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· 1. Introduction
Youth Offending Teams were set up in 2000 because of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998, which commits local authorities to address youth crime by the establishment of YOT’s. The act also defines statutory partners with the local authority as being the police, probation, education, and health services. However, in North East Lincolnshire this also includes the Office of the Police and Crime Commissioner (OPCC)
Youth Justice Plans are dealt with in section 40 of the 1998 Act, which states that it is the duty of each local authority, after consultation with the partner agencies and, if the local authority is a county council any district councils whose districts form part of its area, to formulate and implement for each year a youth justice plan setting out:
- how youth justice services in their area are to be provided and funded
- how the YOTs are to be composed and funded, how they are to operate, and what functions they
are to carry out.
The youth justice plan must be submitted to the YJB and published in accordance with directions of the Secretary of State – this document sets out to fulfil this statutory obligation.
The North East Lincolnshire management board is now named the Youth Partnership Board due to extensive links to other strategies and work streams covering the youth justice model, especially ASB, Diversion and exploitation
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Becky Bailey
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The Humberside, Lincolnshire & North Yorkshire Community Rehabilitation Company Ltd.
· What we know about our young people
In October 2017, the North East Lincolnshire Council 0-19 programme split statutory YOS and Out of Court Services. Out of Court (OOC) moved across to sit under Prevention and Early Help (PEH) services to ensure that it is developed in a whole family approach to really understand the story behind the child and to drive the main focus of the non-criminalisation of children, always - child first , offender second.
Whilst in different areas of the local authority both services and those supporting the prevention of Anti-Social Behaviour now operate under a single and agreed youth justice model. (Please see youth justice model within point 8, Appendices)
The below performance data takes into consideration all youth justice orders and interventions both statutory and out of court.
· In 2019 – 2020 141 individual children between the ages 10 -18 were involved in 181 youth justice cases.
· 83% (117) were male
· 17% (24) were female
· The peak of Offending is between 16 and 18, this covering 63% (89) individual children 
· 57 % - 104 cases were delivered in the Out of Court element of the NEL youth justice model, these were broken done as below. This detail shows the vast reduction of the youth caution, which has been traditionally delivered with no youth justice involvement. North East Lincolnshire Youth Justice services and Humberside Police have worked hard to reduce the amount of formal youth cautions as they do not encourage joint working around risk and re offending and factors to support desistance.
· Youth Conditional Caution – 15
· Youth Caution - 1 
· Informal Diversion / Diversion work – 84
· Community Resolution Programme – 4
· 43% - 77 cases were delivered in the formal statutory YOS, broken down as below.
· Referral Order 27
· Youth Rehabilitation Order (YRO) – 23
· ISSP programme as a condition of bail – 2
· Bail support programme – 4
· Remanded in custody (YDA) YOI – 9
· DTO Custody Programme – 5
· DTO post custody / Licence programme – 3
· Section 90 / 91/ Through care programme – 2
· Other – 2
· Theft from shop was the most common offence committed followed by criminal damage, assault, and possession of a controlled drug of class B.

· 2. Review of 2019 – 2020
· Key Achievements
1. Mock Inspection July 2019.
In preparation of the impending HMIP YOS inspection North East Lincolnshire developed a mock inspection on Domain 1 (organisational delivery) to ensure that the principles and outcomes were aligned to the recommendations set out in the self-assessment. This was completed with the assistance of an ex HMIP lead inspector and from the recommendations we have worked hard to further develop the board. The below statement was taken from the summary of findings.
North East Lincolnshire is ambitious to achieve an Outstanding rating in an inspection. To achieve this, it must perform well not just in case practice but also consistently across Domain 1, including the effectiveness of its governance and leadership arrangements. 
There is an established management board in place and positive plans to extend its remit to include other aspects of service provision that directly relate to offending by young people. Those members who regularly attend the Board, including the Chair, are knowledgeable and committed to the work to prevent offending by young people. Many elements of the local youth offending partnership appear to be strong – including those involving Probation, the Police and related to emotional or mental health. The out-of-court disposal scheme is well thought through and speaks to effective joint-working. The Board and the YOS are safe places in which to have open discussion, and in which challenge is encouraged. The Board has already started on a journey to become more effective.
The board have focused on the 14-point recommendation plan, which is a standing agenda item within the North East Lincolnshire Youth Partnership Board. (Please see 14-point plan within References)
The former youth crime board was changed in 2019 to the youth partnership board and it now supports all aspects of the justice model from low level ASB through the young people in custody. The board is now attended by strategic leads for ASB, out of court and statutory YOS services.
2. Youth Justice Board audit on national standards, September 2019 – January 2020
· Operational Audits – Outstanding
The YJB audit request was for a minimum of 20 audits to be completed before 31-03-2020 across all 5 of the national standards, as detailed below, Out of court disposal, At Court, In the Community, In secure settings, In transition
· The audits for National Standard 1 was completed by specialist lead and team manager for out of court disposals 
· The audits for the remaining 4 National Standards were completed by Service Manager, Youth Offending and Community Safety Services and team manager Youth Offending Service.
· The audits were completed by the end of January 2020
· The audits were also scrutinised through a peer review by North Lincolnshire Operational managers. 1 audit was taken from each of the national standards and the detail within and the outcome was quality audited. 
· 93% questions answered yes, so as per YJB scoring anything over 80% is ‘outstanding’

The below detail was taken from the peer audit completed by NL YOS managers, followed by embedded PDF document as evidence. Cases dip sampled
· 867424 – Out of Court. NEL evaluation = outstanding
· 868473 - Court. NEL evaluation = outstanding
· 868653. Community. NEL evaluation = outstanding
· 865993. Secure Setting. NEL evaluation = outstanding
· 866040. Transition. NEL evaluation = outstanding

· Strategic Audits – Outstanding / Good

Following the NELC YOS mock HMIP inspection of domain 1 in July 2019 it was decided that the NELC Youth Partnership Board would identify board champions for each of the national standards. 
The below bullet points are the standards and the champions with job title and judgement
· Standard 1: Out of Court. Colin Lomas, ASB team manager, NEL Good / Outstanding
· Standard 2: At Court. Superintendent Craig Scaife, Humberside Police   Outstanding
· Standard 3: In the Community. Spencer Hunt, Assistant Director SAFER NELC. Outstanding
· Standard 4: In secure settings – Clare Linfitt, SEND service manager NELC. Good / Outstanding
· Standard 5: on transition and resettlement – Laura Booth, Senior probation officer NL / NEL NPS Outstanding
It was agreed that each board champion would be invited to YOS team meetings to discuss each of the standards with staff to understand the current process and associated challenges / barriers. This then triangulated with associated policies and external partners where identified.
Initially this was successful with the first 3 standards completed this way, however with COVID 19 lockdown and working from home the last 2 standards were completed on Microsoft teams with the board champion, YOS managers and any staff / seconded staff present.

Overall NELC YOS faired Outstanding / Good. (Please see National Standards documents within references)
3. Embedding of the out of court disposal (OOC) process and diversion policy
The NELC diversion offer was written following research and training by the centre for justice innovation and 2 years of profiling young people who kept returning into youth justice.  The research allowed analysis of themes and patterns of young people in order to see what were common themes of why they entered the criminal justice system.                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                These being lack of attachment and poor relationship with a main care giver, poor educational experience, health needs being unmet and lack of positive activities in their life.  In addition to this the need to remove the criminal experience was identified as a very real reason why they may return to crime following intervention.  The Policy clearly stated that it was open to all offences so there was no bias in decision makers and that it would go before a panel and then scrutinized quarterly by an independent panel which includes any disproportionality of BAME.
The language in intervention changed and we removed crime, offender and criminal to young person, behaviour, and incident.  Humberside Police are very supportive of this approach and work closely with the OOC team to ensure best outcomes for young people, including not arresting if risk will allow instead taking the young person to a place of safety and then having an interview at home. There is no paperwork or appointment slips saying Youth Offending, there are no visits to a building with a sign saying the Youth Offending team these are all carried out in the family hubs, in the community they live in or at their homes.  The OOC work book was overlooked by a speech and language therapist once it was completed to ensure the workbook became the Voice of the child and it was suitable for any age or ability due to scaling, pictures, writing, emojis, pages for communication using craft and creativity.  These are reviewed by young people yearly. 

The policy also works closely to avoid criminalising young people who have offended at home at school, offended due to being criminally or sexually exploited or being a young person that has displayed harmful sexualized behaviour due to them being sexually harmed themselves.  The HSB panel works with this team and they work victim first in a lot of these cases.
Importantly risk is still at the core of the assessment and intervention analysing risk and desistance equally to ensure public protection.  We look at strengths and safety in a young person’s life and network as well as the risks presented.  (please see Diversion Policy within references)

4. Embedding of the North East Lincolnshire justice model
The NEL youth justice model is a collaboration of statutory and non-statutory partners working in partnership through the life pattern of a child. It aims to identify issues that affects a child or young person at the earliest opportunity and by utilising a stepped approach intervene at each stage of the process and do all that it can to divert the child away from entering into the Criminal Justice System. 
It is well recognised that home circumstances are a major influence on a child’s path in life. Being exposed and witness to domestic abuse, substance misuse or mental health issues can and does have a lasting effect on a child or young person and often their behaviour is a direct result of this exposure. It is seen as a priority to put support into place to help the child or young person to be able to cope and recover from their experience through the multi-agency partnership that exists and to ensure they are safeguarded against harm and not drawn into situations where they can be exploited.
Evidence shows that in most cases a young person will engage in anti-social behaviour from minor to more serious acts before committing crime. The system that operates aims to identify a young person who is displaying early signs of misbehaviour and intervening positively at the correct level with the right amount of support. It is recognised that agencies may already be working with a child or young person and all relevant checks are made to avoid duplication and to ensure that any action taken either compliments or enhances the current work. 
Many young people within this arena have never had boundaries set for them and their parents do not have the skills to provide that support due to their own upbringing. It is important that within the offer that parents are also supported, made aware that the responsibility lies with them to parent their child correctly to enable their child to succeed in life and achieve their maximum potential. Support is offered to all parents who require this. The support spreads across the spectrum from the universal services that are in place up to targeted support and where necessary using parenting contracts and parenting orders when the situation dictates.  
It is often that a single agency will intervene with a child in the first instance and a child or young person is given a verbal warning. Where the behaviour persists but remains at a low level a request is made to the chair of the ASB Panel for a nuisance warning letter to be sent to the young person and their parents officially pointing out the behaviour that is being committed and the offer of support. In the vast majority of cases this is sufficient to effect behaviour change but where a young person continues to come to attention of the agencies for the wrong reason the facts are referred into and heard by the panel. All necessary facts are gathered to identify any and all adverse childhood experiences, the behaviour they are encountering and what if any support is already in place so a balanced decision can be taken as to what or if any action is required. Depending on the results of the research there are several options open to the panel. These range from doing nothing at one end of the scale to court proceedings at the other with alternative options in the middle from scaled warning letters to an Acceptable Behaviour Contract (ABC). 
At each stage of the process support is offered to the parent to assist them. Where it is felt that a young person should be made subject to an acceptable behaviour contract this is balanced through support for the young person as well as boundary setting. A youth worker is identified to be a mentor and support the young person to comply and engage in positive activities. They are supported by a member of Humberside Police to provide a formal setting and explain what may happen should they fail to respond and change their behaviour. Parents are again offered support and encouraged to visit the family hubs where all support for them is available. The ABC and behaviour of the child is monitored and reviewed at the panel. The panel can release a child earlier from the 6-month contract where appropriate and congratulate them on their behaviour but with a caveat that they may again be subject to the sanction if they reverted to their previous behaviour. Continued breach of the ABC where parenting is an issue can result in the parent being required to enter a voluntary parenting contract and complete an approved course with a parenting expert. The parent can refuse this support. When all efforts to change the behaviour of the child has failed there is the option to ask the court for a civil injunction to put a more formal contract in place which is supervised by a YOS worker. A parenting order at this stage would be considered and requested for at the court hearing.
Where a child or young person through whatever reason progresses to minor criminal offences, again a balanced approach is taken with formal interventions being put into place through the Out of Court Disposal process. Expert workers engage with the child over a set period and determine the correct course of action which needs to be taken with access to the ASB Panel for their interventions if they think it is beneficial and will help to change the young person’s behaviour. (Please see ASB strategy with references)

5. Staff skills audit.
During the Spring of 2019, all YOS staff were asked to complete a training audit to enable management to assess any gaps in training or knowledge.  As managers we listened to the staff’s views, assessed the needs identified and arranged the following training.
· Special Educational Needs
· Trauma in childhood
· Adverse Childhood Experiences (ACES)

Following the audit all staff attended for training with the Local Authorities SEND Team which equipped staff with identifying what support young people with SEND can access and how to challenge agencies/schools to ensure that young people are given the appropriate level of support.
Humberside Police Early Intervention Team sergeant delivered a detailed course on ACES. In addition, all staff participated in three days of excellent training facilitated by Jonny Matthews.  This was a joint training exercise with East Riding Youth Offending Service.  Staff came back from the training with a greater understanding of young people who have suffered trauma and with new ideas of working to equip skills with greater skills when working with young people who have suffered significant trauma.    
Following this, changes were made to incorporate case formulation within staff’s monthly CBT supervision for any new YOS Orders where advice/ideas of engaging young people are given.  

6. New Referral panel Process
The Referral Order panel process had not changed since its introduction in 1999 and whilst it has always been a successful way in involving a young person in the construction of their Order, we felt that it had become too prescriptive. Our understanding of restorative justice and the how the process can engage and support both the young person and victim has developed since the initial introduction of Referral Orders and we felt this was not reflected in the panel process.
We looked at all aspects of the panel process, consulted with the YJB, spoke to other YOS’s and young people about how it felt through each step, often finding difficulties WHICH as adults and professionals we had not thought of. 
From this consultation we made changes in nearly every aspect of the panel process, from the venue, to the report and how we formulate the contract. We contact every victim so they can attend or have their views represented at the panel and the young person must hear the impact and effect of their behaviour.
Throughout the introduction of the new panel process we have re-trained the existing panel members, recruited, and trained new panel members and re-trained all members of staff. They are then able to use this knowledge to prepare the young person before the meeting.
Since introducing the new process young people and their families have engaged more with the process, with each panel lasting longer due to everyone wanting to have input and be heard and parents/carers being more involved in the construction of the contract. Panel members report a higher level of satisfaction at the end of each panel and there has been a huge reduction in unsuccessful panels were a young person has left without having signed a contract. 

7. Development of the Assessment and Qualifications Alliance (AQA) Unit Award Scheme (UAS) within YOS
Children that are subject to Court Orders are often not in education/training and employment and have very little qualifications to their name.  Whilst with YOS, children complete a large amount of work which has been identified on their intervention plans, therefore a decision was made to capitalise on this and gain recognition for the work they complete whilst with us.

It was identified that Assessment and Qualifications Alliance (AQA) Unit Awards Scheme (UAS) is a unique recording of achievement scheme, which offers the children the opportunity to have their achievements formally recognised and receive a certificate each time a short unit of learning is successfully completed. These units can be used as a steppingstone towards achieving a full qualification. There are no limits on what can be accredited if it is worthwhile and meaningful for the child or with regards to who can achieve, in terms of age, ability or how long it takes to achieve. There are also no restrictions on where the work takes place if the learning can be evidenced.
In September 2019 NEL YOS applied and were accepted to be a registered UAS Centre and the scheme has provided a wide range of units which are differentiated, making accreditation accessible to all children, regardless of their abilities and learning styles.
Case Study/Example of how used.
A fifteen-year-old male on a six-month Referral Order for assault and criminal damage. Diagnosed with ADHA and has ECHP due to very low learning ability. Young person’s verbal communication was good, but he could not read or write, to the extent he could not write his full name without support. This young person was unable to concentrate for more than ten minutes at any time and struggled with emotional regulation. The young person lived at home with both parents and two younger siblings but was subject to a Child Protection Plan and received little practical support from them, due to both being long term substance users.
After the intervention contact was agreed at the initial panel meeting, the UAS units were utilised and paired with the intervention work and outcomes to be achieved. Due to the versatility of the UAS units, each session could be tailored to be delivered through a range of mediums to match the young person’s ability and learning style. During his six-month Referral Order this young person was able to achieve seven AQA Unit Awards Scheme units which include.
•	The Implications of Knife Related Crime
•	An Introduction to the awareness of Cannabis Awareness
•	Anger Management
•	Young People and Crime
•	Health and Safety in the Kitchen
•	Introduction to Cooking 
•	Introduction to Bicycle Workshop Skills

At the review panel the panel members praised his hard work and progress and both the young person and his mother both displayed pride in his achievement. When his Referral Order was successfully completed, the certificates were placed into a record of achievement and given to the young person. He stated that these were the only certificates he had ever received.
    

· Performance against Youth Justice Outcome Indicators and local performance measures against risk and welfare.
· First Time Entrants

North East Lincolnshire continue to drive down the first-time entrants into the justice system, this is also a trend nationally however we have one of the lowest rates nationally and the lowest rate in the Humberside Region and within our YOS family
There is evidence within the diversion process to show this has a direct effect on FTE plus a dedication across the youth justice model to look at the story behind the child to ensure non criminalisation at the earliest opportunity.











· Rates of the use of custody

The latest figure shown in the graph to the right shoes a figure of 8 children in custody over a rolling 12-month period as detailed below, this figure should be 5, so we are showing a consistent number of children in custodial settings
· Jan – March 18 / 19. Showed 0, correct
· April – June 19-20 showed 1, correct
· July – Sept 19 -20 showed 2, incorrect child 2 was a recall to prison so should not be counted
· Oct – Dec 19 – 20 showed 5, incorrect as child 1 attended crown court but was then returned to youth court for low level offences and child 2 the same as child 1, child 3 correct.
· So, this should be 5 in a rolling 12-month period and YOS business support have been made aware of data submissions.

· Rates of Re-Offending

North East Lincolnshire have historically shown a high Re Offending binary and frequency rate. This due to the ever-shrinking cohort of Re Offenders within the overall offending cohort. The smaller the cohort the higher the potential binary rate. This detail shown in the 3rd graph below as a comparison over the years in relation to cohort, as detailed there is a steady reduction in all the amounts. There are now fewer offenders, fewer re offenders and offences potentially making North East Lincolnshire a safer place.
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· Levels of risk of serious harm and concerns around safety and wellbeing
        

The above graphs show the new data being collected by YOS in respect to the rates of re offending, risk of serious harm and safety and wellbeing. It is noticeable that the risk of re offending is reducing however the risk to both serious harm and safety and wellbeing are increasing to high and very high. This, we feel, is a direct correlation to the increased risk of county lines in North East Lincolnshire, hence the close relationship to children’s services and the GRAFT CCE team. (Please see full performance documents within references)

· Feedback from service users
As part of the YOS continuous improvement process, the views of young people and their parent / carers are regularly received at the review stage and the completion of the of the work. This gives the service a good picture of how the service is doing and where things need to be changed to improve.
· Parents.
My child has been grateful for the support, everything has helped, and he is enjoying his traineeship

The YOS helped me as it was good to have advise on what will happen if he carries on this path
I feel that it has helped my child having someone else there to go to with problems
YOS have helped as my child now understands the system and consequences
I feel that looking at the impact of his behaviour has helped my child


· Young people
YOS have helped me with my mental health and drug abuse, I have been given a lot of support
Since I have had my YCC things have got better as I have a job and my family is getting better
YOS helped me calm down and made a safety plan
YOS have helped me out with my problems
YOS have helped me out and to understand the consequences of my behaviour





3. Structure and Governance
The structure and governance arrangements for the YOS now rests with a Youth Partnership Board which contains several statutory partners but has a wider membership and a larger remit covering all aspects of the youth justice model plus elements of vulnerability. Whilst having an enlarged remit it is still required to carry out the statutory functions of a YOS board. These are included in the terms of reference which are refreshed annually, this detailed in the board working plan.
The board is chaired by one of the statutory partners and has member representation in both the portfolio holder for children and families and community safety.
The board reports directly to the Community Safety Partnership Exec and informally into the Safeguarding Children’s Partnership Board.
The Head of Youth Offending and Community Safety services sits on several strategic boards to ensure the YOS is involved in any strategic development.
4. Use of Resources and value for money
The budget for 2019 – 2020 is slightly more than in the previous year due to an increase of staffing costs due to a 2 % pay rise. The statutory Youth Offending Service sits within the Youth Offending and Community Safety Service area and as such has other services shown within the overall costs, however the function of the Youth Offending Service sits within the Youth Justice Board costed plan and details where grant is spent, this is 100% on staff, further detailed in the 19 -20 YOS / YJB audit from as below.
The contribution from the Police has changed from previous years following the election of a new Police and Crime Commissioner (PCC). All previous funding by the PCC is now devolved to the local Community Safety Partnership Exec who decide how the funding is to be spent, this saw the same level of funding this year however the situation may change in future years
The Youth Offending services has the below seconded stat
1. 1 x WTE Humberside Police constable
2. .65 WTE NEET PA from the Young Peoples Support Service, earning and learning section
3. .50 WTE National Probation Service Officer 
[image: ]
5. Partnership Arrangements
North East Lincolnshire YOS is an active member of the Humberside Criminal Justice Board arrangements and the Head of Youth Offending and Community Safety Services sits on several area wide strategic groups such as the Safeguarding Assurance and Improvement Group (SAIG). This ensures that YOS interests are given sufficient profile as well as promoting joint working to benefit all partner agencies.
The management arrangements for the YOS ensure that there is appropriate representation on the safeguarding and community safety boards, and YOS staff are fully engaged in several working groups across all thresholds.
To ensure excellent proactive partnership arrangements YOS has several partnership agreements, Policies, and action plans in place, these are refreshed annually, and quality assured by the Youth Partnership board, they are as below
· 1. YOS / CASS policy, 2. YOS / Police / LAC policy, 3. YOS / Magistrates Policy,4.  YOS / CCG – CBT delivery policy, 5. YOS / School nursing policy, 6. YOS / NEET policy,7.  YOS / Substance misuse, 8. YOS / Appropriate Adult Policy, 9. YOS / Victims policy, 10. YOS / Risk Policy, 11. YOS / Safeguarding Policy, 12. YOS / Re-Offending action plan,13.  YOS / SEND action plan
The YOS has an important role to play in identifying those children who are at risk of Child Exploitation, Modern Slavery, and repeat incidents of missing from Home and Care. To ensure effective and robust management oversight of all levels of vulnerability the YOS team manager is an active member of the Operational Vulnerabilities Meeting (OVM) and the Head of Youth Offending and Community Safety Services represents the service on the Multi Agency Child Exploitation meeting ( MACE). The Head of Youth Offending and Community Safety Services works closely with the children’s Social Care lead officer for exploitation and between them operate an edge of care process utilising youth workers and exploitation officers from the GRAFT team. This is currently under development and will be detailed under an exploitation umbrella strategy.
YOS have an excellent relationship with substance misuse services within North East Lincolnshire with the service manager of ‘We are With You’ sitting as an active member of the NEL Youth Partnership Board. The services received are swift, with the Young Persons Substance Misuse Practitioner siting in YOS 1 day per week and is active in a number of open cases, the support from mental health services is also very swift, even more so now that all staff in YOS are trained in Cognitive Behavioural Therapy, Adverse Childhood Experiences and Trauma. 
6. Risk to future delivery against the Youth Justice National Outcomes
The YOS like all other public services continues to operate in a context of reducing resource and increasing demand within our communities. Ongoing funding continues to be a significant risk to delivering high quality services, including the devolved funding into the Community Safety Partnership and the scaling reduction in the YJB grant.
North East Lincolnshire has a significant number of looked after children (550) and those on a child protection plan (440). This causes significant pressure on the system with an increasing need for all services to work in a collaborative manner and share resources. We are seeing an increase in drug and violence offences linked to county lines which will have a detrimental effect on our young people and the dangers and risks they face daily.
The current COVID 19 pandemic has caused risk to our services in both development and delivery against the YOS statutory responsibilities. Whilst there is a low infection rate in North East Lincolnshire there is always the risk of this rising and for there to be a local lockdown or even more severe a second wave which will cause a complete national lockdown. This will add further serious risk, however with support from corporate services in NELC we are confident that we can continue to develop our duties to ensure the children we work with are kept safe and continue to reduce their re offending rates and risks through safety and well being and serious arm to others.
7. Priorities for 2020 – 2021
1. HMIP inspection preparation
The impending HMIP inspection is an area of priority in 2020 – 2021 and as such is a standing agenda item on the Youth Partnership board. The Mock Inspection 14-point action plan is continually monitored by the chair and the Head of service. The 14-point action plan is all green, however progress needs to be made to ensure positive and continued progress.
· The self-assessment for Domain 1, organisational delivery is owned by the Service Manager YOS
· The self-assessment for Domain 2, court disposal is owned by the YOS Team Manager
· The self-assessment for Domain3, out of court disposals is owned by the specialist locality lead for out of court.
2. National Standards
The new standards for children in the Youth Justice System 2019 are welcomed and will be embedded within NEL YOS. There is a dedication for Youth Partnership Board champions to continue to assess progress on an annual basis and as such the board champions will continue as directed by the Chair of the board.
There will also be an annual operational audit on all 5 national standards. 2 audits will be completed per standard and there will also be external verification from YOS managers across the Humber region, this completed before 31-012-2021 and reviewed at the February 2021 board. Managers will analyse all feedback and recommendation from the board to improve service delivery and outcomes for young people and other service users.
3. Desistance factors
During the mock HMIP inspection it was recommended that NEL YOS also develop a performance framework that concentrated on the here and now, so not just reliant on the national indicators which due to police systems can be 6 months to 2 years behind. This due to correlation on the police systems as these measures are taken over a rolling period and have to be verified. Due to this we are now developing further local performance measures that support desistance factors. These being around education / training and employment including the Special Educational Needs and Disabilities (SEND) agenda plus understanding Education, Health and Care plans (EHCP), this vitally important to understand structural barriers such as exclusion and the intrinsic links to poor mental health and general wellbeing. Further explored is suitable accommodation, positive peer groups, positive activities, resilience and a sense of self efficacy, substance misuse amongst other family oriented positive factors. Diversity is managed from assessment stage as we have too many young people in the system due to diversity needs.
With North East Lincolnshire being an area of high deprivation, we work very closely with our ETE partners with an aim to assist our young people with accreditation for further learning and learning opportunities. Through the YOS modern partnership we have a NEET PA who works very closely with a host of partners to ensure the young people have an opportunity of a positive destination, included in the YOS offer is functional skills through maths and English and as detailed above the AQA scheme. 

The new local performance dashboard will clearly show the current risk levels recorded in the ASSET plus assessment of risk of reoffending, risk of serious harm and safety and wellbeing.
We wish to implement contacting Young people who have desisted from offending for more than 12 months and find out how they are doing and how they managed that, this so we gain the  voice of the child and evidence of what worked so we can do it more.

4.  NEL YOS response to Covid 19
On 23rd March 2020, the Prime Minister announced that the country was going into lockdown.  Following this announcement North East Lincolnshire (NEL) Youth Offending Service (YOS) had to adjust to unprecedented ways of working.  
By the 24th March 2020, all staff members of NEL YOS were working from home.  Staff had to quickly become familiar to completely different ways of working. One of the biggest challenges for some staff was the use of social media, including Microsoft Teams.  Staff very quickly adjusted to using Teams in their everyday work, including joining multi-agency meetings on Teams, rather than attending in person.
Covid affected many areas of YOS work including.
· Governance and Leadership
The Youth Offending and Community Safety Services management team have met virtually 3 times per week during lockdown to ensure a systematic approach was provided to young people across the NEL youth justice model. This consisted of YOS / Youth and ASB managers. This offered greater capacity to support young people in crisis across the thresholds. Whilst ensuring we always achieved our statutory responsibilities and that children were not criminalised due to the pandemic. To add to this several policies in support of this were developed with partners, in most cases Humberside Police. This in relation to the restrictions around social distancing and unlawful gatherings in a dwelling. No child in NEL was further penalised or criminalised through Covid.
To add to this children’s services senior management meetings were held regularly to ensure all children were supported. This process has seen fantastic multi agency working in NEL especially with YOS and CASS management.
The YOS management board has maintained its statutory responsibility and met quarterly, through teams, this process has also followed within the Community Safety Partnership (CSP). Of which the Youth Partnership Board reports into the CSP. All other associated boards have also developed via media portals.
All processes developed through Covid has been directed by NELC health and safety and people and culture (HR) and supported through public health colleagues, this following national governmental guidance. Any change in practice has been developed in a systematic corporate manner followed by the development of risk assessments and safe systems of work.

· Team capacity. 
Since lockdown, as dated above the NEL Youth Offending Service has continued to operate at full capacity throughout the pandemic. The team have had no reports of staff sickness due to Covid 19, which reflects the very low cases overall in North East Lincolnshire. There has also been no redeployment of YOS staff due to a dedication in SAFER senior management and that in Children’s Services leadership to ensure the YOS continues as normal. In fact, the staffing levels have increased as the targeted youth work team have also continued to deliver services to young people across all thresholds, including those in YOS and in edge of care.
· Courts.
Initially courts were only hearing overnight remand cases. Arrangements were made for staff to join the court hearing via Cloud video hearing.  This meant that staff were not able to visit young people in the court cells before and after court.  Arrangements were made for staff to speak to the young person via the telephone instead.  

· As the lockdown eased Courts have gradually resumed sentencing backlogged cases.  The impact of this on children is that many of them have had a delay in sentencing.  One child should have been sentenced in April 2020, but he is still waiting for his case to be finalised.  In addition, court would not list breach cases, which meant that we were not able to effectively manage cases.  A further impact is that trials have been postponed especially in Crown Court.  A consequence of this is that we have had several children who would normally have been sentenced by now but are still on remand/bail awaiting their trial.  Two children have since turned 18 years whilst on remand who would normally have been sentenced before their 18th birthday.  This means that once sentenced these young people will transfer straight to an adult prison and that the Crown Court Judge will have to take into consideration that the offences were committed whilst under 18 and during Covid which slowed the process.  These young people will have been on remand for robbery for at least 8 months when sentenced.


· Appropriate Adults at the Police Station. 
Youth Justice staff were required to continue to offer an Appropriate Adult Service.  However, the police station quickly ensured that PPE equipment was available for staff and larger rooms were used for carrying out interviews, allowing for social distancing.  What became normal practice, however, is that solicitors, rather than being at the police station to support children, prepared a pre-prepared statement.  The impact on children being that they were not being provided with a full level of legal support.  


· Case Management/Supervision.  
Due to Covid staff initially were instructed to work from home fully which in effect meant that only phone contacts could be made.  However, the targeted youth engagement team (street based team) were able to offer support via detached patrols and Operation Python ( a joint patrol with Humberside Police) as they continued to carry out doorstep visits in the community on YOS’s behalf for children assessed as high risk.  After some easing of lockdown YOS practitioners gradually were permitted to carry out doorstep visits.  Following further easing this has now increased to visits in gardening and open spaces and some home visits with the use of PPE.

