs

A report of consultations with organisations and individuals, the deliberations of the Steering
Group with conclusions and recommendations and also describing a model Young Offenders
Academy in east London with comments on its feasibility.

Outcomes

To influence the thinking of Government Departments towards the development of a Young
Offenders Academy in east London as an innovative solution to the problems of engaging
and rehabilitating young offenders and reducing reoffending.

» Enquiries will be made, with the advice and assistance of the Youth Justice Board,
concerning the financial costs and other data relating to the passage of young offenders
through the youth justice system from pre-charge to remand, conviction, custodial
sentence, release etc. including the provision of education, training, accommodation and
other services.

* Visits will be made to several establishments within the juvenile secure estate in order to
facilitate direct communication with young offenders and staff.

At its second meeting on 24 January 2008 the Steering Group will:

» Consider the reports of interviews with consultees and visits to establishments

» Advise on further enquiries required in the light of this data

* Discuss and form preliminary views concerning the key issues emerging from the
Scoping Study.

At its third meeting on 27 March 2008 the Steering Group will:

» Consider the reports of further interviews with consultees and visits to establishments

» Consider, propose improvements and agree in principle the text of the final report

+ Agree the form of the presentation of the final report

» Agree a communications strategy.
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After the third meeting of the Steering Group:

» Further drafts of the final report will be circulated electronically for discussion about
revisions and formal agreement by members

The text of the final report will be agreed and ready for printing in April 2008

The report will be printed and ready for publication and presentation in May 2008

The final report of the Scoping Study will be presented to a seminar of invited decision
makers from Government Departments and other relevant bodies in June 2008

It is intended that there will be no communication with the media concerning the Scoping
Study until the final report is ready for publication.
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A3. EAST LONDON INFORMATION
Table 1. YOT Funding (Core and Project Grant) 2005/06

Organisation

General
(CORE)
Funding

Intensive
Supervision
and
Surveillance
Programme
(ISSP)

Resettlement
and
Aftercare
Provision
(RAP)

Youth
Inclusion
and
Support
Panel
(YISP)

Prevention
Grant

Keeping
Young
People

Engaged
(KYPE)

Allocation
from LSC

Total YJB
Funding
per YOT

Barking and
Dagenham £216 £296 £117 £28 £657
Camden £234 £593 £135 £126 Receives | £1.088
some input
from
‘Central
London’
allocation
Hackney £320 £231 £172 £43 £766
Havering £159 £111 £86 £19 £375
Islington £276 £139 £149 | Receives | £564
some input
from
‘Central
London’
allocation
Newham £330 £699 £281 £68 £178 £43 £1.599
Redbridge £182 £155 £98 £22 £457
Tower Hamlets &
City of London £312 £173 £168 £42 £695
Waltham Forest £232 £178 £159 £125 £30 £724

£2.261

£2.032

£1.118

£68

£1.219

£227

£6.925

Source: The Youth Justice Board. January 2008.
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Table 2. Community Sentences — Crown Court July-September 2007

Community Order Crown Court Tower
Hamlets
Barking & & City of Waltham
Dagenham Camden Hackney Havering Islington Newham Redbridge London Forest

Referral Order 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 1
Reparation Order 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Action Plan Order 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Attendance Centre Order 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Supervision Order 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0
Supervision Order & Conditions 0 1 1 0 3 1 0 1 2
Community Rehabilitation Order 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Community Rehabilitation
Order & Conditions 0 0 0
Community Punishment Order 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Community Punishment &
Rehabilitation Order 1 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 0
Drug Treatment & Testing Order 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0
Curfew Order 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 1 0
Total 1 1 3 1 7 3 1 3 3
Source: The Youth Justice Board January 2008.

B Barking & Dagenham

B Camden
3 — B Hackney

B Havering

M Islington

" Newham

B Redbridge

B Tower Hamlets & City of London

@ Waltham Forest
2 —
1 —
O 1 1 1 1

Referral Order Supervision Order Supervision Order Community Community Curfew Order

& Conditions Rehabilitation Order Punishment &
& Conditions Rehabilitation Order
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Table 3. Community Sentences — Magistrates & Youth Courts July-September 2007

Community Order Magistrates & Youth Court Tower
Hamlets
Barking & & City of Waltham
Dagenham Camden Hackney Havering Islington Newham Redbridge London  Forest
Referral Order 32 27 50 15 20 64 36 28 31
Reparation Order 0 1 4 0 1 5 5 0
Action Plan Order 13 4 2 2 1 3 1
Attendance Centre Order 2 1 2 4 2 0 2 2
Supervision Order 11 4 9 12 10 5 24 13 10
Supervision Order & Conditions 1 4 0 3 5 2
Community Rehabilitation Order 1 1 2 0 1 2 1 4 4
Community Rehabilitation
Order & Conditions 1 1 0
Community Punishment Order 4 0 3 0 2 1 1 6 4
Community Punishment &
Rehabilitation Order 6 5 2 1 5 2 6 6 1
Drug Treatment & Testing Order 0 0 0
Curfew Order 9 0 3 5 5 3 11 7 4
Total 79 47 78 39 50 91 89 79 60
Source: The Youth Justice Board January 2008.
70 1
M Barking & Dagenham
B Camden
60 M Hackney
M Havering
50 } H Islington
" Newham
M Redbridge
B Tower Hamlets & City of London
[ Waltham Forest

Referral Reparation  Action Plan  Attendance Supervision Supervision Community Community Community Community Curfew
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A3.1. Custodial Remands & Sentences — East London

A snapshot of custodial placements in December 2007 provided by the Youth Justice Board
showed that 186 young people resident in the nine London boroughs considered for the
purpose of this Scoping Study were detained in YOIs, STCs and SCHs. Of these 44 were
remanded in custody and 142 convicted of criminal offences. One hundred and seven were
subject to DTOs (6 DTO recalls) and 35 subject to Section 90/91 sentences, or indeterminate
or extended sentences for public protection.

Custodial sentences were imposed by the following courts.

Court of Appeal — Criminal Division

Crown Courts Magistrates & Youth Courts
Central Criminal Court Balham
Chelmsford Barking
Inner London Blackfriars
Ipswich Brighton
Kingston-upon-Thames Harlow
Snaresbrook Harrow
St Albans Hendon
Wood Green Highgate
Lewes
Romford
Stratford
Thames

Walthamstow

It should be noted that young people usually appear in court near where the offence is
committed, but after conviction are usually remitted to their home court for sentence as local
reports will be available there.

