
Inspection of youth offending services: Wakefield Youth Justice Service 1 

  

An inspection of youth offending services in 

Wakefield 
HM Inspectorate of Probation, December 2021 



Inspection of youth offending services: Wakefield Youth Justice Service 2 

Contents 

Foreword .................................................................................................................................... 3 
Ratings ....................................................................................................................................... 4 
Executive summary .................................................................................................................... 5 
Recommendations .................................................................................................................... 12 
Background .............................................................................................................................. 13 
Contextual facts ....................................................................................................................... 15 
1. Organisational delivery ........................................................................................................ 17 

1.1. Governance and leadership ............................................................................................... 19 
1.2. Staff ................................................................................................................................ 22 
1.3. Partnerships and services .................................................................................................. 25 
1.4. Information and facilities ................................................................................................... 28 
Diversity ................................................................................................................................. 30 

2. Court disposals ..................................................................................................................... 32 
2.1. Assessment ...................................................................................................................... 34 
2.2. Planning .......................................................................................................................... 36 
2.3. Implementation and delivery ............................................................................................. 37 
2.4. Reviewing ........................................................................................................................ 38 

3. Out-of-court disposals ......................................................................................................... 40 
3.1. Assessment ...................................................................................................................... 42 
3.2. Planning .......................................................................................................................... 44 
3.3. Implementation and delivery ............................................................................................. 45 
3.4. Policy and provision .......................................................................................................... 46 

4. Resettlement ........................................................................................................................ 50 
4.1. Resettlement policy and provision ....................................................................................... 50 

Annexe 1: Methodology ........................................................................................................... 54 
Annexe 2: Inspection data ....................................................................................................... 56 
 
Acknowledgements 
This inspection was led by HM Inspector Jon Gardner, supported by a team of inspectors and colleagues 
from across the Inspectorate. We would like to thank all those who helped plan and took part in the 
inspection; without their help and cooperation, the inspection would not have been possible. 
The role of HM Inspectorate of Probation 
Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Probation is the independent inspector of youth offending and probation 
services in England and Wales. We report on the effectiveness of probation and youth offending service 
work with adults and children.  
We inspect these services and publish inspection reports. We highlight good and poor practice and use 
our data and information to encourage high-quality services. We are independent of government and 
speak independently. 
Please note that throughout the report the names in the practice 
examples have been changed to protect the individual’s identity.  
© Crown copyright 2021 
You may re-use this information (excluding logos) free of charge 
in any format or medium, under the terms of the Open 
Government Licence. To view this licence, visit 
www.nationalarchives.gov.uk/doc/open-government-licence or 
email psi@nationalarchives.gsi.gov.uk. 
This publication is available for download at: 
www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmiprobation  

Published by: 
HM Inspectorate of Probation  
1st Floor Civil Justice Centre 
1 Bridge Street West 
Manchester 
M3 3FX 

Follow us on Twitter @hmiprobation 

ISBN: 978-1-914478-53-6 

http://www.nationalarchives.gov.uk/doc/open-government-licence
mailto:psi@nationalarchives.gsi.gov.uk
http://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmiprobation
https://twitter.com/HMIProbation