· Reparation.  
At the beginning of lockdown reparation sessions were suspended completely.  Following slight easing YOS adjusted to this and arranged for packs to be distributed to children to complete colouring and letters to support older people in care homes etc.  Feedback from the care homes was very positive.  Children were also given packs to make face masks for staff in care homes.  As lockdown has eased further young people have also been able to carry out litter picking on a 1-1 with a staff member.  The impact on children is that due to the suspension of reparation and other reparation projects have not yet been able to be resumed, some children have not been able to complete their reparation hours.

· Referral Panels.  
Referral order panels are a requirement in law (Crime and disorder act) for YOS and we are currently delivering these in a new method to support social distancing.  Initially there was no alternative than to use Microsoft Teams, if panel members had access to Teams, and the young person/carers were contacted by telephone.  This was not an ideal situation, but it was the only solution.  As lockdown has eased and we have re-commenced home visits, we have arranged for staff members to take their laptop to the child’s house for them to be able to join by Teams.  This is a better arrangement as some children struggle to communicate over the telephone.

· Custody.  
The YOS have a responsibility to maintain monthly visits with young people in custody.  This has not been possible during lockdown and remains the same at the present time.  The impact on children in custody has been immense.  They were not permitted to attend for education and were given educational packs to complete on their own in their cells.  They were all put in family groups of three and could only go out for exercise for one hour a day in the family group.  They were basically were kept in their cells for 23 hours a day.  Wetherby reported that some children’s mental health concerns reduced as they were not having to associate with large groups of prisoners, although others will have struggled.   There will also have been an impact on their education and physical health.  The greatest impact for most of them though is the loss of family and professional visits.  Wetherby have only recently re-commenced family visits and are still not allowing professional visits.  To compensate children were given more access to telephone calls and were permitted to call their YOS workers as frequently as they wished.  

· Next steps
The YOS building (Molsen Centre) has been Covid risk assessed and is now ready for a phased return to work along with other NELC buildings.
Staff have completed e -learning Covid courses.
PPE is readily available and is ordered weekly for staff in all service areas. 


8. References
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INCOME

Youth Justice 

Board

1

Local Authority Police

Police and Crime 

Commissioner

Probation Health

Welsh 

Government

Other Total

Cash £349,378 £424,900 £124,849 £5,000 £151,060 £205,226 £1,260,413

In-kind £56,877 £23,937 £80,814

Total income £349,378 £424,900 £56,877 £124,849 £28,937 £151,060 £0 £205,226 £1,341,227

EXPENDITURE

Youth Justice 

Board

2

Local Authority Police

Police and Crime 

Commissioner

Probation Health

Welsh 

Government

Other Total

Salaries £349,378 £150,400 £92,388 £3,700 £111,784 £151,228 £858,878

Activity costs £0 £32,461 £39,276 £53,998 £125,735

Accomodation £0 £39,400 £39,400

Overheads £0 £235,100 £235,100

Equipment £0 £1,300 £1,300

Total expenditure £349,378 £424,900 £0 £124,849 £5,000 £151,060 £0 £205,226 £1,260,413

If possible, please provide a breakdown against each funding source. If this information is not retained, please give details of the total amounts spent against each 

area.

1. This includes all grants received from YJB

2. Figures provided in sheet (1a), plus sheet (1b) if applicable
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Stepped Approach to Criminal Justice NEL



Levels heard at ASB panel 

Young People and Adults







	

Court proceedings 

(Injunction, court order, fine etc.)

Breach 

£100 fixed penalty  

CPN

Community Protection Notice

CPW

Community Protection Warning 



Adult ASB







Safeguarding through Multi-Agency Safeguarding Hub (MASH) or Early Help Assessment dependent on need

Gaining Respect and Finding Trust (GRAFT)

 (Where concerns for safety or family issues)



Adult or Parent + Early Help Assessment

Parenting contract leading to parenting order considered alongside all below intervention









	



ASB 

Panel

Further offence referral into ASB Panel

Warning letter from chair ASB Panel

YP + adult

Further ASB heard

Unacceptable Behaviour warning letter from chair of panel YP only

Civil Injunction

Non-criminal

YP 6 months

Adult indefinite (with evidence)

Acceptable Behaviour Contract 

YP +adult

Behaviour of concern Verbal warning

(Recorded)

Young Person (YP) + Adult

Nuisance in public

Letter from chair of ASB panel

YP + adult

Compliant / low level risk                        Safeguarding / MASH / Form 125                                                           Non-compliant / High level 

12 week programme available

3 months to 

2 years



Court

Statutory order up to CBO



Out of court disposal



Diversion

Process
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Recommendations 1 page summary (23-06-2020).docx
North East Lincolnshire Youth Partnership Board

 1 page recommendation action plan

		Recommendations

		Key activity

		Responsibility

		RAG rating



		1. Statutory Partners attendance

		Rag system and encouragement  re board attendance

		Board chair / vice chair



		Chair has encouraged full statutory attendance

· Police

· OPCC

· CCG (Health)

· LA including children’s social care and YOS

· NPS

On board work programme 20-21 Feb 2021



		2. Annual planning cycle

		Annual case review

Quarterly performance measures both national and local

		YOS manager

		Annual case review will be completed in the justice plan.

Quarterly performance and case information is delivered through the youth partnership board.

A timeline has been developed to show annual planning relevant to board members and will be discussed at September board



		3. YOS / CASS relationships

		Protocol development

Joint mapping on caseload

		YOS manager / Head of safeguarding

		YOSS / CASS developed very good inter service delivery and discussion

All documented within the refreshed 2020 YOS / CASS partnership agreement including resettlement

Plus, a refresh of the YOS / LAC / POLICE partnership agreement



		4. Voice of the service user

		NELC participation officer to be consulted with to utilise young people as peers to support post exit consultations

		Youth justice coordinator, OOCD team manager and NELC participation officer

		Youth Justice Coordinator to develop and present to September 2020 board

Voice of the child is detailed within child view records the views of the young person middle and end of an order

Survey monkey to also be developed alongside NELC comms team

On the agenda for the Sept 2020 board meeting



		5. Board accountability

		TOR to be refreshed with board members expectations

		Board chair / vice chair

		TOR refreshed and agreed at February 2020 board



		6. Justice Plan

		Refreshed to show full year case load and local performance

		YOS manager

		September board 

Showing full annual case demographics covering full justice model



		7. National standards

		Board champions

		Board chair / vice chair

		Full national standards audit completed – outstanding - 

Full national standards operational and strategic audit – outstanding. good





		8. Set local performance 

		Local performance development

		YOS manager / Board chair – vice chair

		Full performance across the NEL youth justice model is fully developed showing national progression and local desistance factors



		9. TOR

		TOR to be refreshed

		Board



		Refreshed and agreed at Feb 2020 board



		10. Strategic authorisation

		Chair of both Community safety Partnership and Safeguarding Childrens Partnership sighted on board, plus CE of NELC

		Youth Partnership Board reports into both CSP and SCP plus chief exec invited to annual review meeting in May each year

		YOS service manager now CSP board member 

YOS performance and quality audit reported at the CSP



		11. Pre court

		Lead for pre court invited

		Marie Anne Hall now full board member

		OOCD strategic lead now a full statutory board member



		12. TOR

		Refreshed to show dedicated partnership arrangements

		YOS manager alongside board members

		Completed Feb 2020



		13. Board agenda

		Shaping board meetings to discuss priorities both local and national

		Board / YOS board managers

		Foreword plan to be developed

Completed and tio be discussed at September board meeting



		14. Board covering desistance factors within YOS 

		Development through board agenda’s and quarterly score cards

		Board / YOS managers

		Completed within performance development and deliver at quarterly board 
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North East Lincolnshire Youth Offending Service National Standards audit

Operational levels

Outcome - Outstanding

The audit request was for a minimum of 20 audits to be completed before 31-03-2020 across all 5 of the national standards, as detailed below



1. Out of court disposals

2. At Court

3. In the Community

4. In secure settings

5. In transition



· The audits for National Standard 1 was completed by Marie Anne Hall, specialist lead for out of court disposals and Julie Clapham, Team manager for out of court disposals.

· The audits for the remaining 4 National Standards were completed by Paul Caswell, Head of Youth Offending and Community Safety Services and Donna Abernethie, team manager Youth Offending Service.

· The audits were completed by the end of January 2020

· The audits were also scrutinised through a peer review by North Lincolnshire Operational managers. 1 audit was taken from each of the national standards and the detail within and the outcome was quality audited. 

The below detail has been verified from all the gradings and comments within the completed documents.

· All 20 audit documents saved in YOS drive under senior admin/YJB audit.

· 20 in total, 4 in OOCD and 16 stat YOS. All completed 

· 134 questions around evidenced based risk assessment, case work and intervention were answered.

· 5 n/a answers around court warrant process, which is being challenged by YOS team manager

· 120 yes answers and 9 no answers.

· 93% questions answered yes, so as per YJB scoring anything over 80% is ‘outstanding’

The below detail was taken from the peer audit completed by NL YOS managers, followed by embedded PDF document as evidence. Cases dip sampled

· 867424 - OOCD. NEL evaluation = outstanding

· 868473 - Court. NEL evaluation = outstanding

· 868653. Community. NEL evaluation = outstanding

· 865993. Secure Setting. NEL evaluation = outstanding

· 866040. Transition. NEL evaluation = outstanding

North Lincolnshire YOS operational managers comment

· I can confirm that we agree with the ratings that North East Lincolnshire have given each of the cases’

Good practise evidenced

[image: ]

Area for development

[image: ]





Strategic levels

Outcome – Outstanding

Following the NELC YOS mock HMIP inspection of domain 1 in July 2019 it was decided that the NELC Youth Partnership Board would identify board champions for each of the national standards. 

The below bullet points are the standards and the champions with job title, judgement, and embedded completed documents.

It was agreed that each board champion would be invited to YOS team meetings to discuss each of the standards with staff to understand the current process and associated challenges / barriers. This then triangulated with associated policies and external partners where identified.

Initially this was successful with the first 3 standards completed this way, however with COVID 19 lockdown and working from home the last 2 standards were completed on Microsoft teams with the board champion, YOS managers and any staff / seconded staff present.

The 5 national standards have now been completed and below details the judgement made by the board champions. Overall NELC YOS faired Outstanding / Good.

The NEL Youth Partnership Board convened Monday 11/05/2020 and authorised the submission of the audit results both operational and strategic. 3 champions from statutory partners provided feedback of the results but also the process, which was well received.

There was also the agreement that pre and post inspection national standards would remain as a standing agenda item and that the completed documents would act as a benchmark with the champions changing every 12 months to enable different subjective views made on NEL YOS 

Each national standards areas for improvement will form an over all NEL YOS standards action plan, which will be owned and monitored by the board and developed by the YOS head of service.

· Standard 1: Out of Court Disposals. 

Colin Lomas, ASB team manager, NELC colin.lomas@nelincs.gov.uk – Good / Outstanding





· Standard 2: At Court.

Superintendent Craig Scaife, Humberside Police, craig.scaife@humberside.pnn.police,uk   

Outstanding





· Standard 3: In the Community. 

Spencer Hunt, Assistant Director SAFER NELC spencer.hunt@nelincs.gov.uk

Outstanding





· Standard 4: In secure settings – Clare Linfitt, SEND service manager NELC clare/linfitt@nelincs.gov.uk

· Good / Outstanding





· Standard 5: on transition and resettlement – Laura Booth, Senior probation officer NL / NEL NPS laura.booth1@justice.gov.uk

· Completed – Outstanding
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Annex A: Sample self-assessment – Action Plan


			Strategic audit query 





			Yes/No


			Evidence 


			Validation/Supporting assessor view


			Judgement


			Narrative - strengths areas for development / examples of innovative and or effective practice





			Universal prevention


Are local strategies and services in place to ensure positive outcomes for children, to prevent children from becoming involved in crime and/or anti-social behaviour?


			


			· ASB Strategy document linked with social housing and police. Links in with the diversion strategy. Systems in place to identify both repeat places, repeat victims and perpetrators who are at risk of entering the CJS


· A flow chart plan has been developed which is to be linked to a performance framework – timeline low level risk to high risk. Looks at vulnerabilities. 


· Discussion with the Police will now see referrals coming into the ASB Panel where individuals were previously missed (when arrested and released insufficient evidence) but suspected of offending. 


· These individuals will then become subject to monitoring with positive interventions with them and their parents to divert them and try to prevent younger siblings from getting involved in crime or ASB.  In addition to this prevention and early help offer includes the agenda round strengthening families where young people displaying certain behaviours can have support in identifying why that has occurred to prevent these behaviours escalating further into crime or ASB.  Parenting support is also offered to ensure a plan is around the family. 


			· There is still work required to embed the strategy and encourage agencies to get on board. The new ASB referral procedure if followed will fill a gap and intervene with young people who were previously falling through the gaps and should add another layer to prevent a young person from entering the criminal justice system


			Good


			· Strength is that prevention engagement and diversion are key factors not to criminalise young people. Street based officers visit identified hotspot areas to engage with known subjects.   Processes are in place to address previous concerns including reducing the risk of CCE through GRAFT strategy and early help strategy where work is carried on with parents whose children behaviour is not being managed. Police early intervention strategy helps to address this. This is work that has been developed but requires continued publicity to front line staff to get this embedded. This will continue to be an area for continued development.  


· The diversion and out of court work has been moved away from the YOS to the local authority to ensure better life chances for young people by not exposing them to a criminal justice model and experience. This policy and approach has been highlighted as a model of good practice by the policy unit in the MOJ. 





			Audit query 





			Yes/No


			Evidence 


			Validation/Supporting assessor view


			Judgement


			Narrative - strengths areas for development / examples of innovative and or effective practice 





			Targeted prevention       


Are point-of-arrest diversion policies and strategies in place as a distinct and substantially different response to formal out of court disposals


			


			· The diversion policy which has been in practice since October 2018 highlighted this as one of the main changes to a young person experience and the chances of recidivism due to alternative options.  


· The diversion policy sets out that a young person is only to be arrested if risk to an individual victim or the public could not be managed in the immediate 24hrs.  This change has seen significant decreases of arrest and overall outcome being diverted to other services outcome 22 by the police. The intervention uses different language and is not linked to a youth offending team only by a business model and not practice.  


· Previously all referrals were going to the Out Of Court team and they were filtering the individuals. A joint agreement with the Police has addressed this. 


· Regular discussion meetings take place between the Operational Chief Inspector and Specialist lead for OOC to ensure the right cases are referred in


· YP at times are forwarded to OOC with no interview details from the police however this is now challenged on each case by the chief inspector linked to diversion.  The referral policy hasn’t changed since its inception of the new out of court options however there has been significant change in human resource with the police and ongoing training keeps this consistent. Referrals can be sent back to the police with challenge, so we don’t have to accept a referral, this has an escalation professional disagreement process in place which works well.


· Diversion policy was developed in consultation with innovation for justice organisation who have approved and shared the document with other YOT’s as good practice.


· Training is provided and changes to policy is in consultation between CI Maultby and M-A Hall. Training is provided either by email (for simple issues) or full diversion awareness on a training day via Marie-Anne Hall through CI Maultby who arranges suitable training dates.


· All out of court decisions follow the guidance within the diversion policy to deter from arrest. The use of good life workbooks and the use of Police outcome 22 and the referral to other services/agencies. All OOC are worked with in PEH following research and recommendations made by centre for justice innovation.  


· To ensure consistent good decisions These cases go through a scrutiny panel quarterly to improve decision making and outcomes are positive. Represented by police, victim services, court, youth justice and academics.





			· There is a good supporting mechanism in place for young people who have made mistakes.


· The system above should fill a gap as previously a Police Officer would want a positive intervention but did not know where to go so everything was sent to the OOC dept.


· Training and awareness is being put into place to address some of the issues


· OOC Lead meets regularly with Chief Insp 


· YOS Manager meets regular with Supt to discuss a variety of issues around youth justice and review the processes and working practices


			Good - Outstanding


			· Area for development is awareness to officers that the OOC is not a one stop shop for all cases and for them to sort. Cases are examined by a quarterly scrutiny panel to improve decision making


· Strength is there are good and positive interventions and diversionary tactics put into place for the right individuals.


· All young people are assessed for signs of safety to determine the risk they pose to themselves or to be drawn into other activities





			Audit query 





			Yes/No


			Evidence 


			Validation/Supporting assessor view


			Judgement


			Narrative - strengths areas for development / examples of innovative and or effective practice





			Out of court disposals


Are out-of-court disposals prompt, robust and deliver targeted and tailored interventions?


			


			· A diversion plan is centred around the young person with agreements being in place between police, parents and practitioner, 


· A robust assessment process is carried out with intervention plans being carried out and delivered around the workbook. The workbook focuses on several areas the main areas being on human dignity and indicators of crime. This allows ownership and individual learning style and has been approved by SALT as being the best communication tool possible for a young person. It practices the signs of safety model to ensure a common language across the practitioners. 


· The workbook was designed and developed in NEL and has been identified as good practice by the Home Office.  Although from arrest to referral to YOS has been untimely on a number of cases the OOC team allocate timely and meet national standards from allocation, assessment ready and decision referred back to the police. 





 


			· OOC disposals are delivered promptly and are tailored specifically for that individual and addresses the individual’s needs and that of the parents. Any intervention is subject to a continuous assessment until the end of the process


			Good - outstanding


			· Strengths are that any intervention made is tailored for that individual and it is fully recognised that what works for one does not work for all. A continuous assessment process is carried out for each case.


· An area for development is earlier referrals by the Police as some are not as prompt as they could be creating the risk of further offending. Nat Standards are being met in the speed robust and targeted way the referral is dealt with once received. 





			Audit query 





			Yes/No


			Evidence 


			Validation/Supporting assessor view


			Judgement


			Narrative - strengths areas for development / examples of innovative and or effective practice 





			Do police services and YOTs have a joint protocol setting out locally agreed practice for out-of-court disposals and a suitable means of joint decision-making?


			


			· A clear protocol, policy and procedures are in place. Any development relating to a change of policy for OOC is agreed by the Service Lead and Operational Chief Inspector and disseminated to staff through training and supervision. YOT’s are linked into OOC policy and procedures the ASB strategy and its policy with their links to early identification and intervention.





· Training for new officers entering the Police is in place with training dates being arranged by the C. Insp of the new officers coming into the service 


· Certain YP are coming through to OOC far too late, sometimes months before they are seen. 


· They have a joint protocol and a robust decision-making panel, this is scrutinised at a higher level and a process is in place for professional disagreement.





			· There is a clear working policy of diversion that has been agreed. Referrals on occasions could be made more promptly and this is an area to be discussed with the Police on how to speed the process up


			Good


			· Areas for development is to speed up the referral process to get the young person seen and worked with earlier. This could be by earlier voluntary interviews within the home for minor offences. This however is a Police issue and not in the control of the Local Authority and would be subject to senior officer approval on policy and an individual’s rights to a solicitor etc





			Audit query 





			Yes/No


			Evidence 


			Validation/Supporting assessor view


			Judgement


			Narrative - strengths areas for development / examples of innovative and or effective practice 





			Continuous Improvement


How do you assure that improvement is achieved in the quality of pre-court work?





			


			· We assure quality by ensuring our OOC practitioners’ access mandatory training in risk management and therapeutic approaches to working with Young people.  


· We assure quality by reporting jointly with the YOS and feeding back to front line practitioners.  We assure quality by using the signs of safety model for supervision.  


· We assure quality by using a workbook designed to capture the VOC all the way through the document allowing YP to own their plan. We assure quality by having the workbook overlooked and approved by the Early Intervention Foundation.  


· We assure quality by having a SALT approve the words used in the book. We assure quality by having the centre for justice innovation scrutinise our scheme and documents that we have in place.  We assure quality by being part of a scrutiny panel that audit 30 cases a quarter for decision making.  


· We assure quality by having a practitioner a Youth justice manager and a police officer decide on the outcome of a case following a thorough assessment. 


· We assure quality by regular supervision of all cases based on risk.  We assure quality by having a 70-20-10 development plan in place for all of our team to ensure they are confident, knowledgeable and skilled in all areas of OOC work. 


·  We assure quality by regular audits and external audits by peer YOS regional group. We assure quality by having a youth partnership board we report to with data on a quarterly basis.








			· The evidence is supported, and this line of work should continue as good practice 


			Good - outstanding


			· Strength is that there is strong evidence of positive practice taking place at all levels





			Audit query 





			Yes/No


			Evidence 


			Validation/Supporting assessor view


			Judgement


			Narrative - strengths areas for development / examples of innovative and or effective practice 





			Is there effective multi-agency partnership working arrangements for timely information-sharing, planning, decision making and monitoring with key agencies. Actions happen within agreed timescales and the help and protection is provided to reduce risk and meet need?


			


			· Frustrations with social care and their involvement with OOC. Strategy YOT side they are forthcoming but OOC team feel they are not taken seriously. 


· Addaction and school relationships are good. 


· Social workers through demand very rarely respond to anything less than CP but this is improving with more social workers being recruited and them holding more manageable caseloads. 


· Overall, there is an effective multi agency partnership. 


· Access to Liquid Logic assists to understand a YP family issues.  There is also an escalation process available to follow if information isn’t received timely.


 


			· This is an area to improve on. There is evidence of good multi-agency working and practice taking place, but this does appear to fall down where children’s social care is included. Culture competing demands and previous working practices need to be addressed to enable improvements to be made and agencies appreciate that everyone has a part to play. 


			Fair 


			· Current issues within Children’s Social Care needs to focus on a multi-agency way of working and for practitioners to understand that positive interventions and or sanctions can assist them in their work during supervision


· Consider the viability of a social worker being based in the YOS to improve communication and improve the multi-agency working





			Audit query 





			Yes/No


			Evidence 


			Validation/Supporting assessor view


			Judgement


			Narrative - strengths areas for development / examples of innovative and or effective practice 





			Is all action taken to promote diversion into more suitable child focused systems, and positive constructive behaviour?


			


			· Evidence from other areas suggest that NEL are leading nationally on OOC


· The number of referrals and people subject to diversions are increasing, no more CR2’s (as they are disclosable). YCC has full asset plus. 


· CR1? Police team


· OCC team can make recommendations that an individual should attend Court and can agree to none or one or two sessions. A referral does have to be allocated and can be referred onto a more appropriate agency to intervene and then close i.e. Addaction. 


· OOC use the Goodlife model for all referrals into the system


.





			· The evidence is supported but there appears to be little access to Remedi who are commissioned by the PCC to deliver Restorative Justice. 


· The OOC team have to allocate referrals made to them regardless if they are the right agency to deal 


			Good - outstanding


			· Areas for development is better use of restorative practice and justice for victims of diversion however this is outcome 22 and does not force victim input into these outcomes but could be seen as good practice. YOS Manager & CL to discuss changes to the policy with Prevention and Early Help and identify what the PCC commissions Remedi to carry out 





			Audit query 





			Yes/No


			Evidence 


			Validation/Supporting assessor view


			Judgement


			Narrative - strengths areas for development / examples of innovative and or effective practice 





			Is quality assurance evident and are all decisions recorded and reviewed?


			


			· Everything is now on the Childview system with all cases being full risk assessed.  Assetts are complete and timely and signs of safety risk management supervision is evident on all cases.  Cases are internally and externally audited, and 2 team managers and the specialist lead are trained as assessors by HMIP to further quality assure the work they do in statutory and out of court work  


· There is no victim officer/capacity within OOC to inform victims of the work carried out in diversion outcomes however Community resolutions and YCC’s are fully inclusive with victims. Diversion outcome 22 diverted to other services does not put a obligation on local authority to have victim involvement.


· Diversions are not part of HMIP with all decisions and management observations evidenced on supervision forms and attached to Childview.  Audits of cases as overseen by the Scrutiny Panel are also evidenced and available for inspection. In addition the workbook was quality assured by early intervention social enterprise and the rest of the documents were quality assured by Innovation justice organisation. 





			· Young People are fully risk assessed and the service they receive is of excellent quality. An area that is lacking is around the victims to keep them informed as to progress as no one is picking up this work


			Good


			· Area for improvement is better victim involvement with diversion if capacity allows.  Keeping them informed and letting them know why they were a victim helps them to cope and recover.


· Strength good support for the young person to have systems in place to help them desist from further offending, good audit agreements in place internally and with other YOTS. 3 auditors are HMIP trained as assessors.


· Early intervention social enterprise has been involved to quality assure as well as Innovation justice organisation.





			Audit query 





			Yes/No


			Evidence 


			Validation/Supporting assessor view


			Judgement


			Narrative - strengths areas for development / examples of innovative and or effective practice 





			Is analysis and action planning in place to tackle any disproportionality?


			


			· Yes. 


· SEN is high. 


· NEET work. 


· Protocol for LAC with OOC – police YOS and care home. 


· Disproportionality


· A pro-active approach to ensure minority groups are not overrepresented is taken. A tool kit to capture outcomes are compared against their ethnicity this is then scrutinised against the ethnic breakdown of the 10-17 population by managers in the youth offending service and prevention and early help team.  A six-monthly dip sampled audit is carried out around BAME, gender, disability and legal status of a child is included within the audit process.  A quarterly scrutiny panel scrutinises the decision making of the police when a young person commits a crime. Panel membership includes magistrates, youth offending team, prevention and early help, remedi (representing victims) and the police. BAME scrutiny is now mixed in with adults and young people so the panel do not have information prior to scrutiny to ensure it remains unbiased. 





			· There is evidence to support good action planning


			Good 


			· Improve the evidence thereby showing the ethnic balance of offending/referrals to ensure that minority groups are not disadvantaged or being seen to be unreasonably targeted
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Standards for Children in the Justice System 2019   


Baseline Year 0


[bookmark: _Toc12373454][bookmark: _Toc15635913]Standard 2: at court - strategic self-assessment


Management Board self-assessment leads /Champions


Led by: Craig Scaife – Humberside Police  


			 Judgment ‘at court’ 


			Strategic


			Operational





			[bookmark: _Hlk12370213]Outstanding 


			A comprehensive assurance system in place and regular frequent support and challenge by all partners at the management board and within each respective agency including driving improved   outcomes for each standard 1-5 and thereby the children in receipt of the services.


			In most cases, or +80%





			Good


			Assurance approaches are well evidenced frequent and there is focus on achieving the outcomes for each standard 1-5.


			In some cases, or + 65-79%





			Requires improvement 


			Some evidence of assurance approaches but not systematic.


			Too few, +50 – 64%





			Inadequate


			Insufficient approaches to assurance.


			Inconsistent, less than 50%























			Strategic audit query 





			Yes/No


			Evidence 


			Validation/Supporting assessor view


			Judgement


			Narrative - Strengths areas for development / examples of innovative and or effective practice





			Reports informed by good assessment 





Do operational YOT services provide suitable high-quality YJB approved assessments/information and reports to all courts dealing with children within the civil and criminal codes, and for any subsequent referral order panel meetings?


			Yes


			· Asset plus must be completed in all cases. 


· Staff explained the asset plus assessment; looks at risks, wellbeing, and family information etc. 


· A holistic approach is taken when assessing young people. 


· The data system used by NELC YOS Child view was shown to the board champion Craig Scaife (CS) to show how it is developed and what it will inform professionals


· Staff also use their professional judgement and input their own view, as they have extensive knowledge of the young person, we call this professional judgement


· The assessments are reviewed regularly alongside national standards. This should be no later than every 6 months or if there is a significant change. However NELYOS review more regularly


· There are timescales to assess after court. This is to be completed within 15 days


· Board champion CS asked about feedback it was explained that North Lincs YOS regularly audit our cases, and we get good feedback, which is discussed with the case manager alongside team manager.  


· Board champion CS asked about staffs welfare, wellbeing, time, etc. how we compare to Scunthorpe. We said that we were on par, in relation cases allocation, however our risk is collectively higher


· Donna Abernethie (team manager) has completed audits in other areas including for HMIP and internally to NL and East Riding and we are managing our workload, although there is high pressure to meet deadline. 


· Staffs individual workloads are high and this has caused  service manager to raise the disproportionate work load of case manager v case worker and there will be consideration to increase case management functions to ensure supply meets demand 


· Staff feel that some weeks can be overwhelming especially if more than one young person has reoffended and returned to court, with the potential of being remand. Assessment then needs to be reviewed etc. 


· YJB grant has reduced each of the last few years, which puts the service under more financial pressure and does not allow it to grow. 


· Feedback from court – NEL YOS ask for PSR evaluations from court, the court provide this which is predominantly good and they also give verbal. Verbal is normally by a DJ


· Majority of the time the court will go with the NEL YOS recommendation, showing confidence in our work


· Report writing is exceptional and has been commented about on numerous occasions 


· Skills audit raised training needs and staff have completed trauma, SEND and ACEs training. 


· Recent staff member who is a retired Police Officer from the early intervention policing team specialises in ACEs and trains the volunteers. 


· This training has been offered to all staff both pre and post court to ensure the same level of knowledge is used at all times.


· Staff are trained Cognitive Behavioural Therapy (CBT) training. 


· Staff also receive CBT supervision by CAMHS


· Discussed the impact from the GRAFT team, which support young people at risk of criminal exploitation. The GRAFT team work very closely with YOS and are based in children’s social care to ensure that the most vulnerable are supported 























			· In order to quality assess this national standard audit I have had sight of the current in year Magistrates / YOS protocol 2019 which clearly sets out the statutory responsibilities and the working relations expected to achieve outcomes for young people in the justice system.


· I present the below findings from discussions with the YOS team and my notes are as follows


· 


· Asset plus is initiated at commencement of intervention with young person.


· In depth assessment of family, harm, risk issues, and extensive time to submit, for High risk only or those in custody.


· Risk of serious harm, reoffending and safety and well-being are assessed by objective and subjective view, so professional judgement is always considered as the staff know the young people.


· Peer audits are consistently completed by external colleagues from other YOS team managers and lessons learned are shared through formal supervision settings 


· Best practise is always shared


· The audits have to be reviewed.


· Key focus for the team is the relationship with the child /young person.


· Demand management is overseen by managers


· The team numbers, demand, resources were reviewed in 2017 through the 0-19 commissioning re structure. And leverls remain the same, however there has been a shift to more case managers due to the demand on the front door of referrals from court and the rigorous assessment that is required


· More children are now at risk than ever before, and need to be involved in earlier intervention to prevent risks escalating.


· The team are fully committed, skills audit, training, ACE’s training, trauma training given, SEND updates.


· Teams have CBT supv and training / awareness


			· Outstanding – a point to note is the drain on the wellbeing of the staff to achieve this grade is probably not sustainable.


			· Court funding and youth justice grant has reduced.





· Graft team had an unintended consequence of workload onto the team.





· Immense pressure on the team and if there is a slight gap in resource the knock-on impact is to rest of the team.