A3.2. Placements in Custody — East London

The 186 young offenders resident in the nine London boroughs considered for the purpose of
the Scoping Study were placed by the Youth Justice Board in 20 separate secure
establishments distributed widely throughout England. Decisions on placement are not made
by the court which convicts the young person or by the YOT. It should be noted that this is a
snapshot and not necessarily typical of the placement policy and practice. Information about
the reasons for placements, which has been made available to the Steering Group, is not
sufficient to indicate the relative weighting of factors other than the home address of the
young offender. These may include age, gender, risk, vulnerability, nature of offence, gang
membership etc.
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Establishment Location No. of young Approx Travel
offenders Time in hours
From Stratford
(Rail)
Huntercombe YOI Henley on Thames, Oxon 58 2.16
Warren Hill YOI Woodbridge, Suffolk 33 1.55
Feltham YOI Feltham, Middlesex 33 1.22
Medway Rochester STC Rochester, Kent 12 1.46
Ashfield YOI Pucklechurch, Avon 11 3.44
Werrington YOI Stoke on Trent, Staffs 10 2.52
Rainsbrook STC Rugby, Warks 6 1.59
Oakhill STC Milton Keynes, Bucks 4 2.01
Vinney Green SCH Emerson, Glos 3 3.30
Orchard Lodge SCH Anerley, London 3 1.20
Hassockfield STC Consett, Co Durham 2 4.15
Cookham Wood YOI Rochester, Kent 2 1.46
Downview YOI Sutton, Surrey 2 1.26
Stoke Heath YOI Stoke Heath, Shropshire 1 3.42
Red Bank Community Newton le Willow, Merseyside 1 4.07
Home SCH
Atkinson Unit SCH Exeter, Devon 1 3.59
Lancaster Farm YOI Lancaster, Lancs 1 4.01
Brimsford YOI Wolverhampton, Staffs 1 2.58
Thorncross YOI Warrington, Cheshire 1 3.09
Swanwick Lodge SCH Southampton, Hants 1 2.31

The travel times shown are provided by national rail but are seriously inaccurate in practice.
In addition to the time of the rail journey which is calculated from Stratford, there is the
journey from home to Stratford station and the journey from the destination station to the
custodial establishment which is seldom proximate. A recent journey from Stratford to
Feltham YOI took 2 hours 10 minutes by foot, Central line, Piccadilly line and bus. To this
must be added the time taken to queue and go through security before admission. It is thus
not possible to complete a visit to the nearest secure establishment to East London in less

than five or six hours.

A3.3. Community Sentences — East London

From July to September 2007 the courts ordered 635 Community Sentences or non custodial
penalties after conviction for criminal offences of young offenders resident in the nine London
boroughs considered for the purpose of this Scoping Study (Youth Courts 612 and Crown

Courts 23).
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Table 4. Snapshot of Custodial Placements from Nine East London Boroughs — December 2007

Tower
Hamlets

Barking & & City of  Waltham

Dagenham Camden Hackney Havering Islington Newham Redbridge London Forest Total
DTO 10 10 14 7 15 15 10 10 10
DTO — Recall 1 0 0 2 1 1 0 1 0
Remanded to
Custody 1 0 10 2 2 9 2 3 1
Remanded
to Secure
Accommodation 0 2 1 1 2 4 0 0 4
Section 90 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 0 0
Section 91/92 4 2 5 0 4 1 2 2 3
Indeterminate
Sentence for
Public Protection 0 0 0 0 1 0 1 1 1
Extended
Sentence for
Public Protection 0 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0
Convicted
Awaiting
Sentence 0 0 0 0 0 0 1 1 2

Source: The Youth Justice Board January 2008.
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Ak. CONSULTATIONS

Throughout the Scoping Study there were extensive consultations with a wide range of
individuals and organisations. These were identified by the Steering Group because they
were believed to have knowledge, experience or opinions which would be relevant to the
study. It will be noted from the extensive list of acknowledgements that a diverse list of
bodies were consulted, rather than merely those who might have been expected to support

the concept of a Young Offenders Academy.

Set out below are some of the key topics and opinions expressed by consultees. As would be
expected, the people consulted spoke on the basis of their particular and possibly partial
perspective. The views expressed were not shared by some members of the Steering Group,
but all of them contributed to the deliberations. It should also be noted that the people
consulted do not necessarily agree with the conclusions and recommendations reached by

the Steering Group.

Full reports of all consultations were presented to meetings of the Steering Group and
members took part in many visits and consultations. It is not appropriate to include
summaries of all these consultations within this appendix or to quote directly from the many
people who have generously offered advice or assistance.

Canary Wharf Group PLC Howard Dawber

Strategic Advisor

Canary Wharf Group PLC Zakir Khan

Community Affairs Manager

Department for Children Caroline Horwood

Schools and Families

Youth Justice Unit

Department for the Communities Tim Pope Third Sector and Social Enterprise Team Leader
and Local Government

East London NHS Trust John Wilkins Director of Performance and Business Development
East London NHS Trust Clare Gaskin Senior Nurse

East London NHS Trust Ryall Dermott Development Manager

HM Inspectorate Prisons Fay Deadman

Head of Juvenile Inspection

HM Inspectorate Prisons Elizabeth Tysoe

Deputy Head of Healthcare Inspection

HM Inspectorate Prisons Anne Owers CBE

Chief Inspector

HM Prison Service Claire Harvey

Young Offender Policy Lead

HM YOI Cookham Wood Ed Tullett

Governor

HM YOI Cookham Wood Steve Hyams

Deputy Governor

HM YOI Feltham Dave Rogers

Deputy Governor

HM YOI Feltham Maureen Foster

Senior Officer

Home Office Richard Taylor

Offender Housing Lead

Home Office Karen Payne

Corporate Alliance and Employment Policy Lead

Howard League for Penal Reform Frances Crook

Director

International Centre for Prison Studies Baroness Stern

Senior Research Fellow

Kensington and Chelsea College Shanie Jamieson

Director Offender Learning And Skills Service

Kibble Education and Care Centre Gordon Mercer

Operations Manager

Learning & Skills Council-London Michael Heanue

Young Offender Lead
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Local Government Association

Clive Grimshaw

Policy Consultant

London Borough of Barking and Dagenham

Roger Luxton OBE

Corporate Director of Children’s Services

London Borough of Hackney

Alan Wood

Director of Children and Young People’s Services

London Borough of Newham

Jenny Dibsdall

Head of Service Children Young People and Families

London Borough of Redbridge Colin Moore Assistant Director Youth Support Services
London Borough of Tower Hamlets Mary Durkin Service Head Youth and Community Learning
London Borough of Tower Hamlets Martin Smith Chief Executive

Ministry of Justice

Richard Hughes

Head of Youth Justice Unit

N.A.C.R.O

Clair Bassett

Director of Operations

National Children’s Bureau Di Hart Principal Officer (Children in Public Care)
NCH Action for Children Clare Tickell Chief Executive
NCH Action for Children Kate Mulley Policy Development & Research Manager

NCH Action for Children

Marcelle Ibbitson

Service Development Manager Fostering

Newham Education and Business Partnership

Marion Faust

Director

OFSTED

Martyn Rhowbotham

HM Inspector

Orchard Lodge Secure Children’s Home

Peter Nicholson

Director of Children’s Services

Orchard Lodge Secure Children’s Home

Winston Allen

Operations Manager

Prison Reform Trust Juliet Lyons Director
Prison Reform Trust Penelope Gibbs Director of Strategy
Rainsbrook Secure Training Centre Paul Cook Director Children’s Services (Rebound)

Rainsbrook Secure Training Centre

Vince Raymond

Deputy Director

Rainsbrook Secure Training Centre

Tom Duran

Head of Education

Rainsbrook Secure Training Centre

Fiona Williams

Deputy Head of Education

St Phillips Secure Unit Bill Duffy Director
The Good Shepherd Neil Sharp Director
Woodlands Juvenile Justice Centre Jim Begley Deputy Director Head of Education

Woodlands Juvenile Justice Centre

Michael Bingham

Manager Support Services

Woodlands Juvenile Justice Centre

Richard Meek

Project Advisor

Young Foundation

Anton Shelupanov

Senior Research Associate

Youth at Risk

Neil Wragg

Chief Executive

Youth Justice Board

EllieRoy

Chief Executive

Youth Justice Board

Robert Newman

Head of Inclusion

Youth Justice Board

David Gunarantham

Head of Commercial Projects

Youth Justice Board

Peter Savage

Head of Contracts

Youth Justice Board

Susannah Hancock

Regional Manager London & South East

Youth Justice Board

John Anthony

Regional Manager London & South East (Acting)

Youth Offending Team Barking & Dagenham

Den Hales

Head of Youth Offending Team

Youth Offending Team Camden

Ronke Martins-Taylor

Head of Offending and Youth Connexions

Youth Offending Team Islington

Doreen Taylor

Operations Manager

Youth Offending Team Tower Hamlets & City

Stuart Johnson

Youth Offending Team Manager

The members of the Steering Group all have knowledge and experience of matters relevant
to the Scoping Study. They were consequently consulted individually as well as contributing
to the overall guidance of the project.
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A4.1. General Observations

1.1.