Inspection of youth offending services: Wakefield Youth Justice Service 3 

Foreword 

This inspection is part of our programme of youth offending service (YOS) 
inspections. We have inspected and rated Wakefield Youth Justice Service (YJS) 
across three broad areas: the arrangements for organisational delivery of the service, 
the quality of work done with children sentenced by the courts, and the quality of 
out-of-court disposal work. Overall, Wakefield YJS was rated as ‘Requires 
improvement’. We also inspected the quality of resettlement policy and provision, 
which was separately rated as ‘Good’. 
We saw committed individuals, ranging from practitioners through to board 
members. A shared ‘child-first’ approach was evident. There are several good-quality 
services and partnerships, facilitating a personalised way of working with children. 
Arrangements to address education, training and employment (ETE) needs are 
strong, and health colleagues are engaged effectively to deliver health intervention 
and support. There are good links with regional partners and some interventions 
unique to the service, such as the music therapist, evidence tangible positive 
outcomes for children. 
However, we saw too much inconsistency in the delivery of work by the service 
across both court and out-of-court disposals. While there was evidence of good 
practice, such as in resettlement provision, there were concerns about quality 
elsewhere. The service’s assessments of risks to the child and their risks to others 
were insufficient. While there were no imminent dangers, we saw evidence that the 
YJS had underassessed risks and failed to identify clear signs of concern. This 
underassessment often then had a detrimental impact on the quality of planning, 
implementation and delivery, and review. Evidence from our case inspections 
suggests that the board and the YJS have not yet translated their vision into effective 
service delivery that consistently focuses on keeping children and other people safe.  
The board will play a significant role in driving the YJS forward. The members are 
engaged and knowledgeable. However, they need to advocate for the children open 
to Wakefield YJS and ensure they are prioritised across the organisations and 
services they represent. There also needs to be a renewed and systematic approach 
to the analysis of the information provided at the board to ensure the diverse needs 
of all young people are considered and met.  
The YJS is a learning organisation and we saw a group of practitioners who are 
eager to learn and develop. If this approach is maintained, we believe the service 
has the capacity to deliver improvements. In this report, we make a number of 
recommendations which we hope will enable Wakefield to make the changes 
necessary to deliver a high-quality service for children. 
 

 
Justin Russell 
HM Chief Inspector of Probation 
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Ratings 

Wakefield Youth Justice Service Score 10/36 

Overall rating Requires improvement 
 

1.  Organisational delivery   

1.1  Governance and leadership Requires improvement 
 

1.2 Staff Requires improvement 
 

1.3 Partnerships and services Good 
 

1.4 Information and facilities Good 
 

2. Court disposals  

2.1 Assessment Inadequate 
 

2.2 Planning Requires improvement 
 

2.3 Implementation and delivery Inadequate 
 

2.4 Reviewing Inadequate 
 

3. Out-of-court disposals  

3.1 Assessment  Inadequate 
 

3.2 Planning  Requires improvement 
 

3.3 Implementation and delivery Requires improvement 
 

3.4 Policy and provision Requires improvement 
 

4. Resettlement  

4.1 Policy and provision Good 
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Executive summary  

Overall, Wakefield Youth Justice Service (YJS) is rated as ‘Requires improvement’. 
This rating has been determined by inspecting the YJS in three areas of its work, 
referred to as ‘domains’. We inspect against 12 core ‘standards’, shared between the 
domains. The standards are based on established models and frameworks, which are 
grounded in evidence, learning and experience. They are designed to drive 
improvements in the quality of work with children who have offended.1 Published 
scoring rules generate the overall YJS rating.2  
We inspected the quality of resettlement policy and provision separately and rated 
this work as ‘Good’.  

Organisational delivery 
We interviewed the YJS manager and the chair of the management board. We held 
meetings with other members of the board, key stakeholders, YJS staff and 
volunteers, and children, parents and carers. Wakefield YJS has remained operational 
throughout the Covid 19 pandemic. Continued engagement in education was 
identified as a priority and the service ensured that children had access to remote 
learning devices and individual learning packs. The YJS helped to facilitate socially 
distanced learning and tuition and provided return-to-education support. Overall staff 
were innovative in how they continued to meet the individual needs of children.  
The management board is engaged and motivated with a clear commitment to a 
‘child-first’ approach. However, board member should be more proactive in 
advocating within their own organisations for children y to ensure children’s needs 
are met. Board members also need to improve their understanding of their role in 
delivering the objectives of the youth justice plan.  
While the partnership has access to a significant amount of data to develop and 
target services for YJS children, the lack of systematic or sophisticated analysis of 
this has hampered progress. The board needs to adopt a robust and methodical 
approach to the analysis of all information to ensure the needs of all young people 
are considered and met. The YJS leadership team and the board have a clear and 
ambitious vision for children, but this has not led to effective service delivery that 
consistently focuses on keeping children and other people safe, and further focus is 
needed to embed consistent quality of practice. 
A number of good-quality services and partnerships support a personalised approach 
in Wakefield. Arrangements to address education, training and employment (ETE) 
needs are strong, and health colleagues are engaged effectively. There are useful 
links with regional partners and some interventions unique to the service, such as 
the music therapist, evidence tangible positive outcomes for children. Effective 