· The information taken from the staff in relation to current demands and capacity was corroborated by the score cards produced at each youth partnership board, this clearly sets out the current capacity of the team as a % and shows that there are constantly near 100%, with an average in the 90% region





			Audit query 





			Yes/No


			Evidence 


			Validation/Supporting assessor view


			Judgement


			Narrative - Strengths areas for development / examples of innovative and or effective practice





			Reducing delays


Is all appropriate action taken to minimise any delays brought about through specialist assessment?


			


			· Courts are always adjourned for assessments when they are required. 


· Action is always taken to minimise delays  when required

















			From discussion with the team my notes are as follows;





· Not many specialist assessments requested.


· Courts specify the timelines


· Teams are well aware of the legislative framework.


			Outstanding


			· The targets set for the team difficult to achieve due to a number of impact factors that are in the control of other partnerships





			Audit query 





			Yes/No


			Evidence 


			Validation/Supporting assessor view


			Judgement


			Narrative - Strengths areas for development / examples of innovative and or effective practice





			Is court necessary and appropriate 


Is court is reserved for children who cannot be dealt with by less formal means?


			


			


· YOS ask for the court to be adjourned if they feel the young person can be dealt with by an out of court order. 


· The young person will have to attend court if they do not admit to the charges whilst in custody.


· The YOS Police Officer will always liaise with decision makers in the police to ensure the right decision is made to prevent further court appearances, when not necessary. 


· This example would be an out of court disposal running alongside a statutory order


· Out of court specialist lead has met with DCI in Humberside Police to discuss and refresh the Diversion process. 


· YOS have a new police officer in post covering maternity, so the relationships already built need to be strengthened as relationships are normally individualised, the new YOS officer is not from NEL.




















			From discussion with the team my notes are as follows;





· Out of court team in place.


· Courts take great cognisance of what the team say


· Relationship with police is very good and at a high level, engagement is very good.


			Outstanding


			





			Audit query 





			Yes/No


			Evidence 


			Validation/Supporting assessor view


			Judgement


			Narrative - Strengths areas for development / examples of innovative and or effective practice





			Reducing remand 


Is there a strategy in place to reduce the unnecessary use of youth detention accommodation at the earliest stage in the criminal justice process? 





			


			· If young person is at risk of remand, staff will ask for bail Intensive Supervision and Surveillance (ISS), or other bail packages that include an educational requirement rather than custody


· This will dependent on the risk posed by the young person. So every case is individualised


· In relation to ISS Young people who are not in education, employment or training can complete all 25 hours at YOS 


· This creates pressure as we have limited resources and activities that we can cover with YP. 


· Case managers are being paired with case workers to support with contacts, CIN meetings etc. 


· This is due to the movement of more demand in case management than young people in high risk case work processes


· There are concerns that learning providers are not supporting these young people when they are high levels of SEND and have an Education Health Care Plan? The board need to raise this with education.


· Service manager raised that this has been discussed at the board and that there is now more focus on SEND / EHCP through strategic managers


· NELC are now challenging alternative  educational providers when it is clear that YOS young people have very low educational attendance


· It was discussed that the danger is that whilst the YP is not in education, they are on the streets and are at risk of committing further offences which in turn increases our re offending rate.


· Within the police there is recognition that young people are victims to CCE and police views have changed with the way they are dealt with. This now recognises the child as a potential victim rather than an offender. 














			From discussion with the team my notes are as follows;





· YOS asks for bail support packages / files


· Supervision/tags/education agreement


· All cases are owned by a manager and follows statutory guidance and direction from YJB and HMIP


· What are the current learning establishments doing to get kids with special education/learning requirements to get them back in the learning system?


· Alternative learning team SPOCS are aware


· LA need to challenge the local framework


· What are the children’s services doing, they are aware and engaging but it’s a slow process.


			Outstanding 


			





			[bookmark: _Hlk12351316]Audit query 





			Yes/No


			Evidence 


			Validation/Supporting assessor view


			Judgement


			Narrative - Strengths areas for development / examples of innovative and or effective practice





			Reports quality 


Do individual reports prepared by the YOT focus on children’s best interests and 


Constructively promote their potential and desistance from crime?





Are they balanced and impartial?





Do they take account of the impact on victims? 





Do they promote fairness by making sure that diverse needs are met? 





			


			· Reports are exceptional and we will always attempt to offer an alternative to custody.


· It is apparent that staff go above and beyond to give young person opportunities to turn their life around and support them. However, at times they do not comply and are left with no other option but custody. 


· This is sometimes because the young person is in a vicious cycle of reoffending, and they do not consider consequences to their actions. 


· The PSRs are always  balanced and impartial as the Victim Lead acquires statements from the victim and these are put into court reports. 





			From discussion with the team my notes are as follows;





· Balance in reports, looks at the intervention opportunities done


· **me to review** PSR.


· The team are well aware of the catch and convict and tipping points


· Victim account info always added.


· PSR reviewed by me. Full and updated report.


			Outstanding 


			· Length of time to complete such reports is a challenge.





			Audit query 





			Yes/No


			Evidence 


			Validation/Supporting assessor view


			Judgement


			Narrative - Strengths areas for development / examples of innovative and or effective practice





			Sentence confidence


Do magistrates and the judiciary have reports which provide them with the required range of recommendations to make informed decisions regarding sentencing? 





Do magistrates, the judiciary (and youth offender panel members where appropriate) have confidence in the effectiveness of recommended supervision of children who offend?








			Yes


			· The majority of YOS recommendations are considered and agreed, due to the extensive information contained and the confidence in the court of the local YOS. 


· Local court staff do have confidence in YOS, and will agree with their recommendations. 


· Section 40 crime order act that requires a local board for YOS and this area should have representation from the courts to support and assist with any operational sentencing matters – Service manager has requested support from the magistrates to sit on our Youth Partnership Board. This request needs to come from the chair of the board for a representative to sit on the Youth Partnership Board. Staffing issues and time is always an issue but a court rep is needed. 


· Board champion to support this recommendation to the chair 




















			From discussion with the team my notes are as follows;





· Courts are supportive and provide feedback both written and verbal dependent on the sitting magistrate or DJ.


· The relationship with the courts is very healthy





			Outstanding 


			· Recommendation; for the board, mags court rep would be beneficial. Is it a priority for the YJB





			Audit query 





			Yes/No


			Evidence 


			Validation/Supporting assessor view


			Judgement


			Narrative - Strengths areas for development / examples of innovative and or effective practice





			Participation and engagement 





Are children and their parents and carers provided with appropriate information and support during the court process?


 


Are checks made to ensure their understanding? 





Do all proceedings demonstrate that children’s voices are heard and that they can participate effectively?





			Yes


			· Yes it happens but not always recorded on child view. This is now to be actioned alongside recommendations from the operational national standard document.


· Leaflets to be printed for young people and their families with information about the order. Leaflets to be put in the court case


· Staff do visit families to explain what their child’s order means.


· Discussed the benefit of young people having a Community passport which highlights issues around speech and language. This could be used in court; it would give them a greater understanding of their special educational needs. 


· Most young people in YOS can have difficulties with communicating. 


· Court would benefit from SEND training, so they understand our cohorts educational needs. This is in development in NEL


· YP have little understanding of the court procedures.


· At all times case workers do explain what is happening and what will happen. 


· Staff feel they do get support from other professionals at court. 


			From discussion with the team my notes are as follows;








· Parents are engaged with at all times throughout from initial referral to closure and are always involved if transition is necessary to NPS


· If parents don’t go to court , they are still linked in with and supported with transport if necessary.


· In respect to the childs voice community passports are done to explain the level of understanding / learning ability of the child.


· Rec – mags court staff would benefit from SEND input, this is to be offered to the annual meeting agenda, and all 4 YOS managers attend this.


· Do children understand the system? YOS staff explains the system, however learning barriers are evident within the speech and language difficulties faced by the entire YOS cohort.


· The team have a very good reputation in court and are actively asked for prof opinion


			Outstanding


			· The relationship with the court is very good. 


· The team are often as for opinion and guidance as the Subject Matter Experts.





			Audit query 





			Yes/No


			Evidence 


			Validation/Supporting assessor view


			Judgement


			Narrative - Strengths areas for development / examples of innovative and or effective practice





			Information transfer in custody cases


Is communication and information sharing is in line with Youth Custody Service requirements when youth detention accommodation or sentence to custody is a court outcome?





			


			· Post court reports need to be sent to YJB 2 hours from sentenced to custody:


· Within the 2 hour slot the below points need to take place.


· Case workers need to visit the young person in the cells. 


· Inform YJB that they are going to custody. 


· Post court report needs completing and signed off by a manager and sent via connectivity  


· They have to do all this as well as carry on with court if more young people are being seen. Which on occasions makes it an impossible task


· Exact time of court and sentence wasn’t recorded correctly on Child view, but we are now aware of this and it could help with the timeline. Again identified operational national standards document





· Placement alerts and recommendations need to be complete and assessments carried out if young person at risk of custody.  





			From discussion with the team my notes are as follows;





· Info transfer – it’s a stat duty


· 2hour timescales are sometimes unachievable due to the amount of information necessary and the fsct that there may be other young people in the court process that need attention


· YOS – custody – see suspect – tell YJB – find accommodation – send report


· Must be done in 2 hours from being sentenced


· Needs management countersigning


· Timescales are met normally – difficult out of hours, bureaucracy is a challenge but needs following


· There is also a challenge with regards to funding reductions


			


			· Must be done in 2 hours from being sentenced


· Needs management countersigning


· Timescales are met normally – 


· Difficult out of hours, 


· Bureaucracy is a challenge but needs following.





			Audit query 





			Yes/No


			Evidence 


			Validation/Supporting assessor view


			Judgement


			Narrative - Strengths areas for development / examples of innovative and or effective practice





			Disproportionality 


Is there good evidence of analysis of disproportionality?





Is there an action plan to tackle any disproportionality?





			


			· We do not have high levels of diversity. From data we don’t have a diverse group of offenders. 


· We now have young people placed out of area, which causes difficulties for case workers and the young person. 


· Very little provision for NEET for 16+ in our area. 


· The YMCAs new building is going to be offering emergency accommodation and alternative education.


· LAC policy to divert them from criminal activity. 








			From discussion with the team my notes are as follows;





· Locality


· Decision making


· Diversity


· Audit done on gangs – no issues


· There is a lot of looked after children in the system


· Children are out of the area which makes its difficult. There is a review in p’ships to move children back into the area which is a positive


· Post 16 education – very little in place


· New YMCA building – for education / support / staff 2022 


· There is a policy of triaging as opposed to criminalising


· 630 looked after children in the system.


· There is a policy. no need for action plan for disproportionality





			Outstanding





			











· Discussed Craig’s understanding before and after of the court process. He acknowledged the commitment of the team and the in depth of knowledge they have of the young people. Staffs are at full capacity and there is a risk of tipping over. These have been raised with management already, changes have been made but this does need to be discussed at YPB. 





· CS to pick up key points, balance, representation, timescales. 





· Board to challenge these topics. 





· In contrast with other areas, we are similar with caseloads and demands. 





· Demands and pressures – court, custody, AA duties, volunteers. 





· PC to send points and timelines





· To review these standards once a year. 





· Pressures on the team to achieve the results could have a negative impact on the team longer term, this is something for the senior managers to be aware of and ensure H&W matters are in place.
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Standards for Children in the Justice System 2019   


Baseline Year 0


[bookmark: _Toc12373456][bookmark: _Toc15635915]Standard 3: in the community - strategic self-assessment


Management Board self-assessment leads /Champions


Led by: name Paul Caswell, Head of youth offending


Members:  name Spencer Hunt, Assistant Director SAFER


			Judgment  ‘in the community’


			Strategic


			Operational





			Outstanding 


			A comprehensive assurance system is in place and regular frequent support and challenge by all partners at the management board and within each respective agency including driving improved   outcomes for each standard 1-5 and thereby the children in receipt of the services.


			In most cases, or +80%





			Good


			Assurance approaches are well evidenced frequent and there is focus on achieving the outcomes for each standard 1-5


			In some cases, or + 65-79%





			Requires improvement 


			Some evidence of assurance approaches but not systematic.


			Too few, +50 – 64%%





			Inadequate


			Insufficient approaches to assurance.


			Inconsistent, less than 50%




















			Strategic audit query 





			Yes/No


			Evidence 


Aspects below taken from staff within team meeting.


			Validation/Supporting assessor view


			Judgement


			Narrative - strengths areas for development / examples of innovative and or effective practice





			Assessments


Do all children entering the justice system receive a suitable and sufficient YJB approved assessment?





Does this focus on strengths and barriers to desistance to inform planning of appropriate interventions for children?


			YES


			· Comprehensive assessment – records views of young people and parents/carers. 


· Section on desistance. 


· Table that records, for and against offending.


· Level of impact is then graded as strong moderate, weak or potential. 


· Safety and wellbeing, risk of harm and risk or reoffending Scaled low, medium  or high. 


· Reference why you have scored at that level, professional judgement. 


· OOC also use assessment plus for all youth conditional cautions and an asset based assessment for community resolution and diversion to establish and quantify risk


· Good tool to use to assess. 


			The below detail was taken from a full team meeting of all staff across the youth justice system in NEL.


Then an asset plus assessment was reviewed and the young person was interviewed by the board champion Spencer Hunt. 





· To add to the below information taken from the staff meetings I have met with a case manager Zoe Grindle who showed me the child view data records of a young man, I was able to chronologically look through the case which clearly showed the story of the young man, his offending, support of desistance and any significant changes to his circumstances. The data within this record was well kept, timely and clear to see the journey


· [bookmark: _GoBack]I then met the young man and discussed his case, his relationship to YOS and if he had had a positive or negative view of YOS, he explained to me that he respected his YOS worker and enjoyed being supported by YOS


· Staff adhere to national standards in relation to reviews


· It is YJB approved and comprehensive in system, it offers professional judgement on full assessment and directs staff to correct intervention to reduce re offending, support desistance factors and protect the child and the community





· Asset plus system  outcomes are shared in core groups, to support a wide range of professionals working  with young people within the thresholds of CIN / CP & CLA





· It assists when a child is sentenced to custody, in relation to risk and probation in relation to transition.





· The YJB have previously reduced the national standards in relation to review to every 6 months, however in NEL we continue to review every 3 months or at the point of any significant changes to circumstances.


			Outstanding


			· Maintaining previous national standards to ensure risk is minimised


· Information sharing to reduce the levels of need of any child, to support to support the step down process.





			Audit query 





			Yes/No


			Evidence 


			Validation/Supporting assessor view


			Judgement


			Narrative - strengths areas for development / examples of innovative and or effective practice





			Practice 


Does local practice prioritise


· children’s best interests, constructively promotes their potential and desistance, 


· encourages their active engagement, and minimises the potential damage that contact with the system can bring


			YES


			Again discussed in team meeting





· OOC diversion, rather than criminal charges. 


· Home visits, rather than mixing YP attend at Youth offending that could potentially cause harm or incident. 


· YP involved in intervention plan all the way through. 


· Panel – use mind map, what they like, what will help etc.  Parents are involved. 


· OCC intervention is carried out in local hubs, workshops, in the community, home visits rather than in the youth offending office environment. 


· Card CSCS – costs are high, however YOS management will always support a child against the cost 


· Professional discussion  with youth worker, about positive activities. 


· Families not willing or unable to pay for activities. Staff can put things into place but sometimes it comes down to no support from parents.  


· Professional relationship will direct the support given. Importance of building relationships with YP, being consistent. 


· Historical lack of  trust in services, history in family. 


· Changing resources so they are not repeated. 





			· The assessment and the intervention prioritise the child’s best interests and assists in the development of the intervention plan.


· This will encourage positive relationships with  YOS, parents, carers and child.


· All plans are individualised and tailored rather than one plan fits all.


· Self-esteem is key to the development of the child and should be developed in the plan in a restorative and non-judgemental manner, ensuring that the child is at the centre of the plan at all times.


· This process has been developed across all levels of the NEL youth justice system, pre and post court.


· A negative is the amount of external funding limiting the range of options, this particularly evident in post 16 NEET cohorts.


· The assessment plan and practise is clearly developed in a partnership manner where by strengths and weakness are supported and built upon.





  


			OUTSTANDING


			· External funding reduces capacity in the office environment and reduces the choice and menu of interventions available for the child and the team.


· All practices are consistent across the youth justice model in both pre and post court.





			Audit query 





			Yes/No


			Evidence 


			Validation/Supporting assessor view


			Judgement


			Narrative - strengths areas for development / examples of innovative and or effective practice





			Quality and effectiveness 


Are court orders managed in a way that reflects the aim of the youth justice system; to enable children to live a safe, crime-free life and make a positive contribution to society?





Is there effective communication and information exchange is in place for all relevant stakeholders throughout the sentence?





Do strategic partners have confidence in:


the quality of services and the management of orders


the effectiveness of supervision of children on court orders


			YES


			· Electronic Tags –parent feels that they can’t manage. 


· Depends on court officers challenging the magistrates. 


· Depends who is acting YOS court officer, dependent on skill and knowledge base and which magistrates and on the bench. 


· Going to court and court referring back to an OOC outcome. 


· Staff feels they have a voice in court and their professional judgement is listened to.  


· Only on the odd occasion the magistrates don’t work with the YOS staff and their recommendations. 


· Overall there is a good relationship between YOS and the court. 


· Partnership engagement – Social workers. Youth engagement services, both universal and targeted, NEET, Schools and alternative learning establishments


· Partners are not always meeting the YPs needs, barriers are – not getting picked up for education. BACS system, 8 weeks trial, not flexible. 


· Hard for YP that have had low attendance in education. Due to limited options, choice making to not attend


· Academies are the biggest barrier.


·  Staff need to go and support the YP for schools to consider them. 


· Partners do have confidence in our service – 


· Staff feel they are they are listened to in CP meetings etc.


· All agencies are contacted when a plan starts. 


			· It is clear that the courts have confidence and faith in the youth offending service, knowledge and recommendations in relation to sentencing.


· All sentence recommendations are discussed with contributions from the partnership seconded police and probation officers, to provide advice to court regarding risk and appropriate levels of sentencing.


· There is a clear step down process offered to a court to ensure the sentence is proportionate to the offence. Out of court disposals can run in tandem with a statutory order.


· YOS staff feel that they are listened to at court.


· YOS staff always advocate the voice of the child, however this is always counter balanced with factors around public protection


· All documentation re custody are transferred to the YJB by connectivity, normally within the 2 hour timeframe. 


· Reviews on Asset plan are completed timely and within national standards.


· The plan is always completed at the commencement of an order in conjunction of parent, child and YOS.


· The plan considers diversity and supports desistance , these being education, drugs and alcohol, housing, school
























































			OUTSTANDING


			· 2 Hour time frame is sometimes difficult to meet due to logistics within the court arena.





			Audit query 





			Yes/No


			Evidence 


			Validation/Supporting assessor view


			Judgement


			Narrative - strengths areas for development / examples of innovative and or effective practice





			Communication and engagement 


Children and their parents and carers are provided with appropriate information and support during the sentence. There should be evidence and recording of their understanding.


			YES


			· Telephone conversations, panel meetings, parent views, recorded on Child view. 


· Reviewed every 3 months that includes a self-assessment tool, parents are also included. 


· Panel is not held unless a parent attends for YP under 16 and they are asked for their views on progress and how they can support.


· Parent or guardian is involved at all stages. 


· Staff keeping in contact with the family builds a good relationship. 


			· Children, parents and carers are fully involved in the process and evidenced within our system data, the voice of the child is clearly a priority within internal policy and protocols.


· Parent, carer and child  are involved in the discussion around transition, this set in protocol around 17 years and 9 months and is detailed in the CRC / NPS / YOS transition protocol.


· At all times parents and carers are encouraged to maintain contact when a child is sentenced to custody, YOS will arrange and transport where necessary.


· The assessment tool has a self-assessment section and is completed by the child and parent at all times


· Parent and carer are always involved in any review.


· Panel is parent and child focused


· The YOS system shows constant communication with parent carers no matter the order, be it a referral order or detention and training order.


			outstanding


			· Recording of incidents in custody need to be evidenced on CV.














Elements that were clearly a gap or challenge within discussions


· Funding to be more creative 


· Training with regards to cohort


· Positive activities 


· Driving lessons


· Facilities


· The building


· First aid (street)


· Self defence


· Sexual health training 	
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Standards for Children in the Justice System 2019   


Baseline Year 0


[bookmark: _Toc12373458][bookmark: _Toc15635917]Standard 4: in secure settings – strategic self-assessment


Management Board self-assessment leads /Champions





Led by: name 


Members:  name 





			Judgment ‘in secure settings’


			Strategic


			Operational





			Outstanding 


			A comprehensive assurance system is in place and regular frequent support and challenge by all partners at the management board and within each respective agency including driving improved   outcomes for each standard 1-5 and thereby the children in receipt of the services.


			In most cases, or +80%





			Good


			Assurance approaches are well evidenced frequent and there is focus on achieving the outcomes for each standard 1-5


			In some cases, or + 65-79%





			Requires improvement 


			Some evidence of assurance approaches but not systematic.


			Too few, +50 – 64%%





			Inadequate


			Insufficient approaches to assurance.


			Inconsistent, less than 50%


















			Strategic audit query 





			Yes/No


			Evidence 


			Validation/Supporting assessor view


			Judgement


			Narrative - Strengths areas for development / examples of innovative and or effective practice





			Transport 


Is the transport used for children, from court to their destination establishment, to and from court while in custody, or used for other destinations (e.g. health appointments), appropriate for children, and minimises delays?





			Yes


			· GeoAmey is the transport firm contracted to courts for transportation of Youths and we have had no evidence of issues or delays. 


· Whilst in custody if there are any health appointments needs the Standards of Practice are that the young person is escorted by two Prison Officers at all times, in an appropriate vehicle to the respective appointment.


			· In the past when there has been major issues the young people have informed us and we would also be informed by GeoAmy.  This is no longer case as we have had no negative communication by GeoAmy or any of the young people. 


· Whilst a young person is in custody we have received no safeguarding concerns regarding escorting to/from custody. 


			Outstanding


			· This is difficult to judge as the transport for young people is arranged by an external agency.  





· Currently there is no negative feedback which shows that it is suitable for all.  





· All safeguarding concerns are recorded on child view and there is no negative feedback in relation to transport to, and whilst in custody.  





			Audit query 





			Yes/No


			Evidence 


			Validation/Supporting assessor view


			Judgement


			Narrative - Strengths areas for development / examples of innovative and or effective practice





			Management of risk and need 


Are the needs and risks of children in secure establishments? 


identified, 


addressed, 


coordinated, and managed 


to enable a suitable, effective and constructive


Resettlement with a focus on continuing desistance?


			


Yes with some points of negativity


			· The Youth custody service via connectivity receives all information from the Youth Offending Service regarding the young person via Asset Plus.  





· This assessment will detail and identify all the risks for the young person, what work needs to be carried out and what resettlement will be required on release. 





· This then determines the establishment the young person would be placed at.  





· Regular meetings in custody are held with the young person. Meetings focus on identifying what work is carried out in custody as well as focus on resettlement into the community and desistance for release.   If a young person has an Education Health and Care Plan their EHCP coordinator will arrange a visit to discuss the plan and arrangements following release.





· For Section 91 Sentences, due to the length of the sentences resettlement may not be discussed until nearer the release date.  





· Positives:


· While in custody access to full education, the army cadets, gym and exercise are all offered. Incentives scheme to encourage the young person to make positive choices and utilise these resources are in place– ie; The Gold Room/ wing.





· Negatives:


· There appears to be a lack of offending behaviour programmes for the young people due a shortage of manpower/resources for substance intervention and mental health support/ programmes.  These are available and offered but are considerably delayed again due to a lack of resources.





· Support is provided through the In2out mentoring service.  In2out work with the young people in custody and once released offer continued support, assistance and contact with the young person in the community.





· If concerns are identified for young people around safety and wellbeing in custody, custodial staff open up an ACCT (Assessment, Care in Custoday Teamwork) to ensure the young person is monitored and safeguarded.  





			· We currently have three young people in custody at the present time all serving lengthy Section 91 sentences. 


· Currently resettlement and desistance planning is not discussed due to length of sentence.  However, previous custodial sentences have shown strong focus on resettlement and desistance factors ie when planning for release education and SEND support are focused upon as a key desistance factor and this is further support through the Local Authority using the 15 day consultation legislation.  


			Good


			· We are confident in relation to the assessment and design of the resettlement plan.  However, the local delivery has significant challenge in securing an appropriate education placement within the local area.  
















































































































































































· There appears to be a lack of offending behaviour programmes for the young people due a shortage of manpower/resources for substance intervention and mental health support/ programmes.  These are available and offered but are considerably delayed again due to a lack of resources.


· The above negative pointers will be discussed at the next Youth Partnership Board.








			Audit query 





			Yes/No


			Evidence 


			Validation/Supporting assessor view


			Judgement


			Narrative - Strengths areas for development / examples of innovative and or effective practice





			Services


Do all services, including education and health care, prioritise children’s best interests and recognises their needs, capacities, rights and potential?


























Do services take all action to address the causes of a child’s offending behaviour and address any unmet social, emotional, health or educational needs





			Yes















































Yes


			· In Custody – 


· Yes, services work collaboratively to ensure children’s best interests are met.  Individual plans are devised when a young person is first in custody, which is reviewed regularly to ensure that their needs are being met and they are reaching their potential.








· Upon release from a Secure Children’s Home or Custody there is a lack of provision for young people who have offended and it is difficult finding them a place back in to education where their specific needs can be addressed.  This is a recommendation for the Board.





· Wetherby could be better at addressing the EHCP reviews and including them in the resettlement plan.


· Upon release from custody the SEND Team  have  a 15 day statutory consultation period with the resettlement placement and if they decline the placement then another one has to be found and then it’s another 15 days start again which is a continual delay in getting started.











			· The young people that we are working require bespoke educational provision to meet their significant needs and behaviours.  





· A child is released from custody with a plan.  In addition to education the plan will incorporate the CIN/CP Plan and support around the young person’s health needs, substance misuse support etc.  


			Good


			















































· Whilst there is a robust plan wrapped around the child in relation to desistance factors at times there is a lack of educational provision for young people who have offended.  There are difficulties in finding them a place back into education where their specific needs can be addressed.  This is a recommendation for the Board.





			Audit query 





			Yes/No


			Evidence 


			Validation/Supporting assessor view


			Judgement


			Narrative - Strengths areas for development / examples of innovative and or effective practice





			Environment





Is the environment that children live in rehabilitative and safe?




























































































Is it one where there is a culture that enables children to develop, grow and learn?





			





Yes


































































































Yes





			





· 50% of Young offenders using  the YJB Custody feedback forms  report that they have felt safe in custody.





· Wetherby is essentially a Prison environment and the verbal feedback from some YP is that generally they don’t feel fully safe or in an environment where rehabilitation is the main goal.


 


· All young people who have been in secure homes report that they have felt safe.  


 





· There is a Big difference between Wetherby and secure Children’s homes.  Because the Secure Children’s Homes are smaller, and generally hold between 10-30 young people, whereas Wetherby is a lot bigger and can be more impersonal.  





· This depends on where they are placed as mentioned above.  The structured routine within custody helps ie; The young person have to go to education and due to this consistency and small classrooms (only 4-5 in each class) they do and can improve considerably.





· Work around the young person’s emotional health and Cognitive wellbeing, these areas are not great or fully addressed and would benefit from further input from the custodial establishment.





			





· During the covid-19 pandemic custodial facilities have increased their support of young people including allowing more phone calls home and with professionals





· The custodial facilities have updated weekly via the YJB calls, and to individual YOS Manager’s in relation to the welfare of children and young people in custody.  


			





Good


			





			Audit query 





			Yes/No


			Evidence 


			Validation/Supporting assessor view


			Judgement


			Narrative - Strengths areas for development / examples of innovative and or effective practice





			Service quality 





Do strategic partnerships and secure establishment providers have confidence in the quality of services and in the effectiveness of supervision of children?





Does all service provision prioritise the child’s best interest?





			





Yes


			 


· Refer to childview in relation to individual children’s notes in relation to safeguarding in custody.  

















· Yes education wise they do.  All try their best under extremely stretched circumstances.  Regular reviews take place and while in custody each young people have their own offender manager to work with and contact if they have any issues.









































			


			Outstanding


			


· In North East Lincolnshire the Youth Partnership Board oversees YOS Management performance, safety and wellbeing of both staff and service users.  The YPB reports directly into the Community Safety Partnership Executive Board and The Safeguarding Children’s Partnership Board.  At no point have any concerns been raised through this governance and leadership process in relation to non-confidence of service.  The YOS manage this process and would report upwards if there were any significant concerns.  Currently NELC YOS feel very supported by the secure setting and they feel that they have a good relationship.  





· During COVID-19 the secure settings updated all Youth Offending Service’s constantly with any changes and any improvements to the life of the child whilst in the custodial setting.  





			Audit query 





			Yes/No


			Evidence 


			Validation/Supporting assessor view


			Judgement


			Narrative - Strengths areas for development / examples of innovative and or effective practice





			Engagement 


Are children and their parents and carers provided with appropriate information and support during the secure phase of the sentence?





			





Yes


			· The main responsibility for keeping parents and carers up to date is handled by the Youth Offending Service.  They ensure access to venues and visits are arranged and ensure that the parents/carers are updated with information regarding the young person.





· Offender case manager also liaise with parents and carers to keep them informed.  





· Secure Children’s Homes have information packs they send out to parents and so do Keppel (the vulnerability wing within Wetherby).








			· YOS staff go above and beyond what is expected of them due to their role to ensure that the young person’s family have the opportunity of taking an active role in support and have the knowledge, understanding to do this. YOS staff also frequently facilitate transport to and from custodial settings to enable parents/carers to be able to maintain a level of contact.  


			Outstanding
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Standards for Children in the Justice System 2019   


Baseline Year 0


[bookmark: _Toc12373460][bookmark: _Toc15635919]Standard 5: on transition – strategic self-assessment


Management Board self-assessment leads /Champions


Led by: name 


Members:  name





			Judgment ‘on transition’


			Strategic


			Operational





			Outstanding 


			A comprehensive assurance system is in place and regular frequent support and challenge by all partners at the management board and within each respective agency including driving improved   outcomes for each standard 1-5 and thereby the children in receipt of the services.


			In most cases, or +80%





			Good


			Assurance approaches are well evidenced frequent and there is focus on achieving the outcomes for each standard 1-5


			In some cases, or + 65-79%





			Requires improvement 


			Some evidence of assurance approaches but not systematic.


			Too few, +50 – 64%%





			Inadequate


			Insufficient approaches to assurance.


			Inconsistent, less than 50%














			Strategic audit query 





			Yes/No


			Evidence 


			Validation/Supporting assessor view


			Judgement


			Narrative - Strengths areas for development / examples of innovative and or effective practice





			Systems 


Do local systems and approaches recognise and reflect the moves / transitions for children in the youth justice system can be frequent?


























































































































Are there local systems in place that demonstrate flexibility and capacity for continuity in assessment, planning and the delivery of interventions for children in the youth justice system who make a transition/change?