1.2.

1.3.

1.4.

1.5.

1.6.

1.7.

1.8.

1.9.

1.10.

1.11.

1.12.

The proposal for an integrated approach to young offenders before, during and after
custodial interruptions would contribute to the London Youth Resettlement Pledge.

In order to be perceived as a coherent part of an overall strategy the model must
demonstrate its role in relationship with the new Performance Framework for Local
Authorities.

The model must be a genuinely local provision with local accountability and wider
community engagement.

There is increasing awareness of the need for “seamless services” and although the
YJB'’s remit ends when young offenders reach 18, the model should consider
provision of custodial and non custodial services for young adult offenders aged 18+.

A model which genuinely addresses the family and transition to independence
through local community engagement would represent a fundamental difference
from the norm and have substantial potential benefits in terms of reoffending.

The multi-function approach of the model is very desirable in contrast to single
purpose establishments. It must contain a secure custodial element in order to avoid
the dislocation and interruption of transfer to sometimes distant custody.

Some consultees expressed the opinion that the basis for the YJB’s decisions on the
placement of young offenders to particular establishments is opaque. The need to
meet the interests of each child is thought to be strained by the availability of places
within the secure estate.

The concept of a family friendly local model with a permeable outer perimeter would
be a major improvement on the present provision.

The regime within the model should promote a sense of self value and respect both
within the secure elements as well as in supported residential accommodation,
inreach and outreach services.

There should be no question of seeking to revise or negotiate new Statutory Rules in
respect of the secure element of the model, its design, management, conduct and
security. There must therefore be compliance with the rules applicable to a YOI, STC
or SCH as appropriate for different elements of the model.

Some consultees expressed the view that management arrangements within secure
establishments owe more to custom and practice and a narrow interpretation of the
rules than to the actual or realistically assessed risks posed by individual young
offenders.

If a place within the secure element of the model establishment would comply with the
requirements of a Detention & Training Order, the courts must be made aware of the
precise nature of the offer and how this can be distinguished from mainstream secure
establishments, as well as the non custodial services also available on site.
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1.13.

1.14.

1.15.

1.16.

1.17.

1.18.

1.19.

1.20.

1.21.

1.22.

1.23.

1.24.

1.25.

It is considered significant by some consultees that the HM Prisons Inspectorate
conducts rigorous announced and unannounced inspection of all adult prisons,
immigration removal centres, young offender institutions but not Secure Children’s
Homes, or Secure Training Centres. It is said that equally rigorous, but none the less
different inspection regimes apply to the latter.

A local model would provide opportunities for genuine local engagement in the
management and governance of the establishment and all its internal and external
services in a way which would not be open to an establishment which did not have
control over its catchment area and cohort.

A model Young Offenders Academy could play a significant role in London wide
policies on children and learning.

Some anti-prison campaigning organisations will oppose any model which contains a
custodial or secure element even if this is part of a holistic package.

There is growing pressure, not only from campaigning bodies for the custody of
children to be confined strictly for the purpose of their own safety or public safety.

Improvement in the quality and cost effectiveness of Youth Offending Teams and other
support services delivered through a local model establishment is very attractive.

The model establishment could be the local base for the delivery of a wide variety of
Community Sentences imposed by the courts and thus become a recognised local
focus for an extensive range of measures to address offending and reduce
reoffending.

Youth Offending Team managers are keen to be involved in discussion about the
design of the model, range of services and support, the cohort and catchment areas
and especially services for the majority of young offenders who do not experience
custody.

A primary objective of the model should be to manage the transition from custody to
the outside world. The quality of sentence planning programmes is very variable and
depends on individual leadership and the nature of relationship with external agencies
—Youth Offending Teams, schools, accommodation providers etc.

Third sector organisations and others operate under contract to deliver programmes
such as ISSP (Intensive Support & Surveillance Programme) and several Community
Sentences ordered by the courts by arrangement with the Youth Offending Teams.

Excessive travel time to distant secure establishments impairs the Youth Offending
Team’s capacity to deliver good quality and cost effective services to young offenders
in custody, to prepare for release, as well as engage with family members.

Some consultees consider that Youth Offending Teams lack clear accountability due
to cross functional activities and secondments and the need to respond to objectives
of both criminal justice and children’s services.

Intensive Fostering Programmes are increasingly considered to be attractive options
for ex offenders with little or dysfunctional family links. Some consultees consider that
such programmes would benefit by being embraced with support services within the
outer ring of a model Young Offenders Academy.
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1.26. There is a shortage of time and facilities for Youth Offending Team staff making the
required visits to take part in sentence planning or discharge arrangements and these
tend to be rushed and not given the attention which would be realistic at a local model
where all or most of a Youth Offending Team'’s list of young offenders would be under
the same roof while in custody and using some of the outreach services thereafter.

1.27. The competence of staff would be crucial to the success of the model. Anything less
than the staff/trainee ratios prevailing in the Secure Training Centres would not
achieve the objectives and special training would be essential.

1.28. It was widely considered that the total costs to public funds including the income and
expenditure as well as economies of the model for the entire range of services should
not exceed the average per capita charge for a STC place of c. £14,000 per month.

A4.2. Education and training observations

2.29. The future role of local authorities as the providers of education for young offenders in
custody provides an important new opportunity for a model Young Offenders Academy.

2.30. The procurement chain for education services with a single “host” local authority and
several adjoining “home” local authorities and linkage between education in custody,
in supported accommodation and by inreach and outreach should achieve cost
effectiveness and improved education outcomes.

2.31. Continuity of education services throughout all elements of a model Young Offenders
Academy, engaging some of the same teachers and with links with outside schools is
a realistic objective.

2.32. A primary focus of the model must be towards employment related skills in order to
enable more young offenders to become economically active.

2.33. The approach to education for a Young Offenders Academy should be concerned
with attainable outcomes rather than inputs (hours per week) and outputs (courses
delivered, examinations sat).

2.34. Young offenders in custody are counted towards their home local authority’s education
and employment targets despite the fact that they are not receiving local authority
services.

2.35. The core education curriculum must be available to all young offenders in custody but
there are grave doubts about whether this is sometimes little more than lip service and
the priority it is given depends on individual leadership.

2.36. Education staff in Secure Training Centres are required to track young offenders back
to schools after release from custody via Youth Offending Team education officers.
This seldom occurs after release from Young Offenders Institutions.

2.37. Part of the funding for Youth Offending Teams is intended to support young offenders
in custody and outside into education, training and employment. Close collaboration
with a model Young Offenders Academy with its substantial external networks should
maximise cost effectiveness.

2.38. Young people who have been “statemented” as having specified learning disabilities
before entering custody have this status disapplied while in custody and special
arrangements might not be made with the receiving local authorities on discharge.
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2.39.