			Yes


			· There is evidence on child view in relation transitions of young people from YOS to NPS


· Information is requested from YOS by NPS and allocated to an appropriate probation officer


· Probation and YOS jointly deliver signs of safety meetings where transitions are discussed and all details are updated on child view


· Spreadsheet is kept by NPS admin specifically for YOS transition


· Seconded Probation officer will always record on Child View and at point of transition all documents transferred onto NPS system.


· Documents are sent by case managers in a timely manner.


· There is currently excellent communication between YOS and Probation at operational and strategic levels.





· National policy between the two services reviewed and signed annually


· Flexibility is always considered and a gradual transition used when needed i.e. 3 month gradual transition which includes YOS and NPS offering appointments until the case is transferred permanently after transferring


· An example would be when a young person was offered voluntary contact for first month following transition


· More meetings were offered / put in place if young person feels they need more support during transition. 


· Probation always invite young person into the NPS office so they are familiar with the service and building.  As long as they have turned 18 already.




















			· It is positive to note that records are kept for transition cases on both organisations systems, including on the YP’s child view record. 


· There is clear, recorded evidence of case discussions between youth workers and probation staff to discuss key concerns / risks re the YP to enable to the most appropriate allocation within HMPPS. It is noted that the YOS secondee from HMPPS attends all signs of safety meetings and shares relevant information on transition cases. 


· Evidence of clear communication between HMPPS admin spoc and YOS case workers in relation to the transfer of key documents relating to the YP. 


· There is evidence of a good level of oversight at a strategic level with effective communication between YJB chair, Youth Offending service manager and YJB panel members. Clearly recorded minutes and regular meetings are held.


· A flexible approach is evidenced in case records with joint supervision sessions involving YP, YOS caseworker and allocated probation officer – this is evidenced at pre and post transition stage. 


			Outstanding


			· Strength: It is noted that there are high levels of co-operation and strong partnerships with a focus on the YP and achieving the best outcomes for service users. 





· Good practice point : YOS secondee facilitating a visit to the adult services on transition to enable YP to familiarise themselves with the new office/adult environment. 





			Audit query 





			Yes/No


			Evidence 


			Validation/Supporting assessor view


			Judgement


			Narrative - Strengths areas for development / examples of innovative and or effective practice





			Leadership and accountability 


Is there evidence of planning and leadership at all levels, together with strong governance and clear responsibilities in place to minimise, as far as is reasonable and practicable, any potential for the negative impact that any transition may have for a child?




















Is there a robust approach to holding services and agencies to account in the event of insufficient planning and delivery of the transition and or resettlement plan for a child?


			


			· Local partnership agreement is in place. 


· Local  partnership agreement is refreshed annually and all policies are authorised through the Youth Partnership Board (YPB)


· The YPB is chaired by the head of the local NPS


· The NPS board member is also a member of the National NPS YOS forum.


· All discussions around transition are captured with YPB minutes


· Discussion in Signs of Safety Meetings to consider transition and to put specific and tailored plans in place. 


· There is supervision in place at both YOS and NPS which is triangulated so that plans are quality audited on a regular basis.


· It would be beneficial if other agencies linked to the young person such as through care, attend the 3 and 6 month meetings. 


· However on occasions this is hindered due to the transition process being replaced by appearances in court and direct referral to NPS  








			· Clear evidence of leadership at all levels, YJB is chaired by HMPPS head of service which allows for focussed decision making. Decision/action log recorded and  filtered down via panel members to operational level for implementation. 


· Local partnership work is strong with good communication and clear lines of accountability.  


· Clear evidence of effective supervision of HMPPS YOS secondee by both YOS and HMPPS line managers, supervision is recorded and there is evidence of shared objectives and outcomes. 


			Outstanding 


			· [bookmark: _GoBack]Area for development: It is noted that whilst there are high levels of partnership working between HMPPS and YOS to support YP transitioning to adult services, there would be significant benefits in throughcare team members being involved in this work. It is noted that most case managers attempt to invite throughcare teams but attendance is often limited. 
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2. Good Practice identified

e Evidence of use of Trauma Therapist in child records

e Licence conditions include transition planning for 3 months and co-work between YOS and
National Probation Service

e Speech and language considered in child’s records

e Child seenin school for sessions as per the child’s wishes

e Multi-Agency involvement in plan evidence in case records and assessment
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Area for development

All subsequent prison sentence plan dates to be agreed at the initial meeting and recorded
to meet the needs of the child

Court Warrants are not seen YOS have been challenged re this as it is a requirement for YOS
to have a copy, court reply is that we don’t, this is common across Humberside as the other
LA YOS also don’t receive the warrant from

Staff to think about how they record how they ‘demonstrate supportive relationship’
Parental involvement to be strengthened in practice and case records

Staff to consider how they demonstrate that the young person understands sentence?

Staff to use induction paperwork

Court Officers need to accurately record the time of cell visits, sentence time and post-court
report sent

Signed Pat Maskell /0 /4 . MMM@
Signed Debbie Joyce
P16
ci)e Ca_
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Scunthorpe verification of audit.21.01.2020.pdf

On 13.01.2020 North East Lincolnshire Operational Manager Donna Abernethie met with North
Lincolnshire Practice Supervisors Debbie Joyce & Pat Maskell at Oswald House Scunthorpe.

Each YOS completed 20 National Standards Audits. We dip sampled 25% of the cases, ensuring a
case from each National Standard was verified.

North East Lincolnshire

Cases dip sampled

PID 867424 — Qut Of Court Disposal
868473 — Court

868653 — Community

JI = Secure Setting

DC- Transition
I can confirm we agree with the ratings that North East Lincelnshire have given each of the cases.

2. Good Practice identified

¢ Evidence of use of Trauma Therapist in child records

¢ Llicence conditions include transition planning for 3 months and co-work between YOS and
National Probation Service

s Speech and language considered in child’s records

e Child seen in schoal for sessions as per the child’s wishes

¢ Multi-Agency involvement in plan evidence in case records and assessment

Area for development

e All subsequent prison sentence plan dates to be agreed at the initial meeting and recorded
to meet the needs of the child

¢ Court Warrants are not seen YOS have been challenged re this as it is a requirement for YOS
to have a copy, court reply is that we don't, this is common across Humberside as the other
LA YOS also don't receive the warrant from

« Staff to think about how they record how they ‘demonstrate supportive relationship’

» Parental involvement to be strengthened in practice and case records

» Staff to consider how they demonstrate that the young person understands sentence?

s Staff to use induction paperwork

» Court Officers need to accurately record the time of cell visits, sentence time and post-court
report sent

Signed Pat Maskell /0 ,éz - Al abteyy

Signed Debbie Joyce .
AN
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Introduction 

The principle aim of the youth justice system, established by section 37 of the Crime and Disorder Act 1998, is to prevent offending by children and young people.

Prevention and early help within 0-19 is committed to diverting young people from formal prosecution, in appropriate cases working in conjunction with the Youth Offending Service.

Recent evidence tells us that it is possible to change the life-course paths of children and young people by understanding and responding to the drivers of crime that being health and social factors and not reinforcing volition.


In North East Lincolnshire we continually aim to reduce first time entrants and repeat offending, the Diversion strand is an alternative option to the formal process of the criminal justice system (CJS) and is the default position for all out of court cases.    Current research suggests that a young person is 6 times less likely to repeat criminal or antisocial behaviour if they don’t enter the formal CJS.  The diversion offer seeks to address those specific key areas of a child and families life that increase their chance of entering statutory service at the same time finding strengths and safety that already exist.  The intervention language is more around support than punishment behaviour rather than offending, incident rather than offence and finding what’s working well. 

 The principles of diversion work are to:


· Minimise labelling to avoid stigmatising and preventing them from forming a deviant identity


· Avoiding net widening so making it an alternative and not a supplement.


· Finally, not overdosing young people with intervention so it is specific and targeted.

“Changing the way our criminal justice system works is one way of making sure that all members of our society can reach their potential, and contribute to their


Communities” This means giving people the support they need to stay out of trouble in the first place, and dedicating resources to rehabilitation for those who have committed crimes, so they can add value to society rather than detracting from it” (January 2017 transform justice)

The Diversion Offer seeks to prevent children and young people from offending or re-offending and diverts them from coming into the criminal justice system by assessing and delivering targeted interventions at an early stage.  The Diversion offer allows intervention to be delivered prior to age of criminal responsibility when the behaviour displayed is that what would give you concern of future offending if the child was age 10 or above, however this will be a plan around the family delivered by strengthening family practitioners.

Diversion also allows to be offered when an admission of guilt is not offered, this goes some way to the best outcome where the young person has been advised to go no comment and also goes some way to addressing the racial inequalities that are potentially associated with the requirement of admitting guilt, with children and young people from BAME backgrounds’ reportedly being less likely to admit guilt and therefore potentially being denied the opportunity of diversion where appropriate. 


Brief definition


1. Diversion – not necessarily arrested – possible removal from scene for safety or immediate risk to approved safety network member - diverted to locality children’s centre for intervention – can be taken to police station for voluntary interview. CCE is an exception to this, CCE will be arrested for safety of the young person and public protection.  

Police outcomes for diversion: 


· Outcome 8: Community Resolution: A Community Resolution (with or without formal Restorative Justice) has been applied in accordance with College of Policing guidance.  


· Outcome 10: Not in public interest (Police) (from April 2014): Formal action against the offender is not in the public interest (Police decision). 


· Outcome 11: Prosecution prevented – suspect under age (from April 2014): Prosecution prevented – named suspect identified but is below the age of criminal responsibility.


· Outcome 22 is the favourable and agreed outcome if appropriate and diversion is agreed.  Diversionary, educational or intervention activity, resulting from the crime report, has been undertaken and it is not in the public interest to take any further action. Diversion data OOCD\Outcome 22 - NPCC Briefing note (v1 March 2019).pdf

· Outcome 11 is the option for under 10 year old children. Diversion leaflets in electronic and print form for victims are available to assist their understanding of best outcomes for children and the protection of the public.

2. Diversion group/gang behaviour – working in partnership with the stronger and safer community’s team, police and the young people’s street based team to establish problem areas and members of gangs/groups. Sharing of intelligence and targeted work with individuals and groups.  

3. CR1 – Community resolution – no intervention - recorded on Humberside 

CONNECT system but not identified on enhanced disclosure, however could 

be locally approved to disclose dependant on the incident and offence context 

and the reason the disclosure is needed. The decision will be considered in 

accordance with the quality assurance framework– can be arrested


4. CR2 – community resolution – intervention - recorded on Humberside CONNECT system but not identified on enhanced disclosure, however could be locally approved to disclose dependant on the incident and offence context and the reason the disclosure is needed. The decision will be considered in accordance with the quality assurance framework – can be arrested


5. YC – Youth caution – no intervention - police record, disclosed for DBS 


6. YCC – Youth conditional caution – intervention for 3 months from administration of caution possibly extended up to 20 weeks in some circumstances


The police have the discretion to arrest and then make a diversion offer following investigation.

The Diversion Offer has a number of strands (see Appendix 1):

· Non-Crime - Anti Social Behaviour 10 years old and above where they will be referred into general family support within the strengthening families’ model.

· Non-crime – behaviour that would be seen as Anti-social behaviour if they were 10 years old or above - where they will be referred into general family support within the strengthening families’ model.


· Non crime - Anti-social behaviour in gangs/groups affecting a place. Intelligence shared and targeted plan established with police and street based team. 


· Crime – criminal behaviour of a young person 10 years or above where the gravity is low (1-3) and diversion offer is the best outcome.  The victims voice will be captured this will be opt out not opt in so this needs to be discussed with the victim by the police officer who takes the witness statement or the YOS police officer at decision making if the outcome is YCC. (leaflets are available) E.g low level assault, shop theft, criminal damage.


· Crime – behaviour that would be seen as criminal if they were 10 years or above.


· Crimes at home – based on seriousness (gravity 1-3 as a guidance)

· Crimes within Local authority care homes including foster care homes (gravity 1-3 as a guidance)


· Crimes in school – based on seriousness (to reduce exclusion and criminalisation) (gravity 1-3 as a guidance)


· Harmful sexualised Behaviour decision based on seriousness and assessment by an AIM trained practitioner.

· Criminal exploitation – criminal behaviour (gravity1-4) if behaviour is due to exploitation by an adult? For example, in possession and distribution of illegal substances when coerced by an adult.

· Child sexual exploitation – criminal or anti-social behaviour when indicators are present that CSE is the main contributory factor to offending. For example, gang behaviour and shop theft (food and essentials) police to get the view of the victim for consideration only when taking the witness statement or by the YOS Police officer at decision making if YCC.  Young person must agree to a referral to a vulnerability worker within a family hub to safeguard from further CSE.

· Group/gang ASB in specific locations pathway available in process document.

There are specialist workers within North East Lincolnshire children’s services that the young people can be referred to or where they contribute and advise on the plan for specialist intervention this is dependent on their vulnerability.   


All the above are the vulnerability groups that must be considered for diversion (public protection first) however diversion is available for any young person of any offence if the police decision maker deems it appropriate. Diversion is the first consideration and then decision making goes up.  If diversion is not offered to a young person and they are associated to one of the vulnerability strands the police and YOS must evidence the justification.  This is to ensure that we give the best possible outcome to young people who are particularly vulnerable due and often disproportionate within youth justice.  

Decision making on multiple offending must be made with police and YOS for alternative approaches or repeat diversion offer. Consider significant changes in Young person’s life since previous episode of offending and intervention for example: Learning style, having new information on a diagnosis, learning ability, accommodation, LAC status etc.… Also see Referral criteria for significant change and risk classification.

Key strategic outcomes of the Diversion Programme 

• To reduce children and families entering statutory service


•To reduce offending and reoffending


•Keeping the public safe and feeling safe


Indicators of strategic outcomes being met


· More efficient and effective targeting of resources at an early point in the process 


· Significant improvements in the life prospects for young people involved in offending behaviour.

· Targeted assessment to identify the correct cohort of children and young people

· Improved, health, family relationships and education outcomes.


· For the young person not to have a label or memory of being a young offender.


· Increased positive activity in young people’s lives. 


· Reduction of unnecessary processing of young people through the criminal justice system

· Increased external capacity to support them in reaching their full potential


· Reduced amount of criminally exploited children being criminalised.


· Reduced the criminalisation of young people who are offending due to child sexual exploitation.


·  Reduced criminalisation of young people who display harmful sexualised behaviour due to them having a history of abuse themselves.


· Reduced gang behaviour


· Improved scaling on areas of human dignity evidenced within a young peron workbook.

The Diversion offer may lead to an intervention, depending on the assessment of need/risk, providing targeted services to support children young people and their family to move away from becoming involved in the CJS. 

The approach

All professionals working with children and young people must take a Signs of safety approach to work collaboratively with families, victims/communities to agree what needs to happen to improve outcomes for all. Multi agency approach on gang/group behaviour established from the ASB sub group.

As part of the assessment process, practitioners should always:


· Take an approach where the voice of the child/young person and parent/carer is at the centre of the assessment and plan for that family. 

· Ask best questions throughout the assessment and intervention.


· Consult with all family members including family members who do not live in the same household (via a family network meeting) to create a safety network

· Identify the strengths and risks to the family


· Incorporate desistance work to identify the why


· Consider the child’s life from their perspective - what does this mean for the individual child/young person? What do they want to change or happen?  What does the parent/carer want to change/happen?

· Close only when you are clear on the child/young person and parent/carers experiences and that they are identified and scaled to reduce risk of reoccurrence.


· Have the main focus of intervention on family, education, health, risk, safety and wellbeing, positive activities, desistance and the young person’s basic human primary goods as a standard programme offer.  Additional intervention will be based on need and risk of the individual family.


· Locality leads to establish plans with the Local policing teams LPT and street based team on place issues.


YOS Police Officers should seek to explore whether there is a direct victim

 from a young person’s behaviour, a community impact or if there is another form of conflict in the child/young person life, which could lead to offending, this information/victim impact statement should be shared with the victims permission only. This information initially is gathered by the investigating officer.  Restorative approaches should be considered in all suitable cases referred to the Diversion Programme however the victim will not be contacted by the police post assessment of young person unless the outcome is a YC or YCC.


The Diversion Programme provides a framework for OOCD practitioners to respond appropriately to the behaviour and needs of the child/young person as well as the impact of their behaviour on others.

The model prevents children/young people and their families from retelling their stories to multiple workers whilst streamlining processes and procedures. The Diversion Programme is rooted in a clear assessment of risk factors to offending/ASB and protective factors to help reduce offending. This is evidenced in the young people’s own workbook that is based around the principles of the Good life model (GLM)

The role of the YOS Police Officer within the diversion offer and OOCD

All YOS Police Officers must promote the principles of the National Strategy for the Policing of Children and Young People through their work with partner agencies, victims, local communities, children/young people and their families.

The Youth Justice Board sets out clear guidance for the Role of the YOS Police Officer in:


· Preventing offending by children and young people


· Joint decision making with the YOS


· Delivering restorative processes


· Administering Cautions


· Developing partnership working


· Attend the ASB sub group, share intelligence with locality leads on place with individual names.

Consent

The Diversion intervention is voluntary, and this along with the aims and principles of the programme should be explained by the allocated officer or the police clearly to children/young people and their parents/carers. Consent should be completed at the point of referral (with the exception of crime police referrals where the outcome is a YC or YCC). Consent should be recorded on Liquidlogic or child view. In cases where consent is not gained, the reason for declining should be recorded for future decisions and an explanation of possible consequences to the parent and child /young person if they do refuse the diversion option.  I.e.: recommendation of YCC, not considering diversion in the future, leaving themselves vulnerable to offend again.

The referral criteria:

· Completed contact form


·  or 125 and referral form from the police

· Consent gained from parent/carer for a whole family approach.

· At least one incident of ASB or crime or behaviour that would be considered Anti-social or criminal if they were 10 years or above

Crime referrals from the Police will be automatically accepted and will come into the local team secure inbox, however the police should indicate if they will consider the diversion offer.  From receipt of referral to recommendation following assessment back to the police the standard is 15 working days in line with youth justice national standards.  

Children and young people can be referred to the Diversion Programme on more than one occasion. Consideration should be given to re-referrals as to whether there has been any significant change to the child/young person’s life. Providing the referral criteria has been met, prevention and early help should consider the case.  The YOS decision maker should ensure the police have a full statement of facts why a re-referral is appropriate to aid decision making.

For crime referrals from the Police the following applies:

· Age 10 – 17 years old 

· The full code test must be met

· ‘taking responsibility’ for Community resolutions

· Offence Gravity between 1 and 3 (4 in exceptional circumstances at discretion of police decision maker)


· The child/young person must have a North East Lincolnshire home address


Additionally, YJB guidance also states: 


"The crime strand can be applied to first offences, and also to low gravity offending amongst children and young people who have already received a formal disposal, if the screening indicates this is the most suitable option” 


Their circumstances when the crime strand diversion offer may be offered as a repeat option are:

· if two low gravity offences have been committed in a short time frame and you have not yet offered diversionary support to the child or young person

· if the second offence is a considerable time (over six months) after the initial offence


· if the second offence, though also low gravity, is of a different type than the first

· Learning ability/needs/style or a formal diagnosis or traits showing have not previously been considered during intervention.

· Significant decrease in seriousness of offence from previous offences, even if the young person has previously been sentenced to a custodial sentence.

Previous convictions, reprimands, warnings, cautions, youth conditional cautions or other out-of-court disposals do not preclude the use of a further OOCD. However, the police officers and youth justice staff involved in taking the decision should consider whether the new offence is part of a pattern of offending which requires a more serious response such as a prosecution.

Inappropriate repeat use of the crime strand may reduce its effectiveness as an intervention so a Manager should sign off the decision to repeat it. In all crime strand assessments, individual circumstances should be assessed, and factors such as immediate admission of guilt, remorse and willingness to engage in preventative support should influence a decision to divert. Crime strand decisions to divert the child or young person away from formal disposals are recorded by police as not in public interest.

Other factors which would influence a decision to impose a further out-of-court disposal include:


· there has been a sufficient lapse of time to suggest that a previous caution or conviction has had a significant deterrent effect


· the current offence is not similar or is unrelated to any previous offence


· it is the best outcome for the child or young person, depending on the circumstances of the individual case


· the child or young person is willing to comply with any possible interventions and has previously complied with interventions including voluntary interventions as part of prior out-of-court disposals


· it is likely to be effective in preventing offending


Care must be taken to guard against inappropriate repeat cautioning, and the protection and confidence of the public must be maintained as the focus throughout decision making.


There will be no escalatory process in terms of the statutory options available once the CR2 or diversion offer is agreed, however if the YCC is agreed this will escalate on police decision to post court outcome if the young person does not engage. 

HSB (crime)

Cases where concerns have been raised regarding either problematic or harmful sexual behaviour should first be discussed with the North East Lincolnshire Harmful sexualised behaviour panel and for the panel to agree whether the AIM3/bespoke or ASSET plus should be completed. The HSB panel chair must be updated following the police decision to authorise the appropriate plan of intervention and allocate a suitably trained worker.


YOS must joint work AIM 3 cases with partners in Social Care/PEH by sharing assessments, plans and ensure any interventions delivered are joined up and sequenced with the work of other teams.  

Cases which are open to a Specialist Social Care team where there may be an escalating child protection concern should be regularly discussed with the social worker and HSB panel to ensure the child/young person is in a position of stability to allow the therapeutic work to continue.

Cases which are known to have a SEND or have concerns that there may be an undiagnosed SEND will be screened and advised by the local authority SEND team on pace of work.

Quality Assurance Process of decision making

It is important that any decision made as to which strand a child/young person will be dealt with, is defensible. In each case, there will be aggravating and mitigating factors. The decision will be made with the referrer, practitioner, and manager and if the referral has come from the police the YOS police officer.

When a referral is received from the police it will be submitted on the agreed referral form with a 125.  The agreed process of decision making will follow and proposal submitted back to the police via the YOS police officer.  The case will be supervised using the Signs of safety model and review and closure will also have management oversight and authorisation to close.

If the referral comes from another source it will be submitted using the Contact form and reviews will be made via the CSAM process or locality screening. The case will be supervised using the Signs of safety model and review and closure will also have management oversight and authorisation to close.  In HSB cases the HSB panel will review the cases in addition to casefile supervision.  The case will be supervised using the Signs of safety model and review and closure will also have management oversight and authorisation to close. 

Reviews, quality assurance, decisions and intervention contacts and content will be evidenced on liquidlogic or child view dependant on strand. 

Disproportionality

To ensure minority groups are not over represented we as a youth justice agency are proactive in our approach.  A tool kit to capture outcomes are compared against their ethnicity this is then scrutinised against the ethnic breakdown of the 10-17 population by managers in the youth offending service and prevention and early help team.  A six monthly dip sampled audit is carried out around BAME, gender, disability and legal status of a child is also included in the audit process.  Furthermore a quarterly scrutiny panel is in operation to scrutinise the decision making of the police when a young person commits a crime, panel membership includes magistrates, youth offending team, prevention and early help, remedy (representing victims) and the police. 

Knife Crime

The CPS legal guidance on Offensive Weapons, Knives, Bladed and Pointed Articles published 22 January 2018 Revised: 16 October 2018 provides specific guidance as to the recommended options and disposals for knife offences, it provides:


•
The first arrest of a youth of any age for possession of an offensive weapon or sharply pointed blade, with aggravating factors, (circumstances of possession, fear caused, degree of danger) will result in a charge.


•
The first arrest of a youth aged 16 years or over, for simple possession of an offensive weapon or sharply pointed blade, with no aggravating factors will normally result in a charge.


•
The first arrest of a youth aged under 16 years for simple possession of an offensive weapon or sharply pointed blade, with no aggravating factors, will result, in a Youth Caution or a Youth Conditional Caution. This must be supported by an appropriate YOT intervention, preferably with elements focussed on anti-knife crime education. For a youth under 16 years, an out of court disposal which is not a youth caution or a youth conditional caution should not be used.


•
The second arrest of a youth under 16 for simple possession of an offensive weapon or sharply pointed blade will result in a charge (unless, in exceptional circumstances, two years have passed and it is considered appropriate to give another Youth Conditional Caution), whether or not there are aggravating features.


•
The offence of threatening a person in public or on school premises will result in a youth aged 16 or over going straight to charge, as this offence carries a minimum sentence of a four month Detention and Training Order and therefore should not be dealt with using an out of court disposal.


•
Section 28 of and Schedule 5 to the Criminal Justice and Courts Act 2015 create a minimum custodial sentence for those aged 16 and over convicted of a second or subsequent offence of possession of a knife or offensive weapon, contrary to section 1 of the Prevention of Crime Act 1953 or sections 139 and 139A of the Criminal Justice Act 1988. The minimum custodial sentence for 16 and 17 year olds is at least a four month detention and training order.


It is recognised nationally and locally that Youth Cautions and Youth Conditional Cautions are not always effective in reducing risk and reducing reoffending, in line with the NE LINCS Diversion and out of Court policy it is proposed that within Humberside Police that knife offences should still be managed and assessed on a case by case basis and all disposal options should be available for consideration. 


In order to manage this risk appropriately then the knife crime lead for Humberside Police will be consulted by the out of Court panel where there is a proposed deviation from the above guidance. It will be the responsibility of the panel to present the recommendations, rationale and plan along with the risks to the Detective Inspector for consideration.  

Victim Contact at point of reporting for cases which relate to a crime

In all cases where there is an identifiable victim who has agreed contact, the Police Officer should:


· Establish their view about the offence, the impact on them and their desired outcome (victim impact statement).

· Explain that there are options which could be made available to them, how they can be involved in the case, what opportunities there are for them to participate in, restorative processes and their willingness to do so. This will all be subject to an assessment of the child/young person.

· This information should be passed to YOS at the time of referral of the young person or noted on the contact form dependant on the referral route

Victims should not be involved in decisions on disposals for young people. The YOS Police and YOS are solely responsible for making the decision. However, the views of the victim will be an important factor in determining the impact of the offence, and should be considered by the decision-maker; but the victim’s views alone will not be conclusive in determining the appropriate disposal.

Allocations

Allocations of cases are dependent on route:


1. Police arrest – referral to YOS – decision made OOCD – allocated immediately to an OOCD practitioner.

2. Police arrest – referral to YOS – decision made Diversion – allocated to a OOCD or FFP dependant on primary code.

3. Non arrest – referral to YOS – decision made Diversion – allocated to a OOCD or FFP dependant on primary code.

4. ASB in the community – Contact form sent to locality – screening – CSAM – allocation to strengthening family or vulnerability FFP, support may be needed from the OOC team dependant on primary code.

5. HSB (crime) – Police go on safer NEL and open a contact form ensuring HSB is ticked on the form.  Police enter CPS offence disclosure, name, address, DOB and sends it into EHBusinessSupport@nelincs.gov.uk Police click that the consent has been gained verbally to bypass the system and enter in the notes – consent has been over ridden in the interest of public protection and safeguarding of children.  If a voluntary offer has been authorised at a later date and the YP and parent/carer agrees to this to prevent prosecution we then update the electronic version of the consent form to gained written consent.  Add another contact record – detailing consent or if this progresses to EH Episode you can add the consent in there.  The consent form with offence disclosure is restricted to the managers in the HSB team and the dedicated business support.  HSB referral via any other agency is via Safer NEL website and fill in a contact form. An invite to discuss the case will be sent from the dedicated business support officer. 

6. Criminal exploitation – (option 1,2 or 3)

7. Criminal sexual exploitation victim – (options 1,2 or 3)


8. LAC - (option 1,2 or 3)

9. Offence at home - (option 1,2 or 3)


10. Offence at school - (option 1,2 or 3)


Once a case is allocated, ideally it should remain with the allocated worker. Levels can change during the course of the contact with the child/young person and the family and staff should speak with their manager to agree any changes to levels and record the rationale on liquidlogic or child view.  

Process:

If a case is already open to social care or Prevention and early help, consideration 

should be to advise the relevant agency on suitable intervention which could be 

delivered to manage risk factors and strengthen protective factors that contribute to the criminogenic behaviour. PEH or YOS should avoid adding additional professionals to a family as this would be in conflict of our approach of formal processing of criminal behaviour and diversion principles particularly if the young person is not at high risk of offending.


If the assessment is undertaken and the young person is high risk of offending, a diversion/OOCD programme should be delivered by a skilled youth justice practitioner. This should be a joined up programme with other agencies and adhere to diversion principles. 


Approved forms
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Domains of assessment


There are eight main domains which should be assessed as part of the referral and screening process:


· Individual using the Good life model (GLM)

· Family and relationships including attachment, boundaries, keeping the child safe, parent issues such as mental health/Domestic abuse and substance use. (working with the whole family)

· Education


· Health


· Environment


· Lifestyle


· Strengths


· Desistance patterns

Once a child/Young person is found not to be at risk of offending/ASB but have other unmet needs they should be diverted to more appropriate services.


The purpose of the assessment process is to determine:

· The likelihood of a child/young person, complying with the Diversion Programme

· The appropriate strand of intervention and level. 

· The likelihood of re-offending, risk to others and risk to self.

· The possible reasons for offending

· Best planning for the young person and family 

Assessments should be completed in all cases, on decision of a Youth caution or Youth conditional caution a full ASSET plus must be completed and all evidence must be entered on Child view.

Levels of intervention

The OOCD/Diversion assessments provides the opportunity for OOCD practitioners, FFP’s, panel members and managers to review and analyse the information gathered in order to explain the young person’s behaviour in the context of their life situation and to make a professional judgement about the risk of offending, re-offending being Anti-social or levels of safety and wellbeing.  A judgement of contacts per week and length of programme can be established with a plan of priority intervention areas; this is subject to change due to it being an evolving document.  Explanation of change, significant change and closure will be evidenced on the appropriate case management system.  The diversion programme clearly seeks to work in a proportionate way, for this reason we have a standard timeframe to review at the 3 month stage unless risk identifies a more frequent need.  Diversion should be closed as quickly as it is safe to do so without jeopardising the risk to others or safety and wellbeing of the young person.  If the risks associated were that of welfare they will be sign posted appropriately to services that can support that need following the criminogenic work being completed.  

Practice guidance


Practice guidance remains in line with post court intervention, guidance can be found in National Standards for Youth Justice Services April 2013, National standard 8 specifically for assessment and intervention. 

A minimum standard for contact is once per week, however Youth conditional cautions remains in line with the scaled approach model.  See link for full guidance of national standards.

https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/296274/national-standards-youth-justice-services.pdf

Reviews

Timescales on supervising cases should be supervised dependant on level of risk, it is suggested with CR2’s and YCC’s that low risk of offending and safety and wellbeing 12 weeks, medium risk 8 weeks and high risk 2 weeks any imminent risks must be brought to the attention of the line manager to supervise the case immediately acting in accordance of a child at risk through the child protection protocol.