2.40.

2.41.

2.42.

There are doubts about the continuity of training, career development and external
stimulus in those secure establishments where most of the day to day education and
health services are provided in house.

The business community and local employers could be encouraged to develop
constructive links with a model Young Offenders Academy and treat the young
offenders as potential customers and employees. This could not apply if the
establishment contained young offenders from all over England who had no roots
in the locality after release.

Some education specialists inside and outside secure establishments propose the
operation of a Pupil Referral Unit for excluded pupils within the outer perimeter of the
model Young Offenders Academy. This might be operated by several adjoining local
authorities as a high quality provision for excluded pupils.

It is expected that in future OLASS will hold all education records including the
Individual Learning Plan for each young person and be able to communicate this
data between establishments when young offenders are discharged or to receiving
authorities on discharge.

A4.3. Health observations

3.43.

3.44.

3.45.

3.46.

3.47.

3.48.

3.49.

3.50.

Few secure establishments are perceived to have sufficient focus on a genuinely
therapeutic regime despite the serious mental and physical health needs of young
offenders and the frequent history of prior neglect and abuse.

The mental and physical health of young people entering custody has often been
neglected or abused for many years alongside their educational development.
An effective model would link both healthcare and education in order to address
the needs of the whole child.

A model Young Offenders Academy would need close links with several mental health
services within the catchment area in order to delivery good quality services both
within the secure elements as well as inreach and outreach.

Forensic nurses are involved in the initial health assessment of young people on entry
into custody and while the majority do not need ongoing specialist treatment, many
need expert care and attention to mental health issues.

The need for a progressive approach to substance abuse must be an essential
feature of the model’s approach to health and should be included within inreach and
outreach services as well as the secure element.

Healthcare within secure establishments is now usually commissioned by the local
Primary Care Trust. Establishments managed by the private sector either provide
health services internally or under contract with local agencies.

A contract with a large and good quality GP practice with expertise in paediatrics is
essential for regular sessional health services and emergency cover 24/7. This is not
always available.

There are important issues around clinical governance and protocols on sharing
information concerning mental and physical health both internally, between education,
security and health and with external agencies where appropriate.
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AS. VISITS — SUMMARY NOTES

Reports of all visits to secure and other establishments providing for young offenders have
been presented to and discussed with the Steering Group. Also some Steering Group
members attended the visits and took part in discussions with management and staff.
Although many young offenders were seen and met briefly during these visits there were
no formal meetings with groups of young offenders in custodial settings.

In addition to the visits conducted specifically as part of the Scoping Study, it is appropriate to
note that, in other capacities, most members of the Steering Group have made many visits to
secure establishments in the past and were able to bring this knowledge and experience to
the group’s deliberations.

Full reports of all visits were presented to the Steering Group and members debated matters
which were considered relevant to the Scoping Study.

For the purpose of this report the details of each visit are not included but a brief summary
is given of what were judged to be the key topics which emerged.

A5.1. Secure Accommodation & Services for Young Offenders in Scotland

The Steering Group decided to visit two establishments in Scotland because it was
understood that these provided a combination of both secure custodial provision and closely
supported accommodation. Another relevant factor was that the third sector is a significant
provider of secure accommodation in Scotland, operated in close co-operation with the

local authorities.

The Steering Group was cognisant of the different legal system which applies to young
offenders in Scotland including the absence of an equivalent to the Youth Justice Board
and the fact that the local authorities play a central, quasi judicial role in the youth justice
system. The following brief notes about the prevailing legal system are set out only to
indicate the context in which these secure establishments and other services for young
offenders operate.

The Kilbrandon Report found in 1964 that there was commonality of need in the young
people appearing before courts, whether they had committed offences or were in need of
care and protection. It considered that the existing juvenile courts were not suitable for
dealing with these problems because they attempted to combine the characteristics of a
criminal court with an agency making decisions about welfare. Separation of these functions
was the main theme of the recommendations. The establishment of facts, where these were
disputed, was to remain with the courts, but decisions on what action was needed in the
welfare interests of the child were to be the responsibility of a new kind of hearing.

In 1971 Children’s Hearings took over from the courts most of the responsibility for dealing

with children and young people under 16 who commit offences and/or are in need of care
and protection.
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The grounds for bringing a child or young person before a Children’s Hearing are set down in
the Children (Scotland) Act 1995 and include that the child:

* |s beyond the control of parents or carers

* Is at risk of moral danger

* Is or has been the victim of an offence, including physical injury or sexual abuse
* Is likely to suffer serious harm to health or development through lack of care

* Is misusing drugs, alcohol or solvents

* Has committed an offence

* Is not attending school regularly without a reasonable excuse

* |Is subject to an antisocial behaviour order and the Sheriff requires the case to be referred
to a Children’s Hearing.

Children under 16 are only considered for prosecution in court, outside the Children’s
Hearing process for serious offences such as murder, assault which puts a life in danger or
certain road traffic offences which can lead to disqualification from driving. In these cases
the Procurator Fiscal may refer the child or young person to the Reporter for a decision on
whether referral to a Hearing is more appropriate. Where a child is prosecuted in court, the
court may, and in some cases, must refer the case to a Children’s Hearing for advice on the
best way of dealing with the child. The court, in considering such advice, may refer the case
back to a Children’s Hearing for a decision.

The Reporter is an official employed by the Scottish Children’s Reporter Administration.

All children and young people who may need compulsory measures of supervision must be
referred to the Reporter. The main source of such referrals is the police or social services,
but other agencies such as health or education may make a referral, as well as any member
of the public or even the child him/herself.

When the Reporter receives a referral s/he must make an initial investigation before deciding
what action, if any, is necessary in the child’s interests. The Reporter must consider whether
there is enough evidence to support the grounds for referral and then decide whether
compulsory measures of supervision are needed.

The Reporter has statutory discretion in deciding the next steps and may:

» Decide that no further action is required

» Refer the child to the local authority, so that advice, guidance and assistance can be given
on a voluntary and informal basis

» Arrange a Children’s Hearing because it is considered that compulsory measures of
supervision are necessary for the child.

Every local authority in Scotland must have a Children’s Panel. (This is not unlike a YJB
Referral Order Panel in composition). It comprises volunteers appointed by Ministers
but carefully selected and highly trained. A Children’s Hearing has three panel members.
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It must decide whether compulsory measures of supervision are needed for the child and, if
so, what these should be.

A Children’s Hearing is a lay tribunal of three members. It considers and makes decisions on
the welfare of the child before them, taking into account all the circumstances, including any
offending behaviour. The tribunal will decide on the measures of supervision which are in the
best interests of the child. It receives a report on the child and his/her background from a
social worker in the local authority and where appropriate from the child’s school. Medical,
psychological and psychiatric reports may also be provided and will usually be made
available to the child and parents.

As the Children’s’ Hearing is concerned with the wider picture and the long term wellbeing of
the child, the measures it decides will be based on the welfare of the child. These may not
appear to relate directly to the reasons which were the immediate cause of the child’s
appearance in the Hearing. For example, a Hearing may decide that a child who is not
receiving adequate parental care should not be removed from the home, because suitable
support is available within their home area. Alternatively, a child who has committed a
relatively minor offence may be placed away from home for a time if it appears that the home
background is a major cause of the child’s difficulties and the Hearing concludes that removal
from the home would be in his/her best interests.

If the Children’s Hearing decides that compulsory measures of supervision are necessary, it
will make a Supervision Requirement. It has wide scope to apply conditions and the local
authority is responsible for compliance. In most cases the child will continue to live at home,
but will be under the supervision of a social worker. In some cases the child will be required
to live away from home with relatives or other carers such as foster parents or in one of
several establishments managed by the local authority or voluntary organisation, such as
children’s homes, residential schools or secure accommodation. It may also decide who the
child may have contact with and when. The Antisocial Behaviour (Scotland) Act 2004 gave
Children’s Hearings powers to restrict a child’s movement. This includes intensive support
and monitoring services (electronic tagging). This must be supported by a package of
measures to help the young person change their behaviour.

There is no element of punishment in the decision of a Children’s Hearing and it does not, for
example have the power to fine a child or the parents. All decisions are binding on the child
and a Supervision Requirement can be terminated when a subsequent Hearing concludes
that compulsory measures are no longer necessary, or of course on appeal.

Funding for the Children’s Hearings, staff salaries, training of panel members, assessments,
and supervision is met by the Scottish Executive and local authorities. Each local authority
has responsibility for funding places in secure accommodation. This is usually purchased on
a spot basis and thus providers are dependent on high levels of occupancy for financial
viability. There is no standardised regime or operational specification and no overarching
commissioning authority to replicate the functions of the Youth Justice Board in England and
Wales. This allows each provider to determine its own inputs and outputs as well as delivery
mechanisms and to accept or reject referrals as they judge appropriate. This also allows for
variations in quality, specification and approach as well as costs, between different providers.
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The average per capita costs of a secure bed in Scotland is £18,400 per month. There are a
total of 125 secure beds of which 109 are provided by the voluntary sector and 14 by local
authorities. The Scottish Executive purchases 4% of these beds for serious offenders
convicted by the courts with 96% purchased by local authorities as a result of decisions by
Children’s Hearings.

A5.2. Kibble Education & Care Centre, (KECC) Paisley, Scotland

KECC provides secure accommodation for 24 young men. It operates a school for the use of
both custodial and non custodial residents as well as some non residents. The establishment is
intended to provide for young people from 10-18 although the population is usually from 12-16.

» The management of KECC operates in the firm belief that of the offending youth
population, approximately one third need to be within secure accommodation for the
protection of themselves and the wider public; one third need close support and
supervision in a caring environment and the remaining one third need care and attention,
but no residential provision at all.

* The residential units which accommodate six young people in single rooms with communal
facilities, provide opportunities for progression from intensive supervision with strictly
limited external access, to close supervision with more freedom and then to generic units.
The latter provide skills training and workshops and movement towards independent living
with continuing floating support and guidance.

» The staff ratios are high and the entire environment and approach are evidently child
focused and supportive.

« KECC is very family friendly with support services and home visits for young offenders as
well as family visits to the centre.

+ Kibble Works is the vocational and enterprise arm of the project wit the pre-apprenticeship
training and work experience to improve employability.

« Staff are perceived to be a key asset and training needs are identified internally. Uniforms
are not worn and building relationships based on consistency, trust, mutual respect and the
legitimacy of authority are core beliefs that are in every day practice.

» The capacity to develop regimes and packages of support around each young person’s
needs is seen to be liberating. This also encourages the development of specialist local
services.

» Discharge and outreach provision is greatly stimulated by the availability of modest
Scottish Office funds to be used to match the specific needs of each young person leaving
secure or residential accommodation.

» KECC also specialises in intensive education support, through care and after care, off
campus provision to develop independent living skills, community outreach and support
services, evening and weekend group and family work, preventive work in schools,
intensive fostering, anger management and staff training.

» The ability to provide services which link secure accommodation to the residential facility
and the wider community were highlighted by management as crucial to the progress of
young offenders through the KECC and its related services.
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AS.3. The Good Shepherd, Bishopstone, Scotland

The Good Shepherd accommodates 24 young women aged 11-16 in 6 bed units with one

unit described as semi secure. The design and structure is very similar to KECC except for
the reduced recreational and communal outside facility. Two one-bedroom apartments are

under construction on site for resettlement purposes.

+ The staff to young person ratio is 1-4 with a similar concentration on the needs of the
individual child to KECC.

+ The management spoke of the intention to avoid an institutional atmosphere and aiming to
promote a sense of ownership and homeliness. However the visitors’ perception was that
the environment was somewhat prison based.

» Per capita costs are approximately £18,000 per month which is in line with the Scottish
average. This allows £4,000 towards repayment of capital investment.

A5.4. Secure Accommodation & Services for Young Offenders in Northern Ireland

The Steering Group decided to visit the Woodlands Juvenile Justice Centre as it is a new
building which might become a model for secure establishments in England and Wales in
the future. There are elements of the youth justice system which are different in Northern

Ireland. The following brief notes are set out only to indicate the environment within which
the Juvenile Justice Centre operates.

The Youth Justice Agency is part of the wider criminal justice system of Northern Ireland.
There are three strands to this: Community Services, Youth Conference Services and
Custodial Services.

Youth Conference Services aim to develop restorative approaches which challenge young
offenders to make amends for their behaviour to their victims and to put in place actions
which will contribute to preventing further offending. The Youth Conference was the result of
the Criminal Justice Review and is the main disposal of the youth courts and accounts for
30% of all court disposals for 10-16 year olds. It is similar to the Referral Order in England
and Wales except that it can be imposed on conviction for any offence within the age range
and not only for the first conviction.

The objective of the Custodial Services is to provide young offenders with a safe and secure
environment and help reduce reoffending behaviour and successfully reintegrate them into
the community by making a positive contribution to their knowledge, life skills and
experience. The Custodial Services have replaced several detention schools.

Young people when sentenced are subject to a Juvenile Justice Custody Order. This is
different from a DTO in that remand time is deducted at the point of sentence and the
offender is released at the halfway point of the remaining time. The JJCO can be from a
minimum of six months to a maximum of 2 years. Beyond that sentences are indeterminate,
similar to Section 90 and 91 in England and Wales.
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When sentence is passed, the Magistrate will define the establishment at which this is to be
served. This cannot be changed except by the offender reaching the age limit. Therefore
Woodlands JJC has no referral process or allocation criteria and young offenders, once
admitted, cannot be transferred.

AS.5. Woodlands Juvenile Justice Centre, Bangor, Northern Ireland

Woodlands JJC provides for young offenders within its cohort from all over Northern Ireland
although good transport links mean a maximum travel time of two hours for visits and most of
the population resident within one hour. The site was chosen partly because it is religiously
neutral and not perceived to be particularly Catholic or Protestant. The new building was
constructed on a site adjacent to a now redundant secure establishment which was operated
by the Northern Ireland Prison Service.

Woodlands JJC has a total capacity for 48 young offenders, but usually accommodates
36-38, of which up to 12 will be girls. The centre has a total staff complement of 168 (FTE)
including three mental health nurses and one full time psychologist. On a school day there
are 24 staff within the centre with three in each of the residential units. Most of the staff are
employed directly by the Criminal Justice System. There have been largely successful
attempts to integrate the staff across functions since the closure of the previous secure
establishment and many Prison Service staff had not transferred to the new Centre.

The construction of the new Centre was reported to have cost £16 million, excluding the cost
of land, with an additional £400,000 for fixtures and fittings including vocational training
equipment. The space and facilities for sport, recreation and education are generous in
comparison with other secure establishments. The average per capita costs were reported
to be ¢ £14,000 per month.