Cases should be reviewed every 12 weeks minimum using the appropriate review tools.  The case must be reviewed immediately when there is significant change in the young person’s life which requires further assessment of their risks. This could include: 

		Homelessness

		Increased substance misuse



		Further offending/ASB

		Episodes of self-harm



		Exclusion from school

		Bereavement 



		Domestic violence

		Risk to victim/others



		Going missing

		Transfer of case out of area



		Indicators of CSE

		Indicators of Criminal exploitation 





Additionally, each case will have 4 weekly support and oversight by the practitioner’s locality supervisor.  Any additional risks raised will be shared with the crime team manager and supervisor for additional scrutiny of case.

Non-engagement 


For new cases, allocated workers should attempt three contacts to complete the screening and should be done within the first 10 days of allocation. If there has been no response a letter should be sent requesting contact by a given date (within 5 working days) after exhausting all options and still no contact, the referrer/Police will be advised of non-engagement by the allocated worker. 


Missed appointments

For cases which have been screened, assessed and consent gained, the allocated worker should attempt three appointments. A letter should be sent for the third missed appointment advising that if they do not engage the referrer/police will be notified and further decision making will take place, after exhausting all options and still no contact, the referrer/Police will be advised of non-engagement by the allocated worker.

Breach

The process for breaching Youth Conditional Cautions is per the YJB guidance.

Children in Care 


Children in Care are more likely to have contact with the Criminal Justice System (CJS) at a much higher rate than those who live with their families. Agencies have a duty to ensure that children in care are not drawn into the CJS for poor behaviour which would normally be dealt with within a family unit.  Purposeful diversion work in conjunction with a restorative approach should be deployed in these cases. 

Young People Charged

Where Humberside Police notify YOS of a Charge to Court from breach of a Youth conditional caution then it is good practice for the YOS Police Officer to discuss the case with a YOS case manager to ensure positive points are passed to the court via the court officer and not just the failed appointments. 

Waiting Lists


A waiting list system can be implemented for non-crime referrals.  However, it is good practice to keep the family and young person up to date on progress and likelihood of opening the intervention.


 How do we know it’s working?

We hold a set of data from previous years our hard outcomes of reoffending and numbers of first time entrants can be measured from this data.  We will also collect soft outcomes such as reduced seriousness of offence, longer periods of desistance, improved attendance at school as well as improvements in health and relationships.  The Voice of the child and parent/carer will be captured throughout the intervention evidenced in each of the young person’s workbook.

Appendix 1 Definitions of Strands


Non-crime – These referrals will often relate to children/young people who may be at risk of offending but are below the age of criminal responsibility (10 years old) offended but are being exploited or were not in the public interest to prosecute. Police, parent/carer, Children, Young People’s Service, Education etc. can all make non-crime Diversion offer referrals. These cases can be case held by a Strengthening Families Practitioner if the primary code is parenting but will always be advised and guided by an Out of Court Disposal Practitioner. 

Anti-Social Behaviour – behaving in a manner that gives concern to the local authority that it could be considered anti-social (10 years and above.)

Anti- social behaviour – behaving in a manner that gives concern to the local authority that it could be considered anti–social if they were 10 years or above.

Crimes at home – based on seriousness, consideration from the police to have these offences diverted to prevention and early help for family and behaviour intervention, to be recorded as not in the public interest. 

Crimes within Local authority care homes including foster care homes - based on seriousness, consideration from the police to have these offences diverted to prevention and early help for family and behaviour intervention, to be recorded as not in the public interest. Also works in line with the LAC policy.


Crimes due to being criminally exploited– Children who are trafficked, exploited or coerced into committing crimes are victims in need of safeguarding and support although public protection and risk management remains in place. 


Crimes due to being a victim of Child sexual exploitation – “Child sexual exploitation is a form of child sexual abuse. It occurs where an individual or group takes advantage of an imbalance of power to coerce, manipulate or deceive a child or young person under the age of 18 into sexual activity (a) in exchange for something the victim needs or wants, and/or (b) for the financial advantage or increased status of the perpetrator or facilitator” (DOE, CSE guidance Feb 2013)

Community Resolution 1 and 2 – These are a nationally recognised term for the resolution of a low gravity offence through an informal agreement between the parties involved. The CR is a tool to enable the police to make decisions about how to deal proportionately with low-level crime.  There should be an admission of guilt and the views of the victim taken into account prior to any CR being issued. The Police can issue a CR1 but should notify the YOS for administration and intelligence purposes. Police Officers have the discretion at this point; to offer a voluntary intervention programme depending on the appropriateness of the case.  Police can also consider a second CR in appropriate cases should the child/young person re-offend later on. 

Harmful sexualised behaviour – based on seriousness, this will be identified through the AIM panel and will be referred for work to a skilled AIM trained practitioner. This is based on the trigger of HSB being the Young person being a victim of neglect or any other form of abuse, it can also be used when the impact is low or it is not in the public interest to prosecute.  Impact on the young person’s future to have a sexual offence recorded should be given consideration also.

Cautions – The Youth Caution (YC) is a formal out-of-court disposal. A YC may be given when a child/young person admits the offence and there is sufficient evidence of a realistic prospect of conviction, but is not in the public interest to prosecute. The YOS/police can issue a first and second YC in appropriate cases. 

The Youth Conditional Caution (YCC) is a formal out of court disposal, but with a compulsory intervention plan attached to it. A YCC may be offered when a child/young person admits the offence, there is sufficient evidence for a realistic prospect of conviction and where the public interest can be served by the child/young person complying with suitable conditions rather than a prosecution. Crimes resulting in a caution (1st YC, 2nd YC or YCC) are recordable. YCC require the child/young person to comply with a set of conditions, if these are not adhered to; the case should be referred to Court for prosecution of the original offence/s. 

Further guidance:

For copies of letters which should be sent to parents/carers and or victims, please use standard templates saved on the YOS S drive and not variations of these letters. For copies of leaflets, please see M drive - PEH - diversion or to advise parents/carers and young people NELC website

Code of Practice for Youth Conditional Cautions

Ministry of Justice (2013)


Guidelines on the use of Community Resolutions (CR) Incorporating Restorative Justice (RJ) 


Association of Chief Police Officers (2012)

Youth Out-of-Court Disposals. Guide for Police and Youth Offending Services

Youth Justice Board (2013)
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NORTH EAST LINCOLNSHIRE YOUTH OFFENDING SERVICE 



Assessment form for CR2 outcomes. 


Save on chilview notes and attatchments


			PERSONAL INFORMATION









			Family name


			





			Forename


			





			DOB


			





			Address


			





			Parent/guardian


			





			Diversity Issues


			





			Learning style


			





			Static information, to include previous convictions type, age of first OOCD or order. 


			








			DETAILS OF CURRENT BEHAVIOUR/INCIDENT





			Current Behaviour/incident – date – any peers involved 





			





			Analysis of Behaviours


Include what happened, young person’s attitude to behaviour/incident, impact on others





			





			Motivation to work with FFP





			





			Desistance  of negative behaviours and needs met by negative behaviours





			 





			Accommodation/ Family issues/attachment/safety networks





			





			Education/Employment/Training/Literacy & Numeracy, SEND? EHCP?





			





			Substance/alcohol Misuse





			





			Physical/ Emotional wellbeing/SLCN issues? Screening tools information?





			





			Risk assessment



(analysis of repeat behaviours /incident, Harm to Others, safety and wellbeing information)





			RISK OF HARM TO OTHERS – 


RISK OF REPEAT BEHAVIOUR/INCIDENT – 


SAFETY and WELL BEING - Low –








			CONCERNS AROUND OTHER FAMILY MEMBERS eg: Substance, Mental health, Domestic violence, ability to parent, health needs, accommodation, debt etc ………..



 








Family First Practitioner:



Date: 


3


1
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Form to be disposed of when:


			Version: 2.0


Last Review:  April 2017














			Author’s Name and phone number:


			


			Date Completed:


			





			Service:


			


			Requesting Early Help 


			


			


Requesting Safeguarding Discussion


			





			Email:


			


			Requesting Children’s Disability Service


			


			


Requesting Behavioural/SEN Pathway


			











			SECTION 1 – Initial Meeting with Family (household) To be completed by the professional who has identified the need for an assessment.  Please complete the following for each child / young person in the household (add additional rows as necessary)





			Full name of each child / young person / family member (inc. parents/carers)


			Date of birth 


(or expected due date if unborn)


			PR


			Relationship


			Male/ Female


M/F


			Ethnicity


(See codes on pg 5)


			Religion/First language


			Disability (Y/N)


			Telephone Number





			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			


			





			Family address, postcode and telephone numbers:


			





			Family members: Who else is currently involved with the family? (including family that doesn’t live in the home)





			Name


			Family Member (relationship) 


			Supporting Who?


			Contact details/email address


			Consulted in assessment? (Y/N)





			


			


			


			


			





			


			


			


			


			





			


			


			


			


			





			


			


			


			


			





			Agencies involved (including all schools, health visitors etc.)


			


			





			Agency


			Contact name


			Supporting Who?


			Contact details/email address


			Consulted in assessment? (Y/N)





			


			


			


			


			





			


			


			


			


			





			


			


			


			


			





			


			


			


			


			





			


			


			


			


			





			


			


			


			


			





			Family Support Network (friends and family that can support the child(ren))





			Name


			Relationship


			Supporting Who?


			Contact details/ email address


			Consulted in assessment? (Y/N)





			


			


			


			


			





			


			


			


			


			





			


			


			


			


			





			


			


			


			


			





			


			


			


			


			





			


			


			


			


			


















			


    Genogram/Family Support Network (including other significant persons) – See guide to help with completion


Please note, if you are unable to complete this electronically a hand drawn and scanned version is fine. Please use this to have conversations regarding the quality in the family relationships, who supports who, whose relationship is difficult.

















			Male        Female       Death          Marriage	Living together/relationship	Separation		Divorce		    Male Child	     Female Child





we





we











								














we





we














Foster Child       Adopted Child        Pregnancy    Miscarriage     AbortionM


AA


A
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OFFICIAL (when completed)





OFFICIAL (when completed)


  	Section 1





				


Information Sharing and Consent


I understand that the information I have provided to North East Lincolnshire Council regarding my child and family will be recorded and used for the purpose of providing services, support, advice and guidance to my child and family.  I agree to my family’s personal information being processed and shared by North East Lincolnshire Council with appropriate partners and organisations to enable them to provide us with services, support, information, advice and guidance in order to achieve a positive outcome for me and my family.  North East Lincolnshire Council is the Data Controller for the processing of my personal information and that will process all personal information in accordance with the Data Protection Act. 


If your family is assessed as meeting criteria for the National Troubled Families programme, we will share your personal information (including your name and date of birth) with the Department for Communities & Local Government for research purposes. It will not affect your benefits, services or treatments that you get. Your information will be anonymous and handled with care in accordance with the law. We are sharing your information to help improve the services your family and other families receive in the future.


Any information we hold regarding you and your family will be kept confidential, however to ensure the protection and wellbeing of every child, relevant information may be disclosed to appropriate agencies. 





			Person(s) with Parental Responsibility or young person giving consent (please refer to Fraser competency checklist): 


			Name:	





			Signature:


			Date:





			


			Name:	





			Signature:


			Date:





			


			Name:	





			Signature:


			Date:





			Professional Completing Assessment:


			Name:	





			Originating Agency, department and contact details (inc. e-mail address):


			





			Decision Record following Cluster Allocation (e.g. step up to early help or MASH or step down to Universal Plus or Universal)


Include named lead to co-ordinate the plan.  








Please e-mail to: FFAP@nelincs.gcsx.gov.uk









Ethnicity Codes


			White – British 


			WBRI 


			Mixed White and Black Caribbean


			MWBC


			Asian or Asian British - Pakistani


			APKN


			Chinese


			CHNE





			White – Irish


			WIRI


			Mixed White and Black African


			MWBA


			Asian or Asian British - Bangladeshi


			ABAN


			Any other ethnic group


			OOTH





			White Traveller of Irish Heritage


			WIRT


			Mixed White and Asian


			MWAS


			Any other Asian background


			AOTH


			Refused


			REFU





			Gypsy / Roma


			WROM


			Any other mixed background


			MOTH


			Black or Black British - Caribbean


			BCRB


			Information not yet obtained


			NOBT





			Any other white background


			WOTH


			Asian or Asian British - Indian


			AIND


			Black or Black British - African


			BAFT


			


			














 OFFICIAL (when completed)


  		Section 1


				





			Author’s Name and phone number:


			


			Date Completed:


			





			Service:


			


			Family Name


			





			Email:


			











			SECTION 2 – Analysis





			What are we worried about?


			What is working well?





			Harm/Worries – Past a present harm which has been proven to have occurred. On-going issues which are causing the child to not meet their potential.


























			When the worry is present what helps the child or family manage, overcome or avoid the worry?





























			Complicating factors (including any previous involvements):


What is making this problem harder to deal with?  What are the behaviours which increase the worry? What don’t we know? 


























			Existing strengths:


What is working well for the family? What are the best things about the parents and the care of the children? Who supports/help the parents and children.




















			SECTION 2 – Analysis and Safety Planning – Danger/Worry statements and Safety Goals should be themed per worry i.e. Domestic Abuse,  Neglect, Health issues, School Attendance etc….








			Danger Statements


			Safety Plan


			Safety Goals





			DS1. 


			


			. 





			Scaling  0  








			DS


			


			





			Scaling  0  








			DS3. 








			


			.





			Scaling  0  


			SSG3





 














			Further danger/worry statements can be included if necessary as needed.












			Service Help Plan


Targeted services you could signpost the child and family to? What the agency undertaking the assessment is currently doing to address the worries.





			How?


			Who?


			By When?





			


			


			





			


			


			





			


			


			





			


			


			














			Please record if the family meet more than one of the 6 troubled families criteria below:


			





			If the child, young person or adult is involved in crime or anti-social behaviour


			□


			If the adult or young person is out of work, at risk of worklessness, or at risk of financial exclusion


			□


			If the adult, child, or young person has a health problem or a range of health problems


			□





			If the child or young person; is not attending school regularly, has been excluded, is home educated, has been presented at the Behaviour and Attendance Collaborative (BAC), or attends an Alternative Provision


			□


			Child is assessed as needing early help, a Child in Need, subject to a Child Protection Plan, Looked After, reported as missing, at risk of Child Sexual Exploitation (CSE) or Harmful Sexualised Behaviour (HSB), or a young carer


			□


			If a person in the family is experiencing or perpetrating domestic violence/abuse


			□








 









Gathering the Views of others to inform the assessment (views should come out clearly throughout the assessment)


			Child’s Views (3 Houses, Fairy and Wizards or other tools when working with children to gather their views and feelings)





			

















			Parent’s Views (in their own words)





			














			Family Support Network Views (in their own words)





			



























OFFICIAL (when completed)


Section 2





			Author’s Name and phone number:


			


			Date Completed:


			





			Service:


			


			Family Name


			





			Email:


			











			Section 3 Request for a Safeguarding Discussion


Please use this section if a decision has been made to step the case up to FFAP





			If the child has a visible injury please contact FFAP immediately on 01472 326292 option 2 and then complete the body map located on the back page of this form. CONSENT IS NOT REQUIRED IF THE CHILD HAS BEEN HARMED WHICH MAY HAVE BEEN CAUSED BY THE PERSON(S) WHO CARES FOR THE CHILD.





			Please ensure as far as possible that previous sections of this form have been completed to capture worry statements, complicating factors, scaling of worries etc… prior to referral to FFAP 





			Given all of the information contained within this Early Help Assessment, what piece of information has triggered this referral to FFAP? (Please attach up-to-date mapping of case, voice of the child etc.)





			











			CONSENT


I agree to the information in this report being provided to the FFAP and for them to share information with other relevant service providers in order to achieve a positive outcome for the needs of my child.





			PARENT/GUARDIAN - SIGNATURE: 





			DATE:  





			If consent has been refused, but you still want to proceed with the referral, please outline the reasons why it is necessary and proportionate to make this referral without consent in the space provided below.





			





			Where appropriate, has the child consented to the referral?





			











MARK THE AREA OF THE BODY WHICH HAD THE INJURY


			FRONT 


			BACK 


			Description of injury.  (size, shape, colour);





			[image: ]


			[image: ]


			








Please e-mail to: FFAP@nelincs.gcsx.gov.uk


OFFICIAL (when completed)


Section 3








OFFICIAL (when completed)


Section 3











OFFICIAL (when completed)


Section 4





			Feedback Sheet (to be completed by the practitioner completing the assessment)


Your thoughts on how we can improve this process and form are important to us.  Please provide feedback by answering the following questions:








			Name and agency of person giving feedback:


			





			Do you feel that the information the form is asking for is clear? (please explain your answer)


			





			Do you feel the process of Early Help assessment is clear? (please explain your answer)


			





			How could the Early Help assessment process and form be improved?


			





			Are there any aspects of the Early Help assessment process that you feel you would benefit from additional guidance or training on?
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ACPO YOUTH OFFENDER CASE DISPOSAL
GRAVITY FACTOR MATRIX

1.0 Introduction

The youth offender case disposal gravity factor system was originally drawn up
by the Association of Chief Police Officers in consultation with the Crown
Prosecution Service, the Home Office, the Youth Justice Board and officials of
the Joint Youth Justice Unit (reporting to the Ministry of Justice and the
Department for Children, Schools and Families).

1.1 This matrix has been updated by the Senior Police Advisor working for the
Youth Justice Board, in consultation with the Ministry of Justice, to take into
account the changes in out of court disposals introduced by the Legal Aid,
Sentencing and Punishment of Offenders Act 2012 (LASPO).

1.2 The key factors which will be relevant in deciding whether to charge, caution or
conditionally caution a youth for an offence are:

(a) Do they admit the offence?

(b) The seriousness of the offence,

(c) The previous offending history of the youth,

(d) Does the disposal adequately address, support and reduce the risk of
reoffending?

(e) Is it in the public interest to prosecute the youth?

(f) Welfare/interest of the child/young person and;

(g) Age of the child/young person

1.3 The LASPO Act removes the escalator approach to youth offending and allows
offenders to be dealt with appropriately according to the offence(s) committed.
The seriousness of any offence relates both to the nature of the offence and to
the circumstances which surround it. These issues are considered in more detail

below.

1.4 The tables below classify most common offences on a scale of 1 (low gravity)
up to 4 (high gravity) based on the seriousness of the individual offence. The
classifications in the tables are designed to assist in decision-making, but they
cannot be regarded as a definitive guide, and must be considered alongside all
the other issues outlined below as well as current ACPO guidance. Factors
which can make an offence more serious are shown as aggravating (+) while
mitigating factors, making an offence less serious, are shown as (-). Some
factors apply to all offences, and are listed as ‘General Factors’ while others are
only applicable to specific offences and are listed as ‘Offence Specific Gravity
Factors'.







1.5 It is most important that the appropriate offence is determined according to the
evidence, and that this is done before any consideration of the gravity factors.
Equally, if having applied all the criteria, the police decision maker is considering
a youth caution or youth conditional caution, care must be taken to ensure the
offender stands reported or bailed for the appropriate offence and that there is
no up-grading or down-grading simply to circumvent the criteria.

1.6 Having decided the appropriate offence, the gravity score can only be up-
graded or down-graded by one point irrespective of the number of factors
present. However, the mere presence of a (+) or (-) factor does not always
mean an offence gravity score will be changed. It signifies a specific issue that
must be considered by a decision maker, together with all the other matters
and, if significant, can change the decision that would otherwise have been
made. As a result it could be the deciding factor for a particular decision or have
no bearing on the decision. The presence of both aggravating and mitigating
factors may balance each other and result in no change to the original gravity
score. It is important for decision makers to ensure that both the ‘offence
specific gravity factors’ and the ‘general factors for all offences’ are considered
for each offence for which a decision is made. This will ensure that the
seriousness of the offence, the particular circumstances of it, and the offender’s
current and previous behaviour are all considered. In every case the
consideration given to aggravating and mitigating factors must be noted within
the decision recorded.

2.0 Offences Not Shown in the Matrix

It is not possible to include all offences within this document. Any offences that
are not shown should be dealt with in accordance with the general principles of
this document.

3.0 Victims

It is important to consider the impact of the offence on the victim. Wherever
possible, the victim should be contacted before a decision is made, to establish
their view about the offence, the nature and extent of any harm or loss and its
significance relative to the victim’s circumstances. The victim’s view about the
offence may have a bearing on how serious the offence is judged to be but
cannot be regarded as conclusive and the decision maker will ultimately decide
on the appropriate disposal.

4.0 Hate Crimes

4.1 Hate crime involves any criminal offence which is perceived, by the victim or any
other person, to be motivated by hostility or prejudice based on a personal
characteristic. The definition covers five main strands, in particular - disability,
gender-identity, race, religion or faith and sexual orientation.

4.2 Legislation has been in place for a number of years to protect victims from such hate
crimes, including offences for those who intend to stir up racial hatred, and those who
« commit racially and religiously aggravated offences or engage in racist chanting at
football matches. New criminal offences have also been introduced in recent years to
reflect the seriousness of hate crime, including enhanced sentencing.







4.3 The offences are not included specifically in the matrix because the process of
determining the gravity of the offence itself requires that where the victim’s race,
religion, sexual orientation, disability or gender identity is a motivation,
consideration must be given to raising the gravity score of the offence. For
example, an offence of racially aggravated ABH (Section 47 OAP Act 1861),
ABH attracts a gravity score of 3 in the matrix. Where the offence is racially
aggravated ABH consideration must be given raising this to 4.

5.0 Knives and Offensive Weapons

5.1 Itis recommended that forces follow a national agreement to interpret
Knife-Crime offences as follows:

* The first arrest of a youth of any age for possession of an Offensive
Weapon or Sharp Pointed blade, with aggravating factors, will result in
the first instance with a charge.

* The first arrest of a youth under 16 for simple possession of an Offensive
Weapon or Sharp Pointed Blade, with no aggravating factors, will result in
the first instance with a youth conditional caution. This must be supported
by an appropriate YOT intervention, preferably with elements focussed on
anti-knife crime education. A youth aged 16 or over will normally be
charged.

* The second arrest of a youth under 16 for simple possession of an
Offensive Weapon or Sharp Pointed Blade will result in a charge (unless,
in exceptional circumstances, 2 years have passed and it is considered
appropriate to give another youth conditional caution).

 The new offence of threatening a person in public or on school premises
will result in a youth aged 16 or over going straight to charge, as this
offence carries a minimum sentence of a 4 months detention and training
order and therefore should not be dealt with using an out of court disposal.

6.0 Values of Property

6.1 Some of the criteria include a consideration of monetary value relevant to
offences. Flexibility should be demonstrated by police decision makers in
comparing these values to those recorded against the relevant incident.
Estimates of the value of property and of damage are often unreliable and tend
to be subjective. .

7.0 Traffic Related Offences

7.1 Where a youth commits a minor road traffic offence a fixed penalty notice
remains an appropriate response for 16 and 17 year olds. If a youth receives
such a penalty this has no bearing on the capacity of the police to issue a
caution or youth conditional caution for any further offences nor does it count as
a conviction. Where the motoring offence would normally attract an
endorsement careful consideration should be given to utilising an out of court
disposal as no endorsement can be made.







8.0 Children and Young People Involved in Prostitution

8.1 Young persons under the age of 18 who come to notice as being involved in

prostitution should be dealt with in accordance with the joint Home
Office/Department of Health guidance on the issue. That guidance emphasises
that males and females under 18 are primarily victims of abuse who do not
consent freely to prostitution. As such, they should if at all possible be diverted
and supported away from prostitution without recourse to the criminal justice
system. Where diversion has repeatedly failed, the police may, after
consultation with others in the multi-agency group, take criminal action against a
person under the age of 18 for loitering, soliciting or importuning. Where the
offence is admitted, the youth can be dealt by means of a youth caution or youth
conditional caution.

9.0 Breaches of Anti-Social Behaviour Orders

9.1 Where an Anti-Social Behaviour Order (ASBO) has been obtained for a juvenile

any breach of that order should be dealt with in line with normal procedures for
dealing with juvenile offenders. The police, in consultation with the Youth
Offending Team, should make an assessment of both the seriousness of the
breach and of the youth's offending history. Where the breach of an ASBO is
effectively a first criminal offence by the young person then a caution may be
appropriate, provided the breach was not a flagrant one. Where the breach was
flagrant, then the expectation would be to charge, unless there were some very
unusual circumstances.

10.0 Previous Offending History

10.1 It is important to consider previous offending history in the decision making

process, particularly the effectiveness of a previous out of court disposal in
preventing reoffending. The LASPO Act 2012 removes the automatic ‘escalator’
and the offence(s) should be considered on their own merit, to seek the most
appropriate outcome taking into account all relevant circumstances.

11.0 Using the ACPO gravity factors

11.1 The following pages show various tables that can be applied to the gravity

factor system; the first table shows the gravity matrix scores and associated
outcomes whilst the second table list a number of general factors that might
aggravate or mitigate the commission of any type of offence. The remaining
pages show lists of offences together with their standard gravity scores and
those offence specific gravity factors that are considered appropriate to
aggravate or mitigate each type of offence, according to the particular
circumstances surrounding it. However, it should be remembered throughout the
process that each case must be considered on its own merits and the decision
making process should be recorded in full.







12.0 The Director's Guidance on Charging 2011 is issued under the provisions of
S37A of PACE 1984 and sets out the working arrangements for the joint
working of police and prosecutors during the investigation and prosecution of
criminal cases.

These updated charging decisions for police and CPS are outlined below.
13.0 Police Charging Decisions

13.1 The police may charge any Summary only offence (including criminal damage
where the value of the loss or damage is less than £5000) irrespective of plea and
any either way offence anticipated as a guilty plea and suitable for sentence in a
magistrates’ court, provided it is not:

a case requiring the consent to prosecute of the DPP or Law Officer;

a case involving a death;

connected with terrorist activity or official secrets;

classified as Hate Crime or Domestic Violence under CPS Policies:;

an offence of Violent Disorder or Affray;

causing Grievous Bodily Harm or Wounding, or Actual Bodily Harm;

a Sexual Offences Act offence committed by or upon a person under 18:
an offence under the Licensing Act 2003

14.0 CPS Charging Decisions

14.1 Prosecutors will make charging decisions in all Indictable only cases, any either
way offence not suitable for sentence in a magistrates' court or not anticipated as a
guilty plea, and the offences specified in the proviso above.

14.2 In a case where multiple offences under consideration for charging by the police
includes any offence which must be referred to a prosecutor under this Guidance,
then all offences in the case will be referred to a prosecutor to consider which should
be charged.

14.3 The police may still take the decision to issue a youth caution or youth conditional
caution in all summary and either way offence without reference to the CPS where
the police consider that the youth is eligible for such an out of court disposal.

14.4 NB all indictable only offences must be referred to the CPS to decide whether to
charge or divert as only the CPS can make that decision. When considering the
appropriateness of a second youth caution or youth conditional caution the police
must refer to the Youth Offending Team for assessment of the youth in order for a
joint decision to be made.

14.5 Where the police and Youth Offending Team are unable to agree on a disposal
method, they should refer the matter to their managers, the ultimate decision maker
in these circumstances will be the police.







15.0 The Final Gravity Score

15.1 The presumptions applicable to the final gravity score reached, when all the
relevant factors have been applied to the circumstances of a particular offence,
are listed in the table below. This must be used in conjunction with the legislation
in relation to the offender’s qualification for caution, conditional caution or charge.
Where this assessment leads the police officer to consider a conditional caution
or charge the police may ask the youth offending team to undertake a prior
assessment of the young offender to inform their decision-making process, but
must make that referral for assessment on all subsequent disposals.

FINAL SCORE ACTION

4 Normally result in charge-.

Normally a youth caution. If the offending behaviour
cannot be satisfactorily addressed by a caution consider
2/3 Youth Conditional Caution. If neither of these address
the offending behaviour or provides the necessary
support then charge.

Always the minimum response applicable to the
1 individual offender, i.e. Community Resolution or
caution, youth conditional caution or charge.

15.2 Discretion does exist to deviate from the normal response, as indicated above,
but only if the circumstances justify this, and the reasons for such action would
need to be fully recorded by the decision maker.

15.3 A Community Resolution, which falls outside the parameters of the table
above, can be given in circumstances where a minimal response is appropriate
and usually when anti-social behaviour falls short of a substantive criminal
offence. It may be administered instantly by the officer in the case, or at a later
date by arrangement, when the case against the youth is unlikely to be
proceeded with.

15.4 ‘No Further Action’ also has not been included in the above table as it is not so
much a method of disposal for an admitted case of a young offender, as an
acknowledgement that no action is appropriate or warranted in a particular case.
No substantive offence can be mitigated down to warrant no further action,
using the gravity factor decision process alone.







16.0 Recording the final gravity score

16.1 Where an offence attracts a caution or a youth conditional caution, the final
gravity score attributed to the offence should be clearly indicated on the record
that is passed to the Youth Offending Team.

17.0 Monitoring use of the ACPO gravity factors

17.1 It is important that police apply the gravity factors accurately and consistently
when undertaking gravity assessments. We recommend that Chief Officers put
in place procedures to monitor how their staff administers the gravity
assessment tool.

18.0 Eligible offences

18.1 All offences are eligible for an out of court disposal except that indictable only
offences must be referred to CPS for decision.

19.0 General factors for consideration

19.1 The circumstances surrounding the offence should always be taken into account
in determining the most appropriate response. There are a number of general

factors that can affect and support the decision about how to proceed. These are
set out in the next two tables below.







GENERAL FACTORS FOR ALL OFFENCES

Aggravating Factors

(+)

Mitigating Factors

)

Conviction is likely to result in significant
sentence.

Conviction is likely to result in unusually small or
nominal penalty.

Weapon used or violence threatened during
commission of offence.

Prosecution is likely to have detrimental effect on
victim's physical or mental health.

Offence against public servant (e.g. police,
nurse, council employee, etc.).

Offender supplied information which reduced
risk, loss or harm to others.

Offender abused a position of trust — e.g.
banker, baby-sitter, shop assistant.

Offender was influenced by others more
criminally sophisticated.

Offender was ringleader/organiser.

Genuine mistake or misunderstanding.

Evidence of premeditation.

Vulnerability of the offender.

Offender was part of an organised team or
offence was committed by a group.

Provocation from victim or victim's group and
offender reacted impulsively.

Victim was vulnerable, deliberately put in
considerable fear or suffered personal
attack, damage, disturbance, or domestic
violence.

The offence is minor and offender has put right
harm or loss caused; has expressed regret;
offered reparation or compensation.

Offence motivated by discrimination against
victim's racial or ethnic origin, religious
beliefs, gender, political views or sexual
preference.

Offender is or was at time of offence suffering
from significant mental or physical ill-health and
offence is not likely to be repeated.

There are grounds for believing the offence
is likely to be repeated or continued — e.qg.
by a history of recurring conduct.

The offence is so old that the relevance of any
response is minimised, i.e. there has been a long
delay between the offence occurring and the
point of decision making — Unless the offence is
serious; the offender contributed to the delay; the
offence only recently came to light; or the
complexity of the offence has contributed to long
investigation.

Evidence of exploitation.