» Education is provided 24 hours each week including holidays as all staff are employed in-
house rather than seconded or contracted with local schools and colleges.

» While the physical facilities in classrooms were of good quality no teaching was observed,
there was evidence of very small class sizes, but none of the outcomes or results.

» Three Offending Behaviour Programmes were built into each education day, including
substance abuse, cognitive skills and citizenship.

+ Some 40% of the population is on remand and therefore not exposed to Offending
Behaviour Programmes as part of the education.

» The residential units, usually comprising eight young people, seemed to operate together
for most activities, education classes, sports facilities and association. This was said to
allow for total segregation of young men and young women as well as minimise bullying
and conflicts.

» Despite the history of sectarian disputes in Northern Ireland there is less gang culture and
conflicts among young offenders than might be expected. Management had gained
experience of identifying risks of gang or sectarian conflict and introducing varying levels of
segregation to manage the risks.
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» The Centre includes a facility for Video Courts and up to 60% of court appearances are
dealt with by this means. This is a cost saving as well as reducing trauma for young people
who can be back in the classroom within 20 minutes instead of the whole day in transport
and lock-up cells at courts.

» All the expected security protocols and procedures were evident and the rooms and
layouts were identical to those seen in Scotland.

The centre was designed to minimise security risk and to allow the safe flow of young people.

* The management describe the links with community based services as poor. There is a
contract with NIACRO to provide family liaison services and there is a family
accommodation apartment within the campus.

* In the absence of an equivalent of the YOT services in England and Wales staff expressed
frustration about the discontinuity of education and health services or other forms of
supervision after discharge from the Centre.

» Unlike other secure establishments young people did not seem to be encouraged to
personalise their rooms. There was also little evidence of earned privileges under the
reward scheme other than a radio in the room and a later bed time.

» The provision of education on the basis of the occupants of each unit of up to eight young
offenders made it unclear how differential learning was delivered.

» There is no doubt of the high quality of the physical specification at this centre and the
space available for sport and recreation.

* It will be important to look at outputs and outcomes in terms of a young person’s journey
when the Centre has been in operation for a little longer.

A5.6. Rainshrook Secure Training Centre, Rughy

The Rainsbrook STC is operated by Rebound Youth Justice Services, a subsidiary of the
international G4S Group which provides prison, custodial, secure, immigration removal
centres, transportation, and other services relating to the criminal justice system.

The background of the management is qualified social work and the company began its work
in this field with the STC at Medway. It claims to have learned many lessons at Medway
which have been applied with considerable benefit at Rainsbrook.

The STC provides for 87 young people aged 12-17 of whom about 15 are girls and young
women. Twenty six of the remand places require a high degree of security due to the nature
of the offences charged. There is also a new mother and baby unit which can accommodate
up to four young mothers with their babies. The average per capita costs of the latter are ¢
£8,500 per month.

» The management have observed an increase in the young people on remand or serving
sentences following convictions for very serious and violent offences. This increases risk
and requires great care.

» There has also been an increase in the number of young people with serious mental health
needs and challenging behaviour.
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» Very clear and visible practices are in use allocating named staff as responsible for each
young person.

* Some young people refuse the offer of early release as they expect to act in breach of
conditions as soon as they are “outside” and would therefore be returned to custody.

 All education, health and catering services are contracted out to external providers, but a
high level of staff continuity is maintained to the satisfaction of the management.

» The calibre and leadership of the education management was most impressive and
achieved tangible results, both in terms of basic literacy and numeracy as well as GCSE
examinations prepared for and sat.

+ Education staff commitment to outcomes was demonstrated by, for example, the way
provision by local authorities was insisted upon prior to the discharge of “statemented”
children.

» Statements are formally “disapplied” when young people are in custody, but the education
staff maintained special provision for such children.

» Education management had developed constructive relationships with several nearby local
authorities, schools and colleges, but regretted that this was not of benefit to the majority of
the detained young people who came from further afield.

» The importance of initial assessment of both education and health was emphasised as was
the regular exchange of information about the development and/or difficulties of each
young person.

* An ongoing link with Rugby College had been developed and resulted in regular visits by
students and combined work on theatrical and other projects.

* The atmosphere of the entire establishment was friendly and constructive and staff
demonstrated relaxed communications with young people.

» Approximately 400 pass through the STC each year with an average stay of 13 weeks.
Durations are varied by transfers to and from other secure establishments, usually without
explanation, and by remands of indeterminate length. This inhibits effective education,
sentence planning and discharge arrangements contrary to the interests of each child.

» Good relationships are developed with the nearby YOTs, but those more distant are not
expected to do more than the required visits and the quality of the pre-discharge planning
is considered to be doubtful.

A5.7. Orchard Lodge Secure Children’s Home, Anerley, south London

The Orchard Lodge Secure Children’s Home is operated by Glencare Ltd, a private sector
contractor. Until two years ago it was managed by the London Borough of Southwark. Its
management was drawn from local authority youth and community services and about half
the staff have converted from the previous operators.

The children’s home provides for 25 young peopled aged 12-17 with an average age of

14.5 and the usual stay is from 20-26 weeks. There is a total staff of 100 but this includes
administrative and support staff.
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» The children’s home provides for many young people who are considered by the
placement authority (the YJB) to be particularly vulnerable and therefore needing close
support and surveillance.

* All the teaching staff are in-house employees rather than seconded or contracted.
This provides continuity but there is lack of external career development and training.

» The close support provided by the high staff ratio achieves good results in terms of child
development but the arrangements on discharge are not considered satisfactory in terms
of ongoing YOT support to mainstream progress.

» While the core curriculum is delivered within the establishment in compliance with the
contract, maximum concentration is placed on imaginative approaches to literacy and
numeracy as this is considered to serve the best interests of the child.

* Management is focusing on developing effective links with the local community in order to
improve the 18 hours of “enrichment” provided each week.

A5.8. Cookham Wood Young Offenders Institution, Rochester, Kent

Formerly a prison for adult females, with a small unit for young women offenders, this
establishment is presently undergoing conversion to a Young Offenders Institution. It will
accommodate up to 157 young male offenders up to the age of 18 from May 2008. The MoJ
own extensive adjacent land and it is expected that the capacity will be doubled within four or
five years. Most young offenders will be serving custodial sentences and the establishment is
not intended for remand prisoners. A Secure Training Centre is located next door but under
separate private sector management. Some young offenders might transfer to the STC on
reaching age 18.

The accommodation will comprise two three-storey blocks with 20 cells on each landing —
18 single and two double, each with a wash basin and lavatory. Shower facilities are
communal for use by six young people at a time. The cells have been fitted with new and
extremely robust furniture and on each landing there are two cells containing only
“indestructible” furniture. In addition there is a small “specialist” accommodation block of
17 cells. The use of this block has not yet been decided but it might be for particularly
vulnerable young people, or for a high dependency unit.

Meals will be taken in two dining halls accommodating 80 in each. There are six spacious
classrooms, a library, IT facility, four workshops and facilities for training in horticulture,
cleaning, waste management and catering. There is also a small suite for YOT interviews
as well as rooms for legal representations. There is a gym, two five a side pitches and
attractive gardens.

There will be 100 prison officers in post and an unspecified number of teachers and social
workers. Most officers will transfer from the previous adult women’s prison, but there are
vacancies for some 30 new officers, most of whom will be male. The Governor has no
experience of managing a young offenders establishment. He indicated that no special
consideration had been given to the future ethnic composition of the establishment.

Staff will attend a two week training course on matters relevant to young offenders.
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A6. BACKGROUND INFORMATION

For the purpose of the Scoping Study a great deal of information has been obtained in order
to provide a basis for the Steering Group’s deliberations.

Some of the information is summarised here as it is necessary when considering this report
and its recommendations

A6.1. Youth Justice Board (YJB)

The Youth Justice Board oversees the youth justice system in England and Wales. It works to
prevent offending and reoffending by children and young people under the age of 18 and to
ensure that custody for them is safe, secure and addresses the causes of their offending
behaviour. Specifically, the YJB:

» Advises the Home Secretary on the operation of, and standards for the youth justice
system. (Since 2007 the Secretary of State for Children, Families and Schools, and the
Justice Secretary)

* Monitors the performance of the youth justice system.

» Purchases places for, and places children and young people remanded or sentenced
to custody.

* Identifies and promotes effective practice.

* Makes grants to local authorities and other bodies to support the development of
effective practice.

» Commissions research and publishes information.

In order to achieve its corporate objectives, the YJB sets annual targets for the 156 Youth
Offending Teams and the 37 secure establishments which fall under three areas:

* Reduce offending and the use of custody

» Improve outcomes for children and young people

» Safe and appropriate use of custody

The YJB is an executive non-departmental public body. Its total indicative budget for 2006-07
was £425 million. The costs of the secure estate account for 70% (£287 million) of the YJB’s
budget and cover training and the provision of beds in secure units including Young
Offenders Institutes, Secure Training Centres and Secure Children’s Homes. Each year
there are more than 14,000 decisions to sentence or remand to custody that require escort
services between the youth courts and these units. The costs of these services fall within

the secure estate.
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A6.2. Youth Offending Teams (YOTs)

The Crime & Disorder Act 1998 requires each local authority with responsibility for education
and social services to establish a Youth Offending Team (YOT). These are multi-agency
bodies resourced by five statutory partners.

The average budget for a YOT in 2006-07 was £1.63 million and the average contributions
by the statutory agencies were YJB 20%, Police 9%, Probation 8%, Social Services 39%,
Education 8%, Health 5%, Local Authority 11% (Hansard 19.11.2007 Col 530 w).

While the YOTs are not formally accountable to the YJB, it sets performance indicators
against which they are inspected. The following performance indicators are of direct
relevance to this Scoping Study (YJB Corporate & Business Plan 2006/07 to 2008/09).

Recidivism
Achieve a 5% reduction in the reoffending rate for 2006/07, compared to 2002/03, with
respect to each of the following four populations:

* Pre-court
* First-tier penalties
* Community penalties

» Custodial penalties

Prevention

Reduce year on year, the number of first time entrants to the youth justice system by
identifying children and young people at risk of offending or involvement in antisocial
behaviour through a youth inclusion and support panel (YISP) or other evidence based,
targeted means of intervention designed to reduce those risks and strengthen protective
factors as demonstrated by using Onset or other effective means of assessment and
monitoring.

Use of secure facilities

Reduce the use of the secure estate for remands to 30% of the total number of remand
episodes involving bail supervision, remand to local authority accommodation, court-ordered
secure remand and remand in custody, and for custodial sentences to be no more than 5%
of the sentences imposed.

Victims
Ensure that 75% of victims of all youth crime referred to YOTs are offered the opportunity to
participate in a restorative process, and 75% of parents participating are satisfied.

Parenting

Ten per cent of young people with a Final Warning with intervention or community disposals
should receive a parenting intervention, and 75% of parents participating in parenting
interventions should be satisfied.
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Assessment

Ensure that Asset is completed for all young people subject to either community disposals,
during the assessment, at the review stage and at the closure point, or custodial sentences
at the assessment, transfer to the community and closure stages.

Accommodation

Ensure that all YOTs have a named accommodation office and all young people subject to
community interventions or on release from the secure estate have suitable accommodation
to go to.

Mental health
All young people who are assessed by Asset or the mental health assessment framework as
manifesting:

» Acute mental health difficulties should be referred by the YOT to the children and
adolescent mental health services (CAMHSSs) for a formal assessment commencing within
five working days of the receipt of the referral, with a view to their accessing either a Tier 3
or other appropriate CAMHSs-tier service based on this assessment.

» Non-acute mental health concerns should be referred by the YOT, for an assessment and
engagement by the appropriate CAMHSs Tiers 1-3 service commenced within 15 working
days of referral.

Substance misuse

Ensure that all young people are screened for substance misuse, and those that are
identified with needs receive appropriate assessment within five working days and, following
the assessment, access early intervention and treatment services they require within ten
working days.

The YJB’s contribution to the core funding and to specific projects managed by the nine
London boroughs considered within this Scoping Study are set out in Appendix 3, Table 1
(Youth Justice Board — Annual Statistics 2005/06).

A6.3. Courts & Orders

The following disposals or measures are currently available in response to offending
behaviour. The implementation of what will become the Criminal Justice & Immigration Act
2008 will give effect to a single Youth Rehabilitation Order embracing many of the presently
diverse sentences.

Pre-Court Measures

Reprimands & Final Warnings

The Crime & Disorder Act 1998 introduced a new system of reprimands and final warnings to
replace cautioning of juveniles. The legislation envisages that final warnings will usually be
accompanied by an intervention programme. A protocol should be agreed between the YOT
and the police on the operation of final warnings.
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Court Ordered Interventions

Referral Orders

Referral to a Youth Offender Panel is a sentence for young people aged 10-17 years
pleading guilty and convicted by the court for the first time. The content of the order, decided
by a panel consisting of community volunteers and a member of the YOT form contracts with
the young person which should include reparation to the victim and/or wider community, and
an intervention programme to prevent reoffending.

Action Plan Orders and Supervision Orders
The Action Plan Order is intended to provide a short, intensive, individually tailored response
to offending behaviour and associated risks.

The Supervision Order is appropriate when a more extended period of supervision is
required because of the frequency and seriousness of the offending. It should be designed
to tackle the full range of offender needs associated with the offending over a period of
time. The Supervision Order can encompass the Intensive Supervision & Surveillance
Programme (ISSP).

Community Rehabilitation Orders, Community Punishment Orders, Community Punishment
& Rehabilitation Orders

These Orders will require regular attendance at weekly meetings, home visits, work sessions
and an intervention plan. Breach action follows failure to comply with the terms of the Order.

Attendance Centre Orders

The Attendance Centre Order can deprive a young offender of his or her liberty at pre-
arranged times. The YOT must have an effective system in place for ensuring that
enforcement action is taken promptly whenever there is non compliance with an Order
requiring attendance at a Junior Attendance Centre.

Drug Treatment & Testing Orders

The Drug Treatment & Testing Order is an intensive sentence for offenders who have
serious problems with drugs. It requires a high degree of motivation for an offender to
complete the Order.

Curfew Orders

The Curfew Order is a sentencing instrument where the court is concerned about the
behaviour of a young person when he or she is out at night or other specified times and can
be monitored using electronic tagging. The Youth Offending Team must negotiate a protocol
with the local security system provider regarding the use of electronic monitoring
arrangements.

Child Safety Orders

This Order is available in the Family Proceedings Court for children under 10 years of age.
It is designed to prevent involvement in antisocial behaviour. The Youth Offending Team
should agree a protocol with the local Social Services Department.
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Parenting Orders

This is a court order to help and support parents and can be imposed where a child or
young person has been convicted of an offence, where a child has been made subject to
a Child Safety Order, where a child or young person is made subject to an Antisocial
Behaviour Order, or where a parent has been convicted of failing to ensure that their child
attends school.