The offence, though minor, is prevalent in
the local area — as identified in the local
crime audit, specified in the youth justice
plan or specifically agreed with CPS to
warrant more serious response.








Offence committed with intent to commit
a sexual offence.

GENERAL FACTORS

FOR TRAFFIC OFFENCES

Aggravating Factors

(+)

Mitigating Factors
()

Serious injury caused to public or
significant damage caused

Genuine oversight, technicality of the offence
or emergency circumstances

Multiple offenders involved in similar
offences at same time/location

No danger caused to public

Potential risk to public or resultant
danger

Lack of knowledge

SPECIFIC GRAVITY FACTORS

Legend

Offence types:-

| = Indictable Only offence,
E = Offence triable Either -way,
S =Summary Only offence,








OFFENCE Gravity| Offence AGE:CAT‘QJQNG MITIGATING
Sepre . -fype FACTORS
ABDUCTION
Abduction of a girl 4 Always refer to the CPS
under 16 yrs
Kidnapping 4 I Always refer to the CPS
False Imprisonment 4 I Always refer to the CPS
ANIMALS
Animal Welfare Act 3 S Serious injury Minor injury
2006.
Causing unnecessary
suffering by doing any
act
Animal Welfare Act 2 S Not follo_wing Instructions/
2006 tnstruqtionsf advice not given
advice
Causing unnecessary Eailing t ;
suffering by omitting to SigIDesaiCloe
do any reasonable care
and
supervision
apiEl Wiltara At 3 S Premeditated Reckless
2006 instigator
Cruelly ill-treat etc
Animal Welfare Act 2 S
2006
Permitting ill-treatment
Secticii g Aniiial 3 S Animal Dies Animal Survives
Welfare Act 2006
Abandonment
Dogs worrying 2 S Level of No apparent injury
livestock killing/injuries Dog destroyed
Poaching Offences 5 S Organised/
Sophistication
Commercial purpose
Dangerous Dog (Order 4 S Dog destroyed
to be kept under
control or destroyed)








Abandoning, or
allowing to stray a
fighting dog) Sec. 1.2e
Dangerous Dogs Act
1991)

Dog destroyed

Possession without
exemption of a Pit Bull
Terrier, Japanese Tosa

or other Designated

Fighting Dog which
appears to have been

bread for fighting.

(Sec1.3 Dangerous

Dogs Act 1991)

Dog destroyed

Owner or Person in
Charge allowing dog to
be dangerously out of
control in a Public
Place injuring any
person (Sec. 3.1
Dangerous Dogs Act
1991)

Serious injury
No effort to control

Minor Injury
Dog destroyed
Beyond physical limitation
of owner/ person in charge

First time in charge

Owner or Person in
Charge allowing dog to
enter a Non-Public
Place, and injure any
person (Sec. 3.3
Dangerous Dogs Act
1991)

Serious injury

Minor Injury
Dog destroyed

Allowing a Fighting
Dog to be in a Public
Place without a Muzzle
or a Lead (Sec. 1.2d
Dangerous Dogs Act
1991)

Fear/injury caused

Dog destroyed
Escaped despite
precautions








OFFENCE Gravity| Offence | AGGRAVATING MITIGATING
Score| type FACTORS FACTORS
ANTI SOCIAL BEHAVIOUR
Breach of ASBO 3 E Flagrant or Consequence of breach
repeated breach not understood
Breach of ISO 2 E Flagrar;tgr Consequence of breach
FEpeale not understood
breach
Failing to disperse 2 S Flagrant breach
ASSAULTS
Threats to kill (S.16 3 E Calculated Threat made in heat of the
OAP Act 1861) moment
no likelihood of violence
now existing
Poison - 4 Always refer to the CPS
Administer/cause to be
Administered noxious
substance with intent
to injure, etc.
Corrosive Fluid etc. - 4 Always refer to the CPS
Throw with Intent to
Maim etc.
GBH/Wounding with - I Always refer to the CPS
intent (S.18 OAP Act
1861)
GBH/Wounding (Sec. 4 = \rl\fn\!eap%n used Imgulsive aption
20 OAP Act 1861) orebtlo‘in one rovocation
Nature of the injury
Ung rovokde_d gttack (especially where
RETE Jta’gon superficial wound)
Group action
Domestic violence
ABH (S. 47 OAP Act 3 E Weapon Used Impulsive action
1861) More than one blow Provocation
. Attacked while Minor injury
victim vulnerable or
defenceless e.g.
'on floor’
Unprovoked attack
Nature of the injury
(especially where








serious /disfiguring
injury)
Premeditation
Domestic violence

Group action

OFFENCE Gravity  Offence | AGGRAVATING MITIGATING
Sgore - pe FACTORS FACTORS
Causing or allowing a 4 I Always refer to the CPS
child or vulnerable
adult to suffer serious
physical harm i
(Section 5, Domestic
Violence, Crime and
Victims Act 2004 as
amended by Domestic
Violence, Crime and
Victims (Amendment)
Act 2012)
!
Assault on Police 3 S Sustained assault |
(Section 51 Police Act | Attempt to i
1996) [ | prevent arrest of |
another !
| Premeditation i
J | Anyinjuries |
5 caused
Group action
Common Assault | 2 S Deliberate Trivial nature of action
(Section 39 Criminal agv%irtﬁzilfn Impulsive action
Justice Act 1988) SEEAGEEST Injury very minor
Vulnerable victim
Weapon used
Premeditation
Domestic
violence
Group action
BURGLARY
Burglary with Intent to 4 E

inflict GBH








OFFENCE Gravity = Offence AGGRAVATING MITIGATING
S0e - o FACTORS FACTORS
Trespass with intent to 3 E
commit a Sexual
Offence
(Sexual Offences Act
2003 update)
Aggravated Burglary 4 ! Defer Decision to CPS
Burglary Dwelling - with 4 E
use (or threat) of force
against victim
Burglary Dwelling 4 E Deliberate Vacant premises
targeting of
Burglary Non-Dwelling 3 victim/ vulnerable Low value
victim
Burglary with Intent to 3 Coercion from others in

Steal/Criminal

Damage

Excessive trauma
experienced by
victim

Night time
occupier present

Use or threat of
force against
victim

Soiling /
ransacking /
vandalism of

premises

Pre-meditated or |
professionally
planned

Group offence
‘Ram-raiding’ or
tools carried for

offence
High economic or
sentimental value
of property
stolen/damaged

Excessive
damage e.g.
boiler removal
and water leaks

group or reluctant offender
Committed on impulse
Genuine regret or remorse

Property recovered and

returned to owner








with Intent to Commit

Criminal Damage

to commit serious
damage

Potential value of
damage £200+

(approx.)

OFFENCE Gravity @ Offence AGGRAVATING MITIGATING
geare . 1ype L . FAGTORS FACTORS
CRIMINAL DAMAGE
Criminal damage 2 E Damage Damage £100 or less
Criminal Damage If over degberatek:ather
valued at £300 (Home £5000, HiEi beewless
. Office) £500 (max) other-wise Potential of
S greater danger
But all Group offence
types are Damage £300+
included approx.
in the
Charging
Scheme
Arson - life not 3 E Damage Damage £100 or less
endangered deliberate
Potential of
greater danger
Group offence
Damage £300+
approx. I
Criminal Damage 4 | Defer decision to the CPS
(including arson) with
intent to Endanger Life
or Reckless as to
whether Life is
Endangered
Threat to destroy 2 E Intent to cause Did not think victim would
property of another fear believe threats
On going
intimidation.
Possession of Articles 2 E Evidence of intent | pyiontia) value of damage

£100 or less








OFFENCE Gravity Offence = AGGRAVATING MITIGATING
Seare .. ype. FACTORS FACTORS
CROSSBOWS
Purchase/Hire of 3 S Supply by dealer
Crossbow or Part by ;
Person Under 17 Awa(r)?fgn\g:s an
(sec.2 Crossbows Act _ N
1987) Evidence of firing
Possession of 2 S Aware it was an
Crossbow or Part by offence
Person Under 17 : ’
Evidence of discharge
(sec.3 Crossbows Act : ;
1987) in a public place
CRUELTY
Cruelty/Ill Treatment to 4 E Persistent neglect over
a child in a manner a long period
ey I walise . Sadistic violence
unnecessary suffering .
or injury Repeated violence
Substantial injury
Premeditation
DEATHS
Murder/ Manslaughter 4 I Always refer to the CPS
Infanticide 4 I Always refer to the CPS
Child Destruction 4 I Always refer to the CPS
Causing or allowing the 4 I Always refer to the CPS
death of a child or
vulnerable adult
(Section 5, Domestic
Violence, Crime and
Victims Act 2004)
Suicidef ﬁ_\ttempted 4 Always refer to the CPS
Suicide —

encouraging or
assisting








OFFENCE Gravity | Offence = AGGRAVATING MITIGATING
Redle - Dipe FACTORS FACTORS
DRUGS
CLASS 'A' DRUG 4 E On school
Supply/Possession i profises
with intent to supply
DRUG premises Intimidated to commit
) ) Group of people offence on behalf of
Supply/possession with pooling resources another.
intent to supply to buy a supply
to share between
them.
CLASS 'A' DRUG 3 E On School Small quantities
- I . premises consistent with
In prison personal use
% establishment
Large quantity
CLASS'B'OR'C' 2 E On School Small quantities
DRUG premises consistent with
Possession In prison personal use
establishment
Large quantity
CLASS 'A' DRUG 4 E Commercial Small quantities
Brodisciion cultivation consistent with
Large quantity personal use
CLASS 'B'OR'C' 4 E On School Small quantities
DRUG Production/ premises consistent with
Cultivation soimETEEl aaals personal use
supports organised
crime
Permit use of premises 2 E On commercial Vulnerable offender
for smoking Cannabis basis
or Cannabis Resin Evitlence of
widespread use
DRUNKENNESS
1 S Risk of escalation Only witnessed by a

Drunk and Disorderly

Busy public place
Offensive language

police officer
Little inconvenience to








or behaviour
Threatening

the public
Non-threatening
(consider supportive

interventions)
OFFENCE Gravity  Offence | AGGRAVATING MITIGATING
Score | type FACTORS FACTORS
Drunk and incapable 1 S Appears to have a
serious alcohol
problem
(consider
supportive
interventions)
EXPLOSIVES
Throwing firework 2 S Thrown at or towards
Section 80 Explosives person or animal
Act 1875 Busy public place
Local problem
FALSE MESSAGES
Bomb Hoax (Section 3 S ‘Copy —cat’ Obvious to recipient
51 Criminal Law Act scenario that a hoax
1977) Existing climate of
fear
Caused dangerous
or large scale
evacuation i.e.
hospital, large
sporting event
Serious financial
loss
Sending Malicious 2 S Persistency Obvious to recipient

Communication

(S.1 Malicious
Communication Act
1988)

that a hoax








OFFENCE

AGGRAVATING
FACTORS

MITIGATING
FACTORS

False Alarms to
Emergency Services
(Fire & Rescue
Services Act 2004)

Persistency

Obvious to recipient
that a hoax

Grossly offensive or
indecent, obscene or
menacing use of public
electronic
communications
network

(Section 127(1)
Communications Act
2003)

Persistency

Discriminatory/or
sadistic in nature

Obvious to recipient
that a hoax

Sending false
messages via public
electronic
communications
network to cause
annoyance, anxiety or
inconvenience

(Section 127(2)
Communications Act
2003)

Persistency
Caused dangerous
or large scale
evacuation
Diversion of
emergency
services from
genuine call

Serious financial
loss

Obvious to recipient
that a hoax

FIREARMS

Use firearm to resist
arrest

Always refer to the CPS

Possession of firearm
with intent to endanger
life/Injure Property
(S.16 Firearms Act
1968)

Always refer to the CPS

Possession of
firearm/imitation
firearm with intent to
cause fear of injury
(section 16A, 1968 Act)

Always refer to the CPS

Possession of firearm
whilst committing
offence or with intent to
commit offence (S.17 &
18 Firearms Act 1968)

Always refer to the CPS








Possession/Supply etc
of prohibited weapon or
ammunition; Sections 5
(1)(a), (ab), (aba), (ac),
(ad), (ae), (af), (c) and
5(1A)(a) of 1968 Act

Possession/Supply etc
of prohibited weapon
(CS spray/stun gun;

Sections 5(1A)(b),
(c).(d). (e). (f) and (g)
and 5(1)(b) of 1968 Act

Any form of usage
or possession in
public

Carrying loaded firearm
in public place (S.19
Firearms Act 1968)

Type of weapon

Discharge of
weapon

Distress to Public

Carrying in public place
(Section 19 of 1968
Act)

Imitation
firearm/Unloaded air
weapon

possession caused
distress to public

Trespass in building

with loaded Firearm

(S.20 Firearms Act
1968)

Type of weapon

Discharge of
weapon

Firing air weapon
beyond perimeter of
premises (Section
21(A) of 1968 Act)

Deliberate act

Risk of harm Type
of weapon

Person under 17
purchasing firearm or
ammunition (S.22
Firearms Act 1968)

Type of weapon

Person under 17
having air weapon in
public (S.22 Firearms

Impact on the
public

Aware it was an

Act 1968) offence
Evidence of firing
Supply (includes sale) Supply by firearms

firearm or ammunition
to person under 17
(S.24 Firearms Act

dealer








1968)

Possession of
firearm/shotgun without
certificate(S.1.1 & 2.1
Firearms Act 1968)

a) No certificate ever
held

b) Following non-
renewal

Any form of usage

Possession in
public

Type/construction
of weapons (e.g.
prohibited)
History of lethargic
renewal

Deliberate
avoidance of
renewal procedure

Making false statement
to procure grant,
renewal, or variation of
firearm/shotgun
certificate (S.26.5 &
29.3 Firearms Act
1968)

Previous
conviction(s)
omitted which
would affect

decision to grant,
renew or vary

Deliberate supply
of false information

Firearm - failure to
comply with condition
of certificate in relation
to security of weapons
(S.1.2 & 2.2 Firearms

Act 1968)

Degree of
carelessness/
insecurity

Previous history of
insecurity

Certificate held for
period of time -
therefore knew of
the requirement








OFFENCE Gravity Offence | AGGRAVATING MITIGATING
Score | type FACTORS FACTORS
FOOTBALL GROUNDS AND SPORTING EVENTS
Throwing a missile in 3 S Likelihood of injury
ground (Section 2 Incitement factors
Football (Offences) Act
1991)
Taking partinracialor | 3 S Intert 1o meite
indecent chanting others to stir up
(Section 3 Football racial hatred
(Offences) Act 1991) Risk of escalation
Going into the playing 5 S Risk of escalation No threatening
area or adjacent area part of large scale circumstances
without lawful authority disorder Over enthusiastic
or excuse (Section 4 celebration
Football (Offences) Act
1991
Breach of Football Flagrant Breach
3 3 S
Banning Order (14B) Repeated breach | = arerc (hat Order
Football Spectators Act i
1989
Enter premises — 3 S | Flagrant Breach Unhaware that Order
breach of Exclusion ! .
Order (Sec. 32 Public Repeated breach was in force
Order Act 1986)
Intoxicating liquor in 2 S Group involvement Small quantity
possession on :
| specified vehicle Large quemiity
(Section 1.3 & 1A.3)
|
Drunk in a specified 2 S Group involvement Non Threatening
vehicle Risk of escalation
(Section 1.4 & 1A.4) Threatening
Intoxicating 2 S Group involvement
liquor/article in Risk of escalation
possession whilst
entering or inside
(viewing area) sports
ground (Section 2.1)








Sophistication

Gravity Offence . AGGRAVATING MITIGATING
OFFENCE Score type
FACTORS FACTORS
Entering or being in a 2 S Group involvement Non- ;
sports ground whilst Risk of escalation an-fiveatening
drunk (Section 2.2) . Threatening
F
t
' FORGERY
|
M?jkmg a false 2 E Nature of document | Poverty/personal need
ocument and potential Coercion from others
(Section 1 Forgery & consequences
Counterfeiting Act :
1981) Organ‘lsed ttlaam
Sophistication
Using a False 2 E Nature of document | Poverty/personal need
Document (S.3 Forgery and potential Goercion from ofhers
& Counterfeiting Act consequences
1981) Organised team
Sophistication
Possessing a False 2 E Nature of document | Poverty/personal need
Document with Intent ! and potential Cosfeion T othsrs
(S.5 Forgery & consequences
Counterfeiting Act ;
1981) Organ-lsed team
Sophistication
| Forgery of Documents 2 E Nature of document | Poverty/personal need
etc. (Road Traffic Act | and potential Coefsion from others
1988) consequences
Organised team








OFFENCE

Gravity
Score

Offence
type

AGGRAVATING
FACTORS

MITIGATING
FACTORS

INTERFERENCE WITH THE COURSE OF JUSTICE

Conspiracy/Attempt to 4 I Always refer to the CPS
Pervert the Course of LOCAL REMINDER: Consider offence of
Justice 'Obstruct Police’
Perjury 4 I Always refer to the CPS
Bail Personation 4 I Always refer to the CPS
Escape from Lawful 4 I Always refer to the CPS
Custody
Prison - 4 I Always refer to the CPS
Escape/aid/assist
LICENSING

Person under 18 years
buy/attempt to buy

Large number of
under age drinkers
on premises

Low number on
premises

Isolated incident








OFFENCE Gravity Offence | AGGRAVATING MITIGATING
Score | type FACTORS FACTORS
MISCELLANEOUS
Throwing stones at a 2 S
train
Section 56 British
Transport Commission
Act 1949
Trespass on a Railway 2 S
Sec 50 British
Transport Commission
Act 1949
Most Non-Recordable 1 S
Offences
Breach of By-Laws 1 S Not a local resident
OBSTRUCTION
Obstruct Police (S.51 2 S Attempt to prevent
Police Act 1964) arrest of another
Premeditation
Group action
Wilful Obstruction of 2 S Close to traffic Brief period only
Highway hazard e.g. School No considerable
Large scale
disruption
Obstruction of 3 S Obstruction could Peaceful

Emergency Workers
(Emergency Workers
(Obstruction) Act 2006

have endangered life

demonstration








OFFENCE Gravity Offence | AGGRAVATING MITIGATING
Seore . type FACTORS FACTORS
| OFFENSIVE WEAPONS
Possession of 4 E Method of use
Offensive Weapon Concern caused to
for 16 & 17 year olds member(s) of public
Degree of danger
Beemsainm ol 3 E Circumstan_ces of
Offensive Weapon for | Second ; possession
10to 15 year olds | offence Concern caused to
4 charge member(s) of public
Degree of danger
Possession of Sharp 4 E
Pointed Blade for 16 &
17 year olds
| Possession of Sharp 3 E Circumstanpes of
Pointed blade for 10 to | PRasessin
15 year olds Concern caused to
member(s) of public
| Threatening with article 4 E T T—
with blade or point or months DTO so
offensive weapon in must charge
public or on school
premises
Section 142 LASPO
Act 2012
Age 16 & 17 year olds
' Threatening with article 4 E
with blade or point or
offensive weapon in
public or on school
premises
Section 142 LASPO
Act 2012
Age 10 to 15 year old








OFFENCE

Gravity
Score

Offence
type

AGGRAVATING
FACTORS

MITIGATING
FACTORS

PORNOGRAPHY

Where a youth is in possession of pornographic images the involvement of any adult
should be fully investigated, as the youth may be the victim of abuse or grooming. In
such cases referral to social services may be more appropriate than criminal justice

(Section 2)

Premeditated
action

Use of weapons
People put in fear

i Damage caused
' Busy public place
Large group

action
Possession of Indecent 3 = Child under 13
Photograph/Pseudo Large number of
Photograph of a Child images
(Section 160 Criminal Images are level 3
Justice Act 1998) or above
Making an Indecent 3 E LCh”d U”d%r 13f
Photograph/Pseudo Arge numosro
Photograph of a Child | smages? I
(Section 1(1) mages are level 3 |
Protection of Children or above
Act 1978 Images distributed
Damage caused
| PUBLIC ORDER
Riot (Section 1) 4 [ Always refer to the CPS
Violent Disorder 3 E Planned action








OFFENCE Gravity Offence | AGGRAVATING MITIGATING
Seore . Wie FACTORS FACTORS
Affray (Section 3) 3 E Use of weapons
People put in fear
Damage caused
Busy public place
Group action
Threatening, abusive 2 | S Use of weapons No risk of escalation
or insulting words or :
behaviour intended to b ac-t[on
cause fear of violence People put in fear
or to provoke violence ‘ Risk of escalation
(Section 4) .
Busy public place
Intentionally causing 3 S Racial overtones No risk of escalation
harassment, alarm or Risk of escalation
distress through .
threatening abusive or | Group action
insulting words or
behaviour or display
(Section 4A)
Threatening, abusive 2 S Risk of escalation Isolated incident

or insulting words or
behaviour likely to
cause harassment,
alarm or distress
(Section 5)

Group action








charge

OFFENCE Gravity @ Offence | AGGRAVATING MITIGATING
BEee - ype FACTORS FACTORS
Stalklng 2 E Views of the
Stalking includes vichin
(a)following a person, Consider
(b) contacting, or ng .
attempting to contact, a | oo ion®
person by any means, to prevent
(c) publishing any further
statement or other contact
| material relating or
| purporting to relate to a Iifa
person, or purporting to res:(;a'ﬂ'”g
originate from a l;)elis\/esé
person, necessary
(d) monitoring the use | then
by a person of the consider
internet, email or any charge
other form of electronic |
communication,
(e) loitering in any
place (whether public
or private),
(f) interfering with any
property in the
possession of a
person,
(g) watching or spying
on a person.
Harassment (Section 2 |
of the Protection from
harassment Act 1997
Enacted Nov 2012 I
Stalking involving 8 E Level of violence |
Putting someone in
fear of violence Consider View of victim
YCC if
(Section 4a of the acrgnsdj{ggfse
Protection from to prevent
Harassment Act 1997) further
must occur on at least | harassment
2 occasions ! Ifa
Enacted Nov 2012 restraining
order is
believed
necessary
then
consider








ROAD TRAFFIC

Causing death by 4 Always refer to the CPS
dangerous driving
(Section 1 Road Traffic
Act 1988)

Causing death by 4 I Always refer to the CPS
careless driving under
the influence of drink or
drugs

(Section 3 Road Traffic
Act 1988)

Driving Whilst 4 S
Disqualified

Excess Alcohol/ Driving 4 S
when unfit through
Drink/Drugs

Refusing to provide 4 S
specimen of
breath/blood/urine at
police station

Drunk in Charge 4 S
Driving after false 2 S Voluntary surrender of
declaration as to license

physical fitness/failing

to notify disability and

refusal or revocation of
licence (Sections 92-94
Road Traffic Act 1988)

Dangerous Driving 4 S Avoiding Continuing for only a
(Section 2 Road Traffic detection or short period
Act 1988) apprehension Contributed to by

ngpetiti_ve action of another
driving, racing,

showing off
Disregard of
warnings e.g.,
from passengers
or others in
vicinity
Evidence
alcohol/drugs
* Excessive
speed
* Prolonged,
persistent,
deliberate bad
driving








Serious risk

Failing to Stop after
Accident/Failure to
Report Accident

Blatant disregard
of need
Serious injury &
failure to remain
at scene
Serious injury
and/or serious

No intent to evade
liability for the offence
Genuine belief that
relevant person aware

Negligible damage

Inconsiderate Driving
(Section 3 Road Traffic
Act 1988)

damage
Evidence of
impairment
Careless Driving Major error of Minor error of
(Section 3 Road Traffic judgement judgement
Act 1988) Excessive speed Defect in road
Driving with surface/signing, etc.

disregard for
safety relating to
road, weather,
traffic conditions
Re-Test may be
appropriate—
Sec.36 Road
Traffic Off. Act
1988
Disability -
Section 22 RTOA
1988

Deliberate act of
selfishness,
impatience or
aggressiveness
causing
inconvenience

Momentary lapse
Adverse weather
conditions
Both (or more) drivers
may have been at fault

Vehicle left in
dangerous position

Potential or
actual danger

intended








OFFENCE Gravity Offence = AGGRAVATING MITIGATING
Score | type FACTORS FACTORS
ROAD TRAFFIC DOCUMENTS
Driving other than in 3 S L plate fell off
accordance with driving
licence i.e. no 'L' plates
'L' driver
unaccompanied 3
'L' driver carrying 3
passengers
No driving licence 3
No insurance 3 S Deliberate offence Genuine
Offence involving mistake/technicality
TWQOC or other Duty to provide
offence giving rise | insurance resting with
to danger another e.g. parent,
company, hirer, etc.
No test certificate 2 S Blatant disregard of Genuine oversight
need
Fraudulent Use of 2 E Both vehicle owned by
Excise License offender
Failure to notify change 2 S Blatant disregard of Genuine oversight
of ownership need
Construction and use 3 S Blatant disregard of Genuine oversight
offences need Minor defect(s)
Seriousness of
defect(s)
Drive vehicle subject to < S Not aware of notice
Prohibition Notice (Sec
71(1) Road Traffic Act
1988)
Motorway Offences 3 S Blatant disregard of Genuine mistake
regulations
Serious risk to
offender or other
road users








OFFENCE Gravity Offence  AGGRAVATING MITIGATING
Score | type FACTORS FACTORS
SCRAP METAL DEALERS
Pay for scrap metal 2 S Sale linked to Large Sold awn low valus
other than by cheque scale or organised scrap
or electronic transfer of metal thefts
funds.
Scrap Metal Dealers
Act 1964 Sec 3A as
amended by LASPO
Act 2012
SEXUAL OFFENCES
Rape (Sec. 1) B I Defer Decision to CPS
Assault by Penetration 4 I Defer Decision to CPS
(Sec. 2)
Sexual Assault 3 E Force used
(Sec. 3) Elderly/younger
victim
Group action
abuse of position
Causing Person to Defer Decision to CPS
Engage in Sexual
Activity without
Consent (Sec. 4) Force used
With Penetration & I Elderly/younger victim
Without Penetration 3 E Group action
Rape of Child Under 13 4 Defer Decision to CPS
(Sec. 5)
Assault of Child Under 4 Defer Decision to CPS
13 by Penetration (Sec.
6) ;
Sexual Assault of Child 3 E Facilitated by Offender and victim of
Under 13 drugs/ alcohol similar age and no
(Sec. 7) Force used element of coercion or
_ corruption present
Group action








OFFENCE Gravity Offence @ AGGRAVATING MITIGATING
Score| type FACTORS FACTORS
Causing/Inciting Child 4 I Defer Decision to CPS
Under 13 to Engage in
Sexual Activity without
Consent (Sec. 8)
With Penetration -
. _ Facilitated by
Without Penetration 3 F drugs/ alcohol
Force used
Group action
Sexual Activity with Facilitated by Offender and victim of
Child (Sec. 9) drugs/ alcohol similar age and no
Victim under 13 3 | Force used element of coercion or
o . corruption present
Victim under 16 5 E Group action
Causing/Inciting Child 3 I Facilitated by drugs/
to Engage in Sexual 2 B alcohol
Activity (Sec. 10) Force used
Victim under 13 Group action
Victim under 16 i
Engaging in Sexual E Facilitated by drugs/ Offender and
Activity in Presence of E alcohol victim of similar
Child (Sec. 11) 5 Force used z?:rﬁg:t I’CI)?
VlCt.IrT'I under 13 g Group action SHETEEE BF |
Victim under 16 corruption
present
Causing Child to Watch E Facilitated by drugs/ Offender and
Sexual Act (Sec. 12) 3 = alcohol victim of similar
Victim under 13 Force used age and no
o ) element of
Victim under 16 5 Group action coercion or
corruption
present








Without Penetration

Group action

OFFENCE Gravity, Offence AGGRAVATING MITIGATING
Score| _ type FACTORS FACTORS
Sexual Activity with J 3 I/E Victim did not wholly Offender & victim
Child Family Member consent are similar in age
(Sec. 25) Element of coercion Both parties over
Victim Under 13 age of cansent and |
no element of
coercion/seduction
Inciting Child Family 3 E Victim did not wholly Offender & victim
Member to Engage in consent are similar in age
Sexual Agélwty (Sec. Element of coercion Both parties over
) Victim Under 13 age of consent and
no element of
coercion/seduction
Young person 16 or 2 E Facilitated by drugs/
over Sex with Adult alcohol
Relative with
F
Penetration and with or | R .
| without Consent (Sec. | Element of coercion
64 & 69) Group action
Sexual Activity with 4 I Defer Decision to CPS
Person with Mental
Disorder (Sec. 30)
Wlth Penetratlo'n Facilitated by drugs/ Both parties over !
Without Penetration 5 . alcohol age of consent and |
B yiaea no element of
& ; | coercion/seduction
roup action ' Offender has
mental disorder
Causing/Inciting Defer Decision to CPS
Person with Mental
Disorder to Engage in
Sexual Activity without Facilitated by drugs/ Both parties over
| Consent (Sec. 31) alcohol age of consent and
no element of
- g coercion/seduction
orc
) ‘ B Hee Offender has
With Penetration 4 I mental disorder








OFFENCE Gravity = Offence AGGRAVATING MITIGATING
Score | type FACTORS FACTORS
Engaging in Sexual 3 E Facilitated by drugs/ Offender has
Activity in Presence of alcohol mental disorder
Person with Mental
Disorder (Sec. 32) TRIES EEa
Group action
Causing Person with 3 E Facilitated by drugs/ Offender has
Mental Disorder to alcohol mental disorder
Watch Sexual Act
(Sec. 33) Force used
Group action
Paying for Sexual
Services of Child (sec.
47) with Penetration g I
Victim under 13 5 :
Victim under 16
o 2 E
Victim under 18
Causing/Inciting Child 3 E Victim under 13
Prostitution/
Pornography (Sec. 48)
Controlling Child 3 E Victim under 13
Involved in
Prostitution/Pornograp
hy (Sec. 49)
Arranging/Facilitation 3 E Victim under 13
Child Prostitution/
Pornography (Sec. 50)
Administering 3 E

Substance with Intent
to Commit Sexual
Offence (Sec. 61)








Public Lavatory
(Sec. 71)

witnessing the offence

Youth victim

OFFENCE Gravity Offence AGGRAVATING MITIGATING
Score- ¢} type FACTORS FACTORS
Commit Offence with 3 E
Intent to Commit
Sexual Offence
(Sec. 62)
| For Kidnapping/ False | 4 Defer Decision to CPS
Imprisonment offences
only
Trespass with Intent to 4 E
Commit Sexual
Offence (Sec. 63)
Exposure (Sec. 66) 2 E Victim put in fear
Repeat performances
Voyeurism (Sec. 67) 2 E Victim distressed Single event
Victim observed in
person
Repeat performances
Sexual Activity in 2 S Genuine chance of public | Consenting victim

and offender over
age of legal
consent

Common prostitute
. loitering for prostitution

|

Before any formal action is considered, the assumption that a child
prostitute is a victim must first be acted on by referral to social
services or the multi-agency group. Only when advised by them can

formal action be considered.

Kerb crawling

2 |

S

Affects residential areas








OFFENCE Gravity Offence AGGRAVATING MITIGATING
=00y e FACTORS FACTORS
THEFT
Robbery/Assault with 4 I Always refer to the CPS
Intent to Rob
Theft E Planned Theft for reasons
of
. o poverty/personal
- up to £100 in value 2 Sophistication need
- over £100 (approx.)

Theft (shoplifting) 3 Organised team Coercion from
Value £100 (Home Adult involving children | others in group in
office), £200 (max) Significant related reluctant offender

damage
Un recovered property
of considerable value ,
Going equipped to 2 E
steal
Possession of articles 2 E
for use in frauds
(Section 6 of the Fraud
Act 2006)
Handling stolen 3 E Property stolen to order Received under
property Professional receiver pressure from
. . another
Youth coercing children
Very low value

Property of high value

Abstracting electricity 2 E Special equipment Poverty/ personal

High usage need
: Coercion b
Prolonged period y
.g p I others
Commercial gain such as
cannabis farms








OFFENCE Gravity Offence AGGRAVATING MITIGATING
e FACTORS FACTORS
Fraud by false 2 E Sophistication Poverty/ personal
representation Section Two or more involved need
1 2 Fraud Act 2006 .
and 2 Frau Committed over lengthy Coerglon frorn_
period others in group in
reluctant offender
Unrecovered property of
considerable value Value £50 or less
Value £200+approx
Obtaining Services 2 E Sophistication Poverty/ personal
Dishonestly (Section need
11 Fraud Act 2006 :

) Organised team Coerglon from.
others in group in
reluctant offender

Unrecovered property of | value £50 or less
considerable value
Value £200+ (approx.)
False Accounting 2 E Sophistication n'i;%‘éerty” personal
Coercion by

Value £200+ (approx.)

others in group
on reluctant
offender

| Value £50 or less








OFFENCE Gravity Offence AGGRAVATING MITIGATING
Score| - type FACTORS FACTORS
Blackmail 4 [ Always refer to the CPS
Taking vehicle without 3 S Premeditated Taking from
consent Group action family member
Organised team The taking is a
technical offence
. _ Employee using
Commercial basis (stole | oytside working
Keys left in
Causes damage to vehicle
vehicle or other property
Excessive speed to avoid
apprehension |
Evidence of
drugs/alcohol
Allowing self to be 3 S Premeditated Misunderstanding

carried in vehicle taken

without owner's
consent

with owner

Group action
| Technical offence

Organised team
Keys left in

. . vehicle
Commercial basis (stole

to order)
Pressured by

peer grou
Causes damage to S

vehicle or other property

Excessive speed to avoid
apprehension

Evidence of
drugs/alcohol








a road or other Public
Place (Section 1
Aggravated Vehicle
Taking Act 1992

driven Dangerously on |

OFFENCE Gravity Offence AGGRAVATING MITIGATING
Sieote . type FACTORS FACTORS
Aggravated Vehicle 4 E The taking is a
Taking where owing to technical offence
the Driving of the fifi ;
. ; jured is member
Vehicle, an ACCJC.je.m of drivers family
occurred causing injury
to any person
Aggravated vehicle 4 Competitive driving or Minor damage
taking where: racing
The taking is a
a) Damage to any E Drives technical offence
Property other than the furiously/recklessly to
vehicle or avoid apprehension/
s detection ?amf‘ge to own
. amily propert
b) Damage was But all Excessive speed I PraReIlY
caused to the vehicle t_ypflisdaf;
rn!?] Ltlh: Evidence of drugs/
(c) The vehicle was Charging alcohol
Scheme

Disregards warnings
from passengers or
others

Premeditated

Group action

Evidence of alcohol or
drugs

Serious risk
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1. Statement of Purpose



This strategy sets out how agencies in North East Lincolnshire (NEL) will work together to effectively manage and resolve reports of ASB; building upon the excellent partnership work already operating across the borough and working to the outcome that all residents and visitors to NEL “Feel Safe and Are Safe”. We will ensure that we continue our efforts to reduce ASB and that every member of the community receives the highest possible standard of service that is able to be delivered within our current provision.



As a partnership we do not underestimate the impact that ASB can have on a community, the lives of individuals and the demise it causes if left unchecked. The primary focus of our strategy is to put the needs of victims first; provide effective support and ensure processes are in place to protect them from further harm by eradicating the behaviour. We will maintain our approach to identify repeat locations and focus on the vulnerable victims who become targets for the perpetrators of ASB.



We also recognise the importance to effectively tackle perpetrators of ASB and the benefits of early intervention methods and engaging with parents where young people are involved to achieve long-term sustainable outcomes and effect a change in culture.



This strategy is intended to complement existing antisocial behaviour policies as a framework of activity adopted by agencies in NEL as an overarching approach to tackling ASB.



2. Introduction



The NEL Community Safety Partnership (CSP) is a strategic multi-agency group set up to tackle countywide community safety issues as defined in statute. It is made up of both statutory and non-statutory organisations and works to the NEL outcome of “Feel Safe Are Safe”. The statutory organisations include Humberside Police, NEL Council, Humberside Fire and Rescue Service, The Probation Service, and the Clinical Commissioning Group and Public Health. The non-statutory organisations include Social Housing, The Voluntary Sector in the form of VANEL, The Alliance, and Victim Support, The Office of the Police and Crime Commissioner, and NAVIGO. 



The NEL Outcomes Frameworks identifies indicators and performance measures to determine the direction of travel with a yearly performance assessment being carried out and recorded in the Joint Strategic Intelligence Assessment (JSIA). Each performance measure where appropriate is supported by a Thematic Task Group, which is responsible to develop an effective strategy, produce an action plan and report on performance progress through the CSP. 



NEL recognises the huge effect antisocial behaviour has on victims and communities and the general public has highlighted it as their number one concern in the latest ‘State of the Nation’ consultation. ASB remains a key partnership performance measure.



The ASB Thematic Group comprises of the following:



· Safer Stronger Communities

· Youth Offending Service

· Young and Safe Street Based Provision

· Child Criminal Exploitation (GRAFT)

· Child Social Care (when required)

· Humberside Police

· Humberside Fire and Rescue

· Lincolnshire Housing Partnership

· Longhurst Group 

· Engie (Private Sector Housing)

· Environmental Enforcement (ASB)

· Locality Teams/Troubled Families

· Portfolio Holder for Safer Stronger Communities

· Victim Support

· Probation Service (when required)



This strategy is intended to support the actions identified in the ASB Action Plan. All activity in relation to this document will be led by the ASB Thematic Task Group and the chair will report to the CSP.



What is ASB?



‘ASB’ is a broad term used to describe a range of nuisance behaviour, disorder and crime that affect people’s daily lives. It has been described as causing harassment, alarm or distress to one or more persons not of the same household. It covers many types of behaviour that vary in nature and severity, many of which are open to interpretation. Thus what is considered anti-social by one person can be acceptable to another.



Issues that could constitute as ASB include (this is by no means an exhaustive list);



Personal ASB



· Vandalism and damage

· Threats and or Intimidation

· Distressing behaviour aimed at individuals or businesses

· Abusive language or behaviour

· Neighbour disputes

· Gathering of rowdy groups

· Throwing eggs and flour at persons or property

· Inappropriate street drinking 

· Aggressive begging

· Inappropriate and inconsiderate use of off road motor bikes

· Inappropriate use of motor vehicles on a road

· Drug dealing and associated behaviour



Environmental ASB



· Noise nuisance

· Littering or Fly-tipping

· Graffiti 

· Abandoned or burnt out cars

· Unacceptable levels of waste in gardens

· Nuisance Fires

· High Hedges





With the wide range of behaviours there is no single definition that can be applied to both personal and environmental ASB. The ASB, Crime and Policing Act 2014, sought to simplify things by reducing 19 separate powers into 6 by combining powers that covered similar areas into a single category. Each new tool was defined by a variety of behaviours which had to be or was likely to affect a community, be serious or persistent in nature and be unreasonable. This forms the definition for each power. 



The definitions will form the basis for enforcement agencies to determine if ASB has occurred and if so to take the necessary action.



We acknowledge that ASB does not exclude other criminal offences and understand that any act of ASB associated with a crime will be dealt with accordingly; incorporating the required criminal sanctions into the intervention process.



National Context



This strategy compliments:- 



· The Government’s White Paper: Putting Victims First: 

· More Effective Responses to ASB (published in May 2012) 

· The ASB, Crime and Policing Act 2014 (as amended 2019)



The White Paper highlighted the failure of systems to adequately deal with complaints of ASB and emphasised the need to protect the most vulnerable in society. It proposed a series of reforms to improve how agencies deal with ASB; focusing on the needs of victims and introducing new legislation to allow professionals to take swift and effective action against perpetrators.



The ASB, Crime and Policing Act 2014 contains various measures to protect the public from ASB, dangerous dogs, forced marriage, sexual harm and illegal firearms used by gangs which may be linked to organised crime groups. It also includes changes to improve the provision of services for victims and witnesses.



The key provisions to tackle ASB include:



Simpler more effective powers that are designed to change culture and put things right thereby giving better protection for victims and the communities where they live.

The ASB Crime and Policing Act introduces the:-



1. ASB Case Review (Often referred to as the Community Trigger) - which allows victims and their communities the right to an ASB case review where they believe adequate action was not taken to resolve their complaints under certain criterion. 







2. Community Remedy - allows the punishment of offenders without the need for the offender to go to court by providing close supervision and restorative actions to change behaviour pattern and put things right known locally as ‘Out of Court Disposals’.



It also brought about a social landlord’s ability to swiftly evict anti-social tenants under certain circumstances.



The powers referred to in the ASB Crime and Policing Act 2014 is available to all enforcement agencies with powers able to be delegated to agencies where appropriate.



Local Context



Current analysis of ASB in NEL is conducted using data recorded by the Police on reported incidents of ASB. We acknowledge that ASB is reported to a number of agencies and organisations, however at present there is no consistent approach to the storing and sharing of information in order to include all data within our analysis. As a result there are areas of under reporting, particularly in those categories which affect households or the environment when the victim is more likely to report the incident to the Local Authority or to a Registered Housing Providers. We also accept that certain individuals will report the same incident to a number of agencies which could result in double counting by the utilisation of more data. However all data will be utilised to determine our hotspot areas and where resources should be deployed.



Close partnership working and multi-agency involvement in ASB has resulted in a year on year reduction since 2008. Youth ASB has remained at a constant level of 49% of the total personal ASB reported throughout the time period. Public consultation shows ASB to be the public’s number one concern and it is recognised that over 3,000 reported incidents per year is too high and there is a need to reduce it further by effective delivery of the actions identified within the ASB action plan.



Links with other relevant strategies and initiatives



This strategy links with a number of existing borough wide strategies, policies and initiatives that contribute to tackling ASB. These include:



Police and Crime Plan for Humberside

NEL Joint Strategic Intelligence Assessment

NEL CSP Plan

NEL Early Intervention and Locality Programme

NEL Restorative Practice Programme

NEL Health and Wellbeing Strategy

NEL Domestic Abuse Strategy

NEL Adult Safeguarding Multi-Agency Policy and Procedures

NEL Children’s Safeguarding Policy

NEL Council Public Protection plan

Humberside Victim Charter



3. Aims and Objectives



Aims



We aim to reduce instances of ASB and the numbers of people who are involved in, or they are at risk from ASB (both as a victim or a perpetrator). Where ASB does occur, we are committed to ensure that the victim is at the forefront of our actions, particularly if they are vulnerable or a repeat victim.



Objectives



· That all service providers deliver a consistent response to ASB in NEL regardless of where it is occurring.

· Provide the best service and protection for the public through the use of swift and efficient processes.

· Manage reports of ASB effectively across the partners in NEL.

· Improve the experience for victims and witnesses of ASB through positive engagement, support and understanding.

· Identify repeat and vulnerable victims effectively and ensure that appropriate support is in place to resolve the issues. 

· Identify repeat perpetrators of ASB and take a scaled approach where appropriate to intervene and divert the individual away from ASB before enforcement action is taken. 

· Adopt a multi-agency problem solving approach to tackle locations where ASB is occurring.

· Facilitate effective information sharing including the use of a shared IT system (Pentagull and Connect Partnership) which allows a more joined up approach to manage high risk cases.

· Hold parents to account and encourage them to take responsibility for the behaviour of their children



4. Our Approach



Working in partnership



We know that ASB cannot be tackled by one agency alone and to provide an effective response we must work together. Working in partnership is essential in our approach and allows us to:-



· Share appropriate information to identify ASB trends or hot spot areas and deliver proactive targeted responses.

· Improve co-ordination across agencies to support and protect victims of ASB, particularly the most vulnerable.

· Increase and improve the sharing of good practice, skills, and experience across the borough between statutory, non-statutory agencies and the third sector.

· Train staff to effectively deal with reports of ASB; utilising a scaled approach and the tools and powers available to them.



ASB case management



To support our most vulnerable victims NEL Council has purchased a secure case management system which is accessible by all partners involved in high risk cases of ASB and to coordinate activity. Humberside Police are also developing Connect Partnership which will provide agencies with improved data and case management.



A constantly reviewed and updated Information Sharing Agreement is in place to allow users to share appropriate information to tackle ASB more efficiently.



The ASB Thematic Task Group has agreed the following definitions to ensure consistency in the identification of vulnerable and/or repeat victims and ‘hot spot’ locations.



Vulnerable victims



‘A vulnerable victim is an individual who due to their personal circumstances is likely to be affected more significantly by an anti-social incident or incidents and take longer to cope and recover from their experience.’ 



This definition of vulnerability shows how ASB affects a victim and allows the risk to that individual to be evaluated and the level of support to be determined from low level to a high risk category. Although we must consider the nine protected characteristic of the Equality Act 2010 (age, disability, marital status, gender assignment, pregnancy and maternity, race, religion or belief, sex or sexual orientation) it is the impact the ASB is having on the individual or community that is important. 



Partners will use the vulnerable victim scoring matrix (identified by the Home Office) as an aide only to identify a vulnerable victim. Any score can be overridden by the reporting officer’s observations and professional judgement.









Repeat victims



‘Repeat victimisation occurs when a person is subjected to three incidents of antisocial behaviour within a rolling 6 month period’.



It is widely recognised that victims rarely report their first experiences of ASB, often waiting until it begins to impact upon their life. This definition, therefore, includes both reported and unreported incidents of ASB within the 6 month time frame. It is the agencies responsibility to establish whether any previous incidents have occurred and consider this in their response.



Partners will work together to reduce the number of and the impact affecting repeat victims



‘Hot spot’ locations



‘A ‘hot spot’ location is an area where 3 or more incidents of ASB have occurred in the same locality within a one month period, normally reported by more than one person’.



‘Hot spots’ locations tend to be public open spaces and easily accessible. This can include (but not exhaustive) shopping precincts or shop fronts, underpasses, public parks including children’s play areas or car parks. Hot spots can expand to cover an entire housing estate, shopping centre or multiple streets of an estate. These hot spot areas are often linked to multiple offenders with more than one victim being involved or targeted. This results in a wider impact on the community. 



Partners will work together to identify and tackle area ‘hot spots’; considering the needs of the community as a whole, as well as the individual victims affected by the behaviour.



Hate Crime



This strategy is underpinned by a commitment to provide equality of access to services and support to every member of our communities; regardless of – age, disability, marital status, gender assignment, pregnancy and maternity, race, religion or belief, sex or sexual orientation. It is widely understood that those most vulnerable in our society or those from diverse backgrounds are proportionally more likely to become victims of ASB or hate crime. Incidents of hate crime often manifest themselves in low level forms of ASB, which on the surface may appear minor but the impact on the victim and their family can be devastating if not dealt with quickly and effectively. This was clearly highlighted in the case of Fiona Pilkington who killed herself and her 18 year old disabled daughter Francesca Hardwick, after suffering years of ASB and hate crime. A commitment to tackle hate crime at every level is a partnership performance measure which all partners have signed up to. Humberside Police have a dedicated Community Cohesion (Hate Crime Officer) who examines all reported hate crime cases with close ties to the ASB Team. 



Understanding the Needs of Our Communities



We recognise that understanding communities and underlying tensions is essential to respond effectively. It is therefore important that we listen to our communities and ensure they are included in the decisions making process. It has also been found that by involving the public in crime prevention work generates ownership and encourages residents to take responsibility for their own problems and improve their capacity for self-help, subsequently resulting in long-term sustainable outcomes (Liddle & Gelsthorpe 1994; Thomas 1999).



5. Our Response



It is important to record ASB based on the perception of the complainant. If the complainant believes their report is ASB it should be recorded and investigated as such. The investigation may conclude that it is not ASB but the complainant’s initial perception is paramount. It is also essential to identify repeat or vulnerable victims at the earliest opportunity to protect them from further harm.



This strategy identifies the initial response in respect of recording, risk assessing and managing complaints of ASB. Partners agree that they will respond to reports based on their assessment of risk; prioritising incidents based on the levels of harm and risk to those affected, rather than selectively attending or categorising incidents. The police will always tackle issues of crime that may be a symptom of ASB but will do so in partnership with other agencies to ensure all action is being taken to address the problem.



Consideration must also be given to any possible mental health or learning disability when responding to incidents of ASB. If it is believed that either the victim or perpetrator has or may have a mental illness or learning disability efforts must be made to establish if the person is subject to or known to mental health services or adult social care and ensure appropriate information is shared with that agency.



When a complaint of ASB is received the following principles will be followed:



· Record the complaint.

· Treat the complaint seriously and act professionally.

· Conduct an initial dynamic risk assessment to establish the required response based on threat, risk and harm.

· Cross reference previous complaints relating to the victim, perpetrator or location and use this information to tailor the response.

· Ensure all victims identified as vulnerable and/or repeat victims are managed appropriately (in line with each agencies internal policies and procedures) and additional specialist support services are offered, if required. Consideration should be given to notifying the Victim Support Service for all repeat or vulnerable victims of ASB.

· Victims identified as high risk will be managed by an ASB Coordinator who will directly support them and consider if other interventions are necessary namely a specialist agency or a referral (with their consent) to the Anti- Social Behaviour Risk Assessment Conference (ASBRAC) for multi-agency intervention and support.

· Agree a course of action with the victim, outlining how the incident will be investigated and resolve their complaint where possible.

· Provide all repeat or vulnerable victim with a named point of contact in addition to any support they receive from the Victim Support Service

· Keep the victim up to date with the progress of their case and give regular feedback.



ASB Risk Assessment Conference (ASBRAC)



The ASB Risk Assessment Conference is a process that brings local agencies together to manage high risk victims where necessary. It provides a structured process to share information, consider and implement the required actions to reduce the risk of harm, using a multi-agency approach.



Supporting victims and witnesses



Victim care is at the forefront of the action we take and victim welfare is at the heart of what we do. When action is taken to tackle an ASB problem, either informal or formal, we recognise the importance of keeping the victim or witness supported and informed on the progress. We also understand that the responsibility to support victims and witnesses does not end after the completion of court proceedings and we are committed to providing support for as long as required, whether it is directly or through other agencies.



Perpetrators of Anti- Social Behaviour



A scaled approach will be adopted when dealing with the perpetrators of ASB. Intervention and diversion will always take priority over enforcement to curb and direct people away from their anti-social activities. That said we will not be deterred from using all available sanctions when a perpetrator has not responded, heeded the warnings or the matter is serious enough to warrant sanctions from the outset. 



Action taken to deal with perpetrators of ASB will be aimed at achieving long-term solutions that reduce the impact on victims and allow the perpetrators to change their behaviour which enhances the quality of life for the local community.



This will be done by:



· Gathering evidence by the use of remote CCTV cameras where appropriate and in line with the national guidance.

· Considering all aggravating and mitigating factors, including the view of the victims.

· Assessing each case individually to determine the most appropriate action.

· Managing repeat locations via the ASB Thematic Group for multi-agency intervention and perpetrators via the ASB Panel.

· Utilise restorative practices to resolve issues and bring about behaviour change. 

· Working closely with parents through the locality teams and the Youth Offending Services to ensure young perpetrators of ASB receive appropriate interventions and support.

· To tackle the underlying causes of ASB, by considering the needs of the whole family not just the individual involved.

· Use the full range of legislative powers where appropriate to resolve the most serious cases of ASB.

· Use education through schools as a primary method of preventing young people from committing or becoming victims of ASB.

· Explore the use of diversion and intervention on all occasions before a young person is criminalised unless the incident is so serious or the offending is so persistent that the criminal justice route is the correct path. 



Remedies for ASB



Mediation through restorative practice



In certain cases of ASB, in particular neighbour disputes, restorative mediation can be a useful approach to resolving the issue. Mediation empowers people to work together to resolve their problems when applied correctly. Solutions are offered by the parties themselves enabling them to remain in control of any outcomes. While agreements made are not legally binding, parties are more likely to adhere to them because they have created them themselves. Mediation should not be regarded as a last resort when all else has failed, and should be used at the earliest opportunity if the resource is there to carry it out.



Remedi is the authorised provider of restorative services in NEL and suitable referrals can be made direct or via the Community Safety Team where both parties agree to the intervention and the incident is linked to a criminal act. The service is available to the partner agencies where ASB is being dealt with. 



Restorative Practices/Justice



We are committed to using innovative and creative solutions to tackle ASB and promote the use of Restorative Justice as an out of court method to resolving complaints of minor crime and ASB.



‘Restorative processes bring those harmed by crime or ASB, and those responsible for the harm, into communication, enabling everyone affected by a particular incident to play a part in repairing the harm and finding a positive way forward’ (as defined by the Restorative Justice Council). Importantly, it also enables offenders to face the consequences of their actions and make amends; which has shown to be effective in motivating change and stopping future offending. The Police and Crime Commissioner through public consultation agreed certain suitable ‘out of court disposals’ that can be used by the Out of Court Service based within the localities- to resolve issues and affect behaviour change.



Prevention and Early Intervention



Often there may be significant underlying problems which contribute to a person’s engagement in ASB. These can include; 



· Domestic abuse or neglect, 

· Alcohol or substance misuse,  

· Physical and mental health problems. 



Supporting perpetrators to identify and resolve their problems is key to helping them improve and change behaviour and forms part of our overall response (alongside formal intervention measures, where necessary).



NEL operates a place based approach with individual multi-agency locality teams working across the borough addressing whole family issues with identified families to bring about behaviour change. Each family receive tailored support to their individual needs including young people on the cusp of offending or committing ASB. With hard to reach families or those reluctant to engage supporting tools such as warning letters, parenting contracts, community protection notices, ABC’s or a civil injunction will be considered as a lever prior to court action being progressed. 



The Street Based Team through an intelligence led approach will visit identified hotspot locations to engage with individuals and encourage behaviour change.



Troubled Families Programme



The Troubled Families Programme in NEL is aimed at the effects brought on a family through domestic abuse and how the effects of domestic abuse can affect the behaviour of young people in that household. The intervention aims to remove domestic abuse from the household and bring about stability, change the family culture and remove the potential for negative behaviour by the children. This is done through a lead professional that works intensively with the family to help them draw up an action plan that tackles the family’s problems as a whole using a range of specialist services where necessary. Plans can include a number of incentives to reward positive behaviour along with sanctions to discourage deviation.



Intervention tools – A Staged Approach



It is recognised that intervention and diversion will not work on every occasion, while it is accepted that this is the right course of action on occasions it will be necessary for a more robust approach and direct action to be taken to protect the victims.



The options outlined below are not a fixed menu that must be followed verbatim but a list of tools for consideration by the agencies at appropriate stages and seriousness of the behaviour exhibited. Where young people are involved a variety of interventions and monitoring are likely to be tried before moving to more formal interventions.



Verbal Warning 



A verbal warning is often used as an immediate response to an incident of ASB when the perpetrator is found to have no previous involvement in such activity. In issuing a verbal warning it should be made clear to the individual (and parents when a young person is at fault) what behaviour is causing the issue; what effect it is having on the victim or community and the consequences should the behaviour continue. This face to face contact with the perpetrator also provides an early opportunity to identify any contributing factors, such as substance misuse, mental health problem or learning disability, and provide the necessary intervention by means of a referral to the locality team for additional support.



Each agency needs to ensure that it keeps a record of when a verbal warning is given and should share such information with relevant partners.



Verbal warnings may be issued by a single agency or jointly through a home visit.



Advice letters 



Advice letters are used to alert a person that their behaviour is of concern and request that it stops. It is a particularly useful tool to inform parents/guardians that their child has been identified as being involved in ASB and provide details of the circumstances surrounding the incident.



Unacceptable Behaviour Warning



An unacceptable behaviour warning contains specific details about what behaviour has occurred and why it is not acceptable, including the impact on any victims or local community. It also stresses the seriousness of the matter and details what further action may be taken should the person continue to engage in such behaviour. Local agencies should alert each other that the warning has been given so that it can be effectively monitored. NEL ASB Team will retain a register of all warning letters served. Unacceptable behaviour warning will generally be issued through the multi-agency ASB Panel.



Best practice has found that when a warning is issued in person, the impact on the perpetrator is more significant. Furthermore, it also allows for discussion between the issuing officer, the perpetrator and their parent/guardian (if necessary). 



Acceptable Behaviour Contract (ABC)



An ABC is a voluntary agreement between the person involved in ASB and the partnership. The decision to issue an ABC is made at the ASB Panel meeting. Evidence is presented to a multi-agency panel with contributions being made from all agencies. The panel determines suitable prohibitions that the perpetrator must abide by and any positive requirements that will assist in diverting the person away from ASB. The ABC will last for a 6 month period and be monitored throughout its life. The ABC will be reviewed at the mid-way point to determine if it needs to be altered. The ABC can be extended where suitable evidence is presented or cancelled early where good behaviour permits.



An ABC is not legally binding but can be used as evidence to support a more formal process such as a Civil Injunction or Criminal Behaviour Order where criminal behaviour has accelerated to such a proportion that all parties agree this is the right course of action.



Civil Injunction 



The Police, Local Authority or Registered Housing Providers can apply for a Civil Injunction as a means to deal with anti-social individuals. The Injunction can offer effective protection for victims and communities and sets a clear standard of behaviour for perpetrators. The civil injunction can be used as a sanction where an Acceptable Behaviour Contract is continually breached with a more formal monitoring and intervention process. 



There are two tests for a Civil Injunction; housing related and non-housing related. The use of either test will depend on the applicant and circumstances in which the ASB has occurred.



If an application for Civil Injunction is against someone under the age of 18 the applicant must consult the Youth Offending Team (YOT) before proceeding. A Civil Injunction can prohibit a perpetrator from carrying out specific anti-social acts or from entering defined areas and can also require the individual to engage in specified positive activities, aimed at addressing the root causes of their ASB. 



Breach is not a criminal offence and is dealt with as contempt of court with varying penalties for adults and young people.



Parenting Contract and Parenting Orders



Parenting contracts are a formal agreement between a parent and a support worker using accredited means to develop parenting skills and to assist a them to guide their child to achieve their potential. Each contract is individual to the needs and cover such things as boundary setting, school attendance and to encourage the child to act in a positive manner. Parenting contracts will be considered when a young person is made subject to an ABC and there has been no recognised change in behaviour.



Parenting Orders are a formal order issued by the Court where a parent or guardian has either refused to enter into a Parenting Contract or failed without reasonable cause to abide by the agreed contract when a child is displaying risk symptoms. The order will be specific to that individual and tailored to the identified requirements to effect behaviour change. A parenting Order will be considered when a young person has been made subject to a civil injunction to compliment the requirements of the injunction to effect positive behaviour made within the household.



Criminal Behaviour Order (CBO)



A Criminal Behaviour Order can be applied for by either the Crown Prosecution Service or Local Authority when a person has been convicted of any criminal offence. The order is aimed at tackling the most serious and persistent offenders where their behaviour has brought them to a criminal court. The court will not consider an application for a Criminal Behaviour Order at a hearing after the perpetrator has been sentenced therefore it is important agencies inform partners when they are aware a perpetrator of ASB is being brought to a criminal court and that a Criminal Behaviour Order can be considered if appropriate.



If the offender is under 18 years of age the prosecution must find out the views of the local Youth Offending Team (YOT) before applying for a Criminal Behaviour Order. Like a Civil Injunction the Criminal Behaviour Order can include both prohibitions and positive requirements.



Breach (of either a prohibition or requirement) is a criminal offence.



Community Protection Notice (CPN)



A Community Protection Notice is intended to deal with unreasonable, behaviour or nuisances that are persistent or serious in nature and having a detrimental effect to the local community’s quality of life. 



A Notice can be issued by the Local Authority, Police or Registered Social Landlord (following a written warning known as a Community Protection Warning) to anyone over 16, a business or organisation and can require the subject to stop doing specific things, do specific things and / or take reasonable steps to prevent reoccurrence. Breach of a Community Protection Notice is a criminal offence punishable by a fixed penalty fine or a court fine up to £2,500 for an individual or £20,000 for a company or body. Additionally, a court on application can make an order to put things right, such as clearing accumulated rubbish, seizure of equipment (noise making or graffiti) or making suitable orders (attend drug rehabilitation, etc.) to prevent a re-occurrence of the issue. 



Public Space Protection Order (PSPO)



Public Space Protection Orders are only available to Local Authorities, however often form part of a wider problem solving plan with Police and other agencies. They impose conditions on the use of an identified area accessible by the public in order to address a particular nuisance or problem that is, or might become, detrimental to the local community’s quality of life. They are designed to ensure the law-abiding majority can use and enjoy public spaces safe from ASB.



Breach of the order, without reasonable excuse is a criminal offence and can result in an individual being required to leave the area and not return for 24 hours, and / or receive a fixed penalty fine or a court fine up to £1,000.



Closure Power 



The Closure Power is a two stage process that allows Local Authorities or Police to close a premise. The first stage is the serving of a Closure Notice if the use of the premises has resulted in or is likely to result in serious nuisance to members of the public. This notice can last up to 48 hours and once served, any person apart from those with a legal right to occupy the property must leave or they will be committing a criminal offence. Unless the notice is cancelled and it is force for 48 hours, the case must be heard in the Magistrates Court immediately to consider whether a Closure Order should be made. 



The Order prevents any person from entering the property (including the owner/occupier) and lasts for 3 months which can be extended by a further 3 months if evidence suggests it is necessary. Breach of a Closure Notice or Order is a criminal offence and could result in a fine or imprisonment.



Dispersal Power 



This is a Police power to disperse people causing harassment, alarm or distress. It allows officers to direct a person who has committed, or is likely to commit, ASB to leave an area and not return for up to 48 hours. The Dispersal Power is a flexible power which the police can use in a range of situations to disperse antisocial individuals and provide immediate short term respite to a local community on the authorisation and permission of an Inspector or above. Failure to comply with a direction to leave is a criminal offence punishable by fine or imprisonment.