Intensive Supervision & Surveillance Programme

The ISSP is the most rigorous non-custodial intervention available for young offenders.

It combines intensive community based surveillance with a comprehensive and sustained
focus on tackling the factors that contribute to the young person’s offending behaviour.
Most offenders will spend six months on an ISSP with 25 hours per week of supervised
activities during the first three months. An ISSP may be imposed as a condition of bail
supervision and support; as part of a community penalty — a Supervision Order or a
Community Rehabilitation Order; or as a condition of community supervision in the second
part of a Detention & Training Order (DTO). Consideration is given to the use of an ISSP
during the post release phase of a DTO where the nature of the offending or the risks
presented by the offender warrant it or during the licence period for a young person who
has served a section 90/91 offence.

Detention & Training Orders

The Detention & Training Order is the usual form of custodial sentence imposed by the court
following conviction for an imprisonable offence. It requires cooperation between the secure
establishment to which the young offender is placed and the Youth Offending Team who
share responsibility for aspects of risk assessment and sentence planning.

Section 90/91 Sentence

This relates to longer sentences imposed for serious offences under Section 90/91 of the
Powers of Criminal Courts (Sentencing) Act 2000. Section 90 relates only to the sentence of
detention during Her Majesty’s pleasure for the offence of murder.

Fines
In addition to the listed orders the courts may also impose a fine after conviction.

Discharge
If a young person is found not guilty the court may announce an Absolute or Conditional
Discharge.

Ab.4. Secure Establishments

Some 10,000 children and young people pass through the juvenile secure estate each year.
At any one time there are approximately 3,000 children and young people held in Young
Offenders Institutions, Secure Training Centres and Secure Children’s Homes.

Young Offenders Institutions

Young Offenders Institutions (YOlIs) are facilities run by both the Prison Service and the
private sector and can accommodate 15 to 21 year olds. The YJB is only responsible for
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placing young people under 18 years of age in secure accommodation. Consequently,
some of these institutions accommodate young adult offenders aged 18 to 21. The YJB
commissions and purchases places for under 18s (i.e. 15 to 17 year olds), who are held in
units that are completely separate from those for 18 to 21 year olds.

YOls generally have lower ratios of staff to young people than Secure Training Centres and
Secure Children’s Homes and accommodate larger numbers of young people. Consequently,
they are less able to address the individual needs of young people and are thought to be less
appropriate accommodation for vulnerable young people with high risk factors, such as
mental health or substance misuse needs.

YOls are provided by the Prison Service under Service Level Agreements with the YJB which
are reviewed every 3 to 5 years.

 Units for males: 280-360 young people, with each wing accommodating 30-60.

Units for females: 16-24 places.

There are 3 to 6 officers per wing.

Staff training includes basic Prison Officer training.

» Average per capita costs are £4426 per month.

Secure Training Centres

Secure Training Centres (STCs) are purpose built centres for young offenders up to the age
of 17. They are run by private operators under contracts, which set out detailed operational
requirements. There are four STCs in England.

STCs house vulnerable young people who are sentenced to custody or remanded to secure
accommodation. They provide a secure environment where they can be educated and
rehabilitated. They differ from Young Offenders Institutions (YOlIs) in that hey have a higher
staff to young offender ratio and are smaller in size, which means that individuals’ needs can
be met more easily. At the same time they remain large enough to be able to provide a range
of facilities.

The regimes in STCs are constructive and education focused. They provide tailored
programmes for young offenders that give them the opportunity to develop as individuals
which, in turn, will help stop them reoffending. Trainees are provided with formal education
25 hours a week, 52 weeks of the year.

All services related to the operation of an STC are provided on site, including all education
and training, primary healthcare, dentistry, and services to address the young person’s
offending behaviour (including input from mental health and social care professionals).

To facilitate the young person’s rehabilitation into the community, STCs have a dedicated

team of people working on fostering links with the young person’s home community. This is
particularly useful in creating educational and employment opportunities on release.
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STCs are provided by independent companies through 15-25 year Private Finance Initiative
arrangements and DCMF (Design, Construct, Manage & Fund) agreements with the Ministry
of Justice and managed by the YJB.

» Units of 58-87 places, with a maximum of 8 places per wing.
* High staff to young people ratio, but lower than secure children’s homes.

» Afew qualified social workers, but the contracts require all staff to complete a nine week
training programme specified by the YJB.

* Average per capita costs are £14,355 per month.

Secure Children’s Homes

Secure Children’s Homes (SCHs) focus on attending to the physical, emotional and
behavioural needs of the young people they accommodate. They are run by local authority
social services departments or private sector companies overseen by the Department of
Health and the Department for Children, Schools and Families.

SCHs provide young people with support tailored to their individual needs. To achieve this,
they have a high ratio of staff to young people and are generally small facilities, ranging in
size from six to 40 beds. SCHs are generally used to accommodate young offenders aged 12
to 14, girls up to the age of 16, and 15 to 16 year old boys who are assessed as vulnerable.

The 15 SCHs in England are provided by local authorities with one owned by an independent
company and a small number of voluntary organisations. Beds are purchased by the YJB
under 3 to 5 year block contractual arrangements with some spot purchasing for flexibility.

+ 6-36 young people accommodated in small house units
+ High staff to young people ratio
» Most staff are qualified to NVQ Level 3 or above in child care

» Average per capita costs are £15,461 per month.

Ab.5. New Framework for Local Authorities

The new Performance Framework for Local Authorities sets out National Indicators for a
series of specific concerns. All of these will be important factors in the planning and
management not only of services delivered directly by local authorities but to Non
Departmental Public Bodies such as the Youth Justice Board as well as partnerships
including the YOTs and other agencies and authorities like the police, not for profit
organisations and housing associations. The new Performance Indicators would apply to
a model Young Offenders Academy as well as many of its potential stakeholders.

The National Indicators, which from April 2008, will be the only measures on which central
government will assess performance are divided into eight groups — stronger communities,
safer communities, children and young people, adult health and well being, tackling exclusion
and promoting equality, local economy, and environmental sustainability.
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A model Young Offenders Academy would be expected to collaborate with the appropriate
London boroughs and other stakeholders to achieve good outcomes under several of the
groups listed above. More specifically, it would in partnership with others contribute to Safe
Communities National Indicators.

NI.19 Rate of proven reoffending by young offenders.

NI.21 Dealing with local concerns about antisocial behaviour and crime by the local council
and police.

NI.22 Perceptions of parents taking responsibility for the behaviour of their children in the
area.

NI.27 Understanding of local concerns about antisocial behaviour and crime by the local
council and police.

NI.28 Serious knife crime rate.
NI.29 Gun crime rate.
NI.30 Reoffending rate of prolific and priority offenders.

NI.43  Young people in the Youth Justice System receiving a conviction in court who are
sentenced to custody.

NI.44 Ethnic composition of offenders on Youth Justice System disposals.
NI.45 Young offenders’ engagement in suitable education, employment or training.

NI.46 Young offenders’ access to suitable accommodation.
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The Koestler Trust is a national charity that
awards, sells and exhibits artworks by offenders.

Founded in 1962, the prestigious Koestler Awards play
a unique role in motivating offenders to take part in the arts.

The Trust also trains professional artists and writers as
mentors who support talented prisoners to maintain their

arts practice after release into the community.
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