Further Intervention Methods



Registered Social Housing Providers have a range of tools and powers available to them to effectively tackle ASB in relation to their tenants. This includes:



Introductory Tenancies



Introductory and starter tenancies provide landlords with greater flexibility to offer new tenants an appropriate level of security during the early stages of their tenancy, which will later be enhanced if the tenant has not in the meantime breached the terms of the agreement. Tenants must satisfy the landlord that they are able to abide by all conditions of their tenancy, including those regarding acceptable standards of behaviour. 



Both introductory and starter tenancies enable a landlord to gain possession of a property more easily against tenants who behave anti-socially. These tenancies can only be granted where a Local Lettings Policy exists, for example; in an area with high crime or ASB. These can cover a street, a block of flats right up to a whole estate. These tenancies are for a fixed period of 12 months but can be extended for a further 6 months in certain circumstances.



Demotion Orders



Registered Social Housing Providers have the power to apply for a demotion order on secure tenancies, where tenants or other residents of a dwelling, or visitors to a tenant’s home, have behaved in a way that is capable of causing nuisance and annoyance, or where such a person has used the premises for illegal or immoral purposes. A demotion order has the effect of ending the existing tenancy and replacing it with a less secure demoted tenancy and mandatory possession. This removes the tenant’s Right to Buy (where it applies) and their security of tenure for at least a year. These orders can be extended for a further 6 months if necessary.



Absolute Grounds for Possession



Landlords will be able to choose to use the Absolute Ground for Possession, in addition to or instead of the existing discretionary ground for ASB, where any of the following five conditions are met:



· the tenant, a member of the tenant’s household, or a person visiting the property has been convicted of a serious offence;

· the tenant, a member of the tenant’s household, or a person visiting the property has been found by a court to have breached a Civil Injunction;

· the tenant, a member of the tenant’s household, or a person visiting the property has been convicted for breaching a Criminal Behaviour Order;

· the tenant’s property has been closed for more than 48 hours under a Closure Order for ASB;

or

· the tenant, a member of the tenant’s household, or a person visiting the property has been convicted for breaching a Noise Abatement Notice or order.



Where a landlord applies for possession under the absolute ground the court would have to grant an order for possession, subject to considerations of proportionality and the landlord having followed the correct procedure.



Tenancy Injunction 



Social Housing Providers can apply for an Injunction against a tenant for any breach (or anticipated breach) of their tenancy agreement. Failure to comply could result in up to 2 years imprisonment.



6. Performance Management / Monitoring



The ASB Thematic Group is responsible for monitoring performance at a borough wide level. Performance is linked to the outcome ‘Feel Safe Are Safe’ with quarterly performance reports being made available to the CSP if required. 



ASB performance is also given to the Communities Scrutiny Panel and viewed monthly at the Police‘s Tactical Tasking and Coordinating Group. 



ASB Case Review / Community Trigger



The Community Safety Team will be the gate keeper for the ASB Case Reviews (which is subject to its own procedure in line with the amendments to the ASB Crime and Policing Act 2014 in 2020). An officer from the Office of The Police and Crime Commissioner will be made aware of each complaint and it will be used as an indicator to determine how well agencies are responding to reports of ASB and utilising a partnership approach to problem solve. The ASB Case Review gives victims, victim’s representatives and communities the right to request a case review of their ASB case where



· three or more ASB incidents have occurred within the last 6 months and the incident being complained about was reported within a month of its occurrence or 

· 5 or more people have complained about a single incident 



and an adequate response has not been provided to resolve the matter. 



The ASB Case Review does not replace an agencies own complaints procedure where the complaint is against a single agency.



The ASB Case Review is a problem solving process that aims to find solutions for the victim as well as providing a mechanism for multi-agency accountability, which cannot be achieved through a single agency complaints procedure. 



Delivery of this strategy should ensure that NEL’s communities are satisfied with the response they receive to a reported ASB issue. However, if an ASB Case Review does occur that meets the essential criteria we need to ensure valuable lessons are learnt and acted upon to prevent reoccurrence.



If an ASB Case Review request does not meet the threshold, it may be decided to carry out a review regardless due to:



· The persistence of the ASB

· The harm or potential harm caused by the ASB

· The adequacy of the response from agencies



7. Monitoring/Review



This Strategy will be monitored by the Anti-Social Thematic Group and reviewed annually by the ASB Manager with partner representatives when appropriate.
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ASB (ASB) Case Review 


(Community Trigger) 


North East Lincolnshire NEL


Section 104 and 105 of the Anti-social Behaviour Crime and Policing Act 2014, allows the public to hold agencies to account and request a case review of how anti-social behaviour (ASB) is dealt with under certain circumstances.





The ASB Case Review (commonly known as the Community Trigger) is not designed to and will not replace any organisations complaints procedure or their obligation to investigate the same.





[bookmark: _GoBack]The gate keeper for all ASB Case Reviews will be the Local Authorities ASB Team who will be the single point of contact (SPOC) at the reporting stage. The gate keeper will inform the local representative of the OPCC on receipt of a request for an ASB case review to ensure transparency and consistency in the process. The OPCC will scrutinise the review process and progress of each review undertaken. 





Criteria/threshold





Consideration for a formal ASB Case Review will be instigated where the ASB was reported within a month of the alleged behaviour taking place and the application for the case review is made within six months of that report being made and the agreed threshold has been met namely:-





· Where an individual (or occupiers of a single address) has reported three separate incidents of ASB to the Local Authority, Police or a registered Housing Provider (Social Landlord) in the last 6 months and the incident was initially reported within one month of its occurrence. 


or





· If five individuals in the local community have reported the same or similar incidents of ASB separately to the Local Authority, Police or Registered Housing Provider (Social Landlord) in the last 6 months.





Account may also be taken of:-





· The persistence of the ASB (differing types of incidents)


· The harm or potential harm caused by the ASB


· The adequacy of response





Complaint





An investigation will take place to establish if the matter has been adequately resolved to a reasonable standard or if further action is required to minimize the threat, harm or risk to a victim. 





Purpose


To give victims and communities the right to request a review of their case where a local threshold has been met, and to bring agencies together to take a joined up, problem solving approach to find a solution for the victim.


Who can make the request?


A victim of ASB, or another person acting on their behalf with his/her consent such as a family member, carer, local councillor, Member of Parliament a community group or other professional.


A victim can be an individual, a business or a community group.


Vulnerability


As there is no definitive way to determine the vulnerability of an individual and vulnerability can differ from person to person and circumstance to circumstance. The relevant (Home Office approved) risk assessment matrix should be used to determine if the threshold could be met on a threat risk and harm basis to that individual. Repeated complaints which relate to non-antisocial issues may indicate hidden needs or risks which may need addressing by a professional agency for practical or emotional support


Relevant Bodies


· The Local Authority


· Humberside Police


· The Clinical Commissioning Group


· Local Social Housing Providers


Multi-agency Panel


The appropriate bodies will form a panel, when a multi-agency approach is required to resolve an ASB Case Review where the threshold has been met and the responsibility spans more than one agency. Where the perpetrator is under 18 the Youth Offending Service will be represented on the panel. Victim Support will be made aware of all requests for an ASB Case Review to both support the victim and where appropriate represent the victim at any panel meeting called.


The views of the victim should be taken into consideration and as such the panel may wish to invite the victim or a representative of the victim (person reporting on behalf of the victim) to attend the panel meeting and view the process. Where circumstances dictate that such an invitation should not be extended to the victim then Victim Support will be invited to take part and view the process. 


A representative from the Office of the Police and Crime Commissioner will be invited to be part of this group to:- 


· ensure the process has been fair and transparent


· act as an advocate for the victim with the ability to scrutinise the decisions made around the threshold test or how the review was carried out


· monitor the use of ASB case reviews to identify any learning and best practice


The Local Authority ASB Team will be the lead agency and gate keeper of requests for an ASB Case Review with a responsibility to:-


· Receive


· Review


· Record


· Respond





Humberside Police will be the main relevant supporting body.





Receive





· Writing:- The application should be in writing on a standardised form (available on the internet) with sufficient details to enable an investigation into the circumstances to be carried out.


· Telephone:- A single voicemail point of contact (telephone number 01472 323933) will be publicised for those people who do not feel confident to complete the ASB Case Review form. This will be managed by the Local Authority ASB Team. Contact will be made with the caller on receipt of the call to either assist them to complete an application form or cause a home visit to be made by a professional person where the victim is elderly, confused or vulnerable. (A written record must be kept of all such calls received and the action taken).


· Ideally applications will be made through the Local Authority Electronic Achieve form which is automatically sent to a single point of contact (SPOC) email box when completed. 


· The SPOC box will be managed by the Local Authority ASB Team.


· Links to the Application Form should be easily accessible from all the relevant organisations web sites. The process must be suitably publicised, by the relevant organisations and be user friendly.


· It is the responsibility of all organisations to assist a victim to activate an ASB Case Review by providing suitable help, assistance and guidance.


· Each application will be recorded and given a unique reference number (URN)





Review


· A 28 day resolution process commences immediately an application form is received. 


· The case review will not include a review of any decisions made by the Crown Prosecution Service (CPS) and a victim will be directed to the CPS complaints procedure and the “Victims Right to Review Scheme”


· Liaison and investigation between the reviewing officers will take place to assess the application and if it meets the threshold test.


· All relevant organisations should be informed of the application regardless of the initial findings, so an individual agency can cause their own review to be undertaken if they feel it would be beneficial. 


· The LA SPOC has the responsibility to communicate with the relevant organisations and the applicant during the review phase.


· Where the application does not meet the criteria, the LA SPOC will communicate this and the findings to the applicant, the local OPCC representative and record the same. The applicant will be made aware of the escalation process open to them in the same written correspondence.


· The reviewing officers may feel on receipt of an application that although it does not meet the criteria additional research or further investigation needs to be undertaken due to the vulnerability or the threat, risk or harm to the victim. Where this is the case the applicant should be informed in writing that the criteria has not been met per se but it has been forwarded to the relevant organisation who will make contact within 5 working days to assess the issues.


· The LA SPOC will inform the applicant in writing of the threshold test outcome. Where the threshold test has been met it will be deemed to be good practice to relay back to the victim in writing at the same time the exact understanding by the reviewing officers what the complaint is and the proposed course of action that is likely to be taken within the next 28 days i.e. case to be monitored by ASB Group and an ASB Officer from Lincolnshire Housing Partnership will make contact within 5 working days to discuss the complaint and agree an action plan. 


· On receipt of the application, appropriate action to resolve the issue may be able to be determined by the reviewing officers without the need for it to be discussed at a multi-agency ASB Review Group meeting, thereby avoiding unnecessary delays. The proposed action will be passed to an identified point of contact within an agency or agencies for following up. A record of the action will be documented.  


· Where the application meets the criteria and it covers more than a single agency responsibility, a multi-agency ASB Case Review group/panel will be formed swiftly comprising of suitable decision makers. All agencies have a duty to share the information they hold on the case for the purpose of the review. This can include previous complaints, action taken, referrals to other agencies etc. The sharing of information is covered by Information Sharing Agreements held by the Community Safety Partnership. The relevant bodies can request any person to disclose information for the case review and this must be shared unless it contravenes any of the provisions set out in the Data Protection Act 1998 or is prohibited by Part 1 of the Regulation of Investigatory Powers Act 2000. The ASB Crime and Policing Act 2014 (as amended) determines that the disclosing of information for an ASB Case Review does not breach any obligation of confidence or any other restriction.


· The group will agree an appropriate action plan with relevant timescales, identify the lead agency and lead officer who has the responsibility to keep the victim updated on the progress of the review and the action that has been and is proposed to be taken. All action taken will be fed back to the group where it will be recorded. 


· A review of the case by the multi-agency group will take place within the 28 day period with progress recorded. 


· When the matter has been satisfactory resolved, the applicant must be informed and a full record must be recorded. 


· Where the matter has been unable to be resolved but it is likely to be resolved shortly after the expiry of the 28 day period the reasons should be clearly recorded. The applicant must be informed of the delay and again after the matter has been finalised by the lead officer.


· Where the matter cannot be resolved within the 28 day period due to the nature or complexity of the complaint, the reasons should be clearly recorded and the applicant made aware of the on-going action. The complainant should receive regular updates at least one every 28 days and consulted with regarding an exit strategy.


· Each ASB Case Review involving more than a single agency must be formally closed by the ASB multi-agency review group meeting at its conclusion with a full written record of the actions taken to resolve the matter. 


· ASB Case Reviews involving a single agency only will be formally closed by the LA SPOC after receiving written updates by the lead person (within the time specification). The LA SPOC will keep a record of the outcome which will be made available on request by an appropriate agency. 


· ASB Case Reviews will be a standing item at the ASB/Criminal Damage Thematic Group Meeting. The meeting will be required to formally close and scrutinise all ASB Case Reviews. They should be satisfied with the outcome and be able to produce their reasons for closure in the event of an appeal. 








Record


· An electronic record for all ASB Case Reviews will be maintained, including actions, decisions, outcomes and observations to provide a clear and transparent audit trail. 


· Each case will be given its own unique reference number (URN).


· All hard copy documents relevant to each review will be scanned and stored electronically under the appropriate URN.





Respond





· When an application is received in the approved format and meets the threshold test for an ASB Case Review all efforts must be made to resolve the issue and notify the applicant of the result within a 28 day period or sooner when possible.


· A common sense approach will be taken as to the ownership of the problem by the relevant organisations.


· A lead officer will be identified from the most appropriate organisation to lead and co-ordinate a response using a problem solving format (when required). 


· The lead officer has the responsibility to liaise with and update the applicant throughout the process and for as long as the case is open. The victim should be involved in devising an action plan with the lead officer to resolve the ASB and address their needs. The applicant must be updated within the 28 days after the lead officer’s first contact.


· The LA ASB Coordinators will normally be the LA SPOC and will have the responsibility to maintain accurate records for each case from details supplied by the lead officer.


· The applicant will be informed in writing (by the LA SPOC) when the matter has been finalised and closed. Details how the case review can be escalated to the next level will be included in the event the applicant feels the matter has not been resolved and reasonable action has not been taken to resolve it. 


· The ASB Review Panel conducting the case review may make recommendations to other agencies. The legislation places a duty on an agency carrying out public functions to have regard for those recommendations. That does not mean that the recommendations must be carried out but they should acknowledge them and may be challenged should they not carry them out without good reason.





Escalation





· The escalation process does not replace any individual organisations disciplinary or complaints procedure. 


· The escalation must be in writing and sent to the LA SPOC who has the responsibility to notify the CSP lead.


· The CSP lead will cause an escalation panel to be formed which will comprise of suitable senior staff from each organisation who have the authority to influence change.


· A suitable chair will be appointed. 


· The appeal panel will determine if the escalation is upheld and if necessary agree suitable actions to be completed within a 28 day period.


· A lead organisation will be agreed by the panel who in turn will identify a lead person to co-ordinate the response and devise an action plan in consultation with the victim.


· The lead person has the responsibility to ensure that the chair and the victim are kept updated until the matter has been resolved or progressed as far as possible and closed. 


· The LA ASB Coordinator monitoring the case will record the progress under the URN by written reports provided by the lead officer. 


· Should the victim fail to accept the findings to resolve the matter they must appeal to the Police and Crime Commissioner in writing to review the case.





Publishing Data





The LA ASB Team will have the responsibility to publish the relevant information on behalf of the Community Safety Partnership as set out in the legislation. This will be publicised on the Safer website and include:-





· the number of applications for ASB case reviews received


· the number of times the threshold was not met


· the number of ASB case reviews carried out


· the number of ASB case reviews resolved within the 28 day period 


· the number of ASB case reviews which were unable to be completed within the allotted 28 day period with reason


· the number of ASB case reviews that resulted in recommendations being made


· the number of appeals and escalations to the next level





The data published will not contain details that can identify a victim. The data will be updated quarterly and will not normally identify the agency or agencies the case review relates to.





Governance





· Governance in the first instance will be via the formed ASB Review Panel, who will report to the Chair of the ASB/Criminal Damage thematic group on progress and closure. 


· The Office of the Police and Crime Commissioner will be notified of each application from the outset and be invited to participate in the panel process. The OPCC can scrutinise the process and ask for an update on any ASB Case Review and dip sample any case (open or closed) for quality assurance purposes.


· Updates will be provided to the CSP Executive Board and the OPCC quarterly or annually where no requests for a case review has been received


· Relevant data will be made public
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Victim



Risk Assessment Matrix



(RAM)



Section ‘A’ (To be completed in the presence of the victim/witness)


Name:





       Address:



Incident Number:


This score card is designed to help partnership agencies identify vulnerable victims, and witnesses.



It should be used as a guide in combination with the additional points system and is to be used when there are concerns for the health and well being of a victim or witness to ASB. The assessment should be discussed and completed with the victim/witness to ensure it meets their needs.


			1. Other than this occasion – how often do you have problems?


			5



4



3



2



1



0


			Daily



Most days



Most weeks



Most months



Occasionally



Never









			2. Do you think the current incident is linked to previous incidents?


If so why?






			3


2


1


			Yes


Not sure


No








			3. Do you believe you know who is responsible?


			2


1



0


			Yes I think I do


I have suspicions


No idea





			4. Do you feel that the incident is associated with your faith, nationality, ethnicity, sexuality, gender or disability?


Details;






			4


0






			Yes


No 





			5. How effected do you feel by what has happened?


			5



4



3



2



0


			Extremely affected



Affected a lot



Moderately affected



Affected a little



Not affected









			6. Do you have any family or friends to support you?


			4


3



1



0


			Victim lives alone and is isolated.



The victim is isolated from others support



Victim as a few people to draw support from



Victim is well supported by family and friends.









			7. Who are the incidents targeted at?


			4 



3



1



0


			You 



Your family



Your community



Do not know








			8. In addition to what has happened, do you feel that there is anything that is increasing you or your household’s personal risk (eg because of personal circumstances)


Details;






			3



0


			Yes



No 





			9. Have you been in contact with any other agency? 


 If yes are you happy for us to discuss the problem  with them?



Details;



     


			2



0


			Yes



No 





			                                                  TOTAL SCORE;


			


			








			         0        4        8        12        16        20        22        24        26        28    30  32  34  36  38




LOW                                                MEDIUM
  HIGH








CONSENT TO INFORMATION SHARING 


Partnership agencies involved adhere to strict information protocols they will only share information with other agencies on a need to know basis to help secure the safety of you and your family.


I consent to agencies obtaining and sharing information as part of the multi-agency work to help secure my safety and that of my family.


If there are child protection concerns, information will be shared regardless of whether this form is signed.



Signature:______________________________            Date:___________



PRINT NAME:____________________________________



Section ‘B’ (To be completed by the Referring Agency alone)


This section gives partnership agencies the opportunity to present their own subjective judgement of what support and protection is required in any given situation, regardless of the number of incidents reported. Please use the table below for additional concerns and add them to your score if relevant.


NAME OF AGENCY;_______________________________________________________


DEATAILS OF CONCERNS:


			ADDITIONAL CONCERNS


			Add. Points


			





			Number of reported incidents


			1 


			1 Point Per incident





			Physical welfare


			2


			





			Mental Health welfare


			4


			





			Causing Stress


			6


			





			Causing Depression


			8


			





			 Threatening Suicide 


			10


			





			Self harm or attempted suicide 


			20


			





			Agencies involved – Victim not engaging with agencies


			minus



-35


			





			AGENCY SCORE:






			


			








			    0       4        8        12      16      20     22    24     26     28    30  32  34    36   38           40 +




                LOW
                                                 MEDIUM                                    HIGH








TOTAL SCORE = Score from Section A + Score from Section B – 35 (in app cases)


PAGE  
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		Service/ Intervention

		Young and Safe, Youth Offending Service

		Reporting Period

		 	Q4 19-20

		Reporting officer

		Paul Caswell

Youth Offending and Community Safety Service manager



		Primary Outcome

		All People in North East Lincolnshire Feel Safe and Are Safe.



		Primary indicators

		Crime Rates / Young People involved in Criminal Activity and ASB



		Service Performance Measures

		First Time Entrants to the criminal justice system, Re Offending Rates & Rates of Custody Suitable accommodation at closure of order 





Data taken from Youth Justice Board (YJB) YJAF system

		[bookmark: _GoBack]             

· The 2 national baselines that North East Lincolnshire will use to show progress are first time entrants and use of custody. These are the most recent national performance indicators as the rates of re offending are 2 years out of date. This recognised by both the Youth Justice Board (YJB) and Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Probation (HMIP) 

· The number of young people use of custody has increased to 8; however this is not an accurate picture of the current state as there are 3 re-counts within this rolling 12 months period, as detailed in the section below. The accurate figure being 5 showing a stable direction. Consultation using SOS is used at all trigger points re potential custody

· The number of First Time Entrants has seen a reduction from 40 – 33 – 33 – 25 -19 and now 142 and as a rate the second lowest within our YJB family. The diversion policy delivered through the out of court process within locality settings will have had an impact on this number with potential further reductions predicted.

NB there were no YJB figures last quarter due to PNC being upgraded.



First Time Entrants to the youth justice system



· First Time Entrants in NEL October 18 – Sept 19 = 21 with a rate of 142 per 100,000 of 10-17 population 

· First Time Entrants in NEL April 18 – March 19 = 19 with a rate of 129 per 100,000 of 10-17  population

· First Time Entrants in NEL Jan 18 – Dec 18 = 25, with a rate of 172 per 100,000 of 10 – 17 population



Rates of the use of custody



· Current custody rate Jan 19 – Dec 19 = .54 which equates to 8 young people in a rolling 12 month period, This is factually incorrect as 

· Jan – March 18 / 19. Showed 0, correct

· April – June 19-20 showed 1, correct

· July – Sept 19 -20 showed 2, in correct child 2 was a recall to prison so should not be counted

· Oct – Dec 19 – 20 showed 5, in correct as child 1 attended crown court but was then returned back to youth court for low level offences and child 2 the same as child 1 , child 3 correct .

· So this should be 5 in a rolling 12 month period and YOS business support have been made aware of data submissions.

· Custody rate, Jul 18  – Jun 19  = .34, which equates to 5 young people in custody in a rolling 12 month period

· Custody rate, April 17 – March 18 = 0.69, which equates to10 young people in custody in a rolling 12 month period.



Re Offending rates, taken from YJAF



· Jan 17 – Mar 17 

· Number in the cohort = 28

· Number of reoffenders =15, giving a binary reoffending rate of 53.6%

· Number of re offences = 92, giving re offences per reoffender 6.13



· Jan 18 – Mar 18

· Number in the cohort = 25

· Number of reoffenders =11, giving a binary reoffending rate of 44%

· Number of re offences = 47, giving re offences per reoffender 4.27





Suitable Accommodation case level data April – December 19



· Referral orders and Reparation Orders = 16 / 18= 89%

· Community = 13 / 14  = 93%

· Custody = 2 / 3 = 67%

· Total 31 / 35 = 89%

 











         

                       







First Time Entrants

Q3 16/17	Q4 16/17	Q1 17/18	Q2 17/18	Q3 17/18	Q4 17/18	Q1 18/19	Q2 18/19	Q3 18/19	Q4 18/19	Q1 19/20	Q2 19/20	Q4 19/20	51	41	48	44	44	40	35	40	33	33	25	19	21	Re Offending Rates year on year comparison

Jan 17 - Mar 17	North East Lincolnshire	Yorkshire	Humberside PCC Area	England 	&	 Wales	0.5357142857142857	0.43478260869565216	0.44078947368421051	0.39902080783353733	Jan 18 - Mar 18	North East Lincolnshire	Yorkshire	Humberside PCC Area	England 	&	 Wales	0.44	0.38563049853372433	0.47154471544715448	0.39263252470799642	





Re Offending  frequency rate

Jan 17 - Mar 17	North East Lincolnshire	Yorkshire	Humberside PCC Area	England 	&	 Wales	6.1333333333333337	4.2921052631578949	5.4029850746268657	3.9125766871165646	Jan 18 - Mar 18	North East Lincolnshire	Yorkshire	Humberside PCC Area	England 	&	 Wales	4.2727272727272725	5.0076045627376429	6.5862068965517242	4.0148741418764304	







Number of young people in Custody 

Oct 15 - Sep 16	Jan 16 - Dec 16	Apr 16 - Mar 17	Jul 16 - Jun 17	Oct 17 - Sep 17	Jan 17 - Dec 17	Apr 17 - Mar 18	July 17 - June 18	Oct 17 - Sept 18	Jan 18 - Dec 18	Apr 18 - Mar 19	July 18 - June 19	Jan 19 - Dec 19	9	9	10	9	13	12	12	10	6	9	6	5	8	numbers of sentences to custody
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		Service/ Intervention

		Young and Safe, Youth Offending Service

Prevention and early help,  Out of Court Disposal



		Reporting Period

		 	Q4 2019 - 2020

		Reporting officer

		Paul Caswell

Service manager youth offending/community safety



		Primary Outcome

		All People in North East Lincolnshire Feel Safe and Are Safe.



		Primary indicators

		Crime Rates / Young People involved in Criminal Activity and ASB



		Service Performance Measures (Local)

		Local priorities 1) Education Training and Employment (ETE), 2) SEND, including educational health and care plans (EHCP), 3) Suitable Accommodation and 4) Thresholds of need 5) Thresholds of risk 6) Caseload capacity as a %







		North East Lincolnshire local performance primary base lines across the youth justice system

                                                   Story behind the base line  (Data taken from open cases 01-04-2020)

North East Lincolnshire youth offending service at the close of Q4 reporting period had 39 young people open to the service, the maximum amount of cases that can safely be held at anyone point is 40, which shows that we are working at 98% of our maximum capacity, an increase of 8% when compared to last quarter, however what needs to be taken into consideration is that the vast majority of the current cohort have been assessed subjectively through Asset plus at high or very high risk of both serious harm or re offending. It is clear to assess that the young people are at high levels of crisis, as shown in the high levels in the graph above for serious harm and safety and well-being, it important to note that the vast majority of risk of reoffending is at a medium level (25/39 = 65%



		How Much has been done

		How well was it done / capacity and risk



		· 01-04-2020, 39 young people open to statutory YOS, 26 open cases to out of court disposals (OOCD), a total of 65 open cases are open within this reporting period.

· YOS interventions are 20 intensive and 15 enhanced

· YOS Levels of need, LAC = 11, CP = 6 , CIN = 4, Total = 21 

· OOCD Levels of need LAC = 0, CP = 7, CIN = 2,Total = 11

· YOS young people at risk of serious harm (ROSH) High = 22, Medium =13, Low = 4.

· YOS young people at risk of re offending, high = 8,medium =25, low = 6

· YOS young people, concerns around safety and wellbeing, high = 25, medium = 12, Low = 2

· No of open pre court cases by diversion = 21, youth conditional caution =5

· No of open post court disposals by Referral Order = 18, No of open post court disposals by Youth rehabilitation order =12, 

· No of Detention and Training Order = 3 

· No of young people on section 90 / 91 = 1

· No of young people on a bail support package = 

· No of young people remanded in custody (YDA / YOI) = 2

· No of young people sentenced to custody in Q4 = 2

· Current young people on licence = 0

· No of reparation hours= 150 hours across 5 projects

· 17 victim’s referrals to YOT, 17 contacted and offered support. 

· 7 of those contacted have taken support

· 89% of all YOS cases show suitable accommodation





ETE / SEND, overall youth justice cohort 03-01-2020, pre and post

· Overall identified cohort of 65 young people across NEL youth justice 

· No young people identified as NEET =19

· Post 16 young people ETE – 8, 

· No of young people identified as NEET and pregnant = 0

· No of young people in compulsory ed permanently excluded = 0

· No of young people in compulsory ed fixed term exclusions = 5 (7)

· No of young people in compulsory ed =39, 11 alternative and 28 mainstream ed

· No of young people in compulsory ed identified as SEN support / school action = 20

· No of young people home educated = 2 

· No of young people in mainstream ed that are in custody = 0, alternative ed= 3













		· YOS are working at 98% (39/40) of their maximum work load capacity, however also recognised is that YOS are working with high levels of risk.

· 54% of current YOS cases are also supported by Children’s social care, 42% (14/29) within OOCD

· Whilst the high levels of risk of safety and wellbeing and serious harm remain high and very high the risk of reoffending has seen a movement towards medium risk. 

· There is an even split of referral orders and youth rehabilitation orders currently being worked within the service ( 18/12)

· 81% of out of court disposals are for diversion (21/26) with the remainder being for youth conditional cautions. Showing the dedication to not enter YP as first time entrants to the justice system. Also no youth cautions delivered,, showing confidence in the youth justice decision making process and the trust in YOS to prevent re offending and support desistance levels

· There has been an increase in young people identified as NEET, an increase from 16 - 19

· No young people within NELC youth justice has received a permanent exclusion from compulsory education, however 5 young people have received fixed term exclusions covering 7 days, this a decrease on last quarter.

· 51% (20/39) are in compulsory education and receiving SEN /  school action support, an increase of 7% against last quarter

· 30% 12 /39) have a current education health and care plan (EHCP)

· No young people in mainstream education are currently in custody



		What difference has been made



		· Due to the shift in current YOS caseload case managers are now being supported by the high risk YOS team in respect to safeguarding responsibilities such as strat meetings, CIN / CP etc. This to ensure effective assessments are completed and reviewed with a safe intervention plan constructed.

· First Time Entrants are consistently low 21 in a rolling 12 month period, with a rate of 142 per 100,00 population, second lowest rate within our YJB family group

· 80% of all out of court disposal cases are being worked at diversion levels, this to drive down the first time entrant levels in North East Lincolnshire

· Tracking the young people that have received an OOC disposal and worked with in the new diversion programme, we now have data for 13 young people that have been closed post intervention for 1 year within this reporting period. 100% of those 13 young people have not re-entered the criminal justice system

· No formal cautions or community resolutions delivered by Humberside Police in NEL in this period.

· Only 2 young people in the NEL youth justice system is shown as home educated 

· No young people within the NEL youth justice model have received a permanent exclusion

· No young people in the youth justice system has a current Criminal Behaviour Order (CBO)

· Case level data taken from Youth Justice Board (YJB) YJAF data shows 89% in suitable accommodation.



		Areas requiring attention



		· Suitable accommodation in all youth justice cases are being looked into and challenged. Homeless 16-17 protocol to be re developed by a multi-agency approach.

· National standards continued at a strategic level, the audit at an operational level has been completed and shows a 90% plus level of outstanding

· SEND and Reoffending action plans need updating

· YOS / CASS partnership agreement needs refreshing due to change in senior management PCA / DAL to progress





North East Lincolnshire Secondary baselines across the youth justice system

 

Likelihood of re offending



Q3	

High	Medium	Low	23	12	1	Q4	

High	Medium	Low	8	25	6	







Thresholds of Need



Q3	

CIN	CP	LAC	8	6	8	Q4	

CIN	CP	LAC	4	6	11	







Risk of serious harm YOS only



Q3	

High 	Medium 	Low	26	8	2	Q4	

High 	Medium 	Low	22	13	4	





Concerns around safety and wellbeing YOS only 



Q3	

High 	Medium	Low	24	12	0	Q4	

High 	Medium	Low	25	12	2	
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