 
1 HM Inspectorate of Probation’s standards can be found here: 
https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmiprobation/about-our-work/our-standards-and-ratings/  
2 Each of the 12 standards is scored on a 0–3 scale in which ‘Inadequate’ = 0; ‘Requires improvement’ 
= 1; ‘Good’ = 2; ‘Outstanding’ = 3. Adding these scores produces a total score ranging from 0 to 36, 
which is banded to produce the overall rating, as follows: 0–6 = ‘Inadequate’, 7–18 = ‘Requires 
improvement’, 19–30 = ‘Good’, 31–36 = ‘Outstanding’. 

https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmiprobation/about-our-work/our-standards-and-ratings/
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working arrangements with some services, such as children’s social care still need to 
be developed.  
The YJS office base is a genuine strength and provides a safe, child-friendly 
environment which is vital for the effective delivery of interventions.  
Managers and practitioners in Wakefield are committed and hardworking, however, 
the casework we inspected indicates deficits in the oversight of work undertaken. 
Policies, procedures, and supervision and appraisal processes are all embedded 
within the service and the staff are generally positive about these, although the 
efficacy of risk management arrangements needs review given the underassessment 
of risk evidenced during inspection.  
There needs to be further consideration of the changing cohort of children who the 
YJS oversees. The service delivers significantly more out-of-court disposals then it 
did five years ago, and children increasingly need bespoke contextual safeguarding 
and trauma-informed responses. This needs to be understood and be more evident 
in workforce development and contingency planning.  
Our key findings about organisational delivery are as follows: 

• There is a shared understanding of a child-first approach among 
organisations working in Wakefield, and the board shows a genuine 
interest and commitment to the delivery of youth justice services.  

• Wakefield YJS places appropriate emphasis on its learning and 
development framework. 

• Managers, practitioners and volunteers are motivated about their work. 
• The YJS education and health workers are skilled and knowledgeable and 

link effectively with colleagues in relevant external services and 
organisations. 

• The YJS is well resourced, has manageable caseloads and provides staff 
with access to appropriate training opportunities. 

• There is evidence of attempts to provide a personalised approach to 
interventions, reflected in the strong offer of speech and language therapy 
and music therapist sessions. 

• The office provides a largely accessible and safe venue for children to visit 
and staff to work in.  

But: 
• Activity by board members outside of formal meetings needs to show a 

more effective impact on YJS children.  
• Case inspection data suggests that the board and the YJS have not 

translated their vision into effective service delivery that consistently 
focuses on keeping children and other people safe.  

• There needs to be better engagement and interaction between children’s 
social care and the YJS, with clearer evidence of coordinated work. 

• While racial disproportionality within the overall YJS cohort is low, there 
needs to be more evaluation of the structural barriers that might lead to 
disproportionality in the children entering custody.  

• Not all current board members have engaged fully in the last 12 months.  
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• The redeployment of some health practitioners out of the YJS due to the 
pandemic delayed the roll-out of trauma-informed case formulation 
interventions; with the return of health practitioners, this activity needs to 
resume and regain momentum. 

• The YJS was not able to evidence consistently prompt referrals to child and 
adolescent mental health services (CAMHS) in cases where the YJS 
emotional health and wellbeing pathway was insufficient for the child. 

Court disposals 
We took a detailed look at eight community sentences and one custodial sentence 
managed by the YJS. We also conducted interviews with the relevant case managers, 
or their line manager if they were unavailable. We examined the quality of 
assessment; planning; implementation and delivery of services; and reviewing. Each 
was inspected in respect of work done to address desistance, to keep the child safe, 
and to keep other people safe. The quality of the work undertaken needs to be 
above a specified threshold for each aspect of supervision to be rated as satisfactory. 
There was inconsistency in the YJS’s work across all four standards and the quality of 
some casework was rated as ‘Inadequate’, specifically in the assessment and review 
of children’s risk of harm, and their safety and wellbeing. Management oversight was 
considered insufficient, and we saw evidence that it met the needs of the case in 
only three of the nine cases inspected.  
Work to support desistance was the strongest area identified in the cases. 
Assessment, planning and implementation, and delivery of work to support 
desistance were rated as good as they were sufficient in 78 per cent of cases that we 
inspected. Reviewing was the weakest area of work to support desistance and this 
was rated as ‘Requires improvement’. 
We found variability in work done to keep the child safe. Assessments were judged 
to be insufficient because they did not always identify and analyse risks to the child. 
Risk was also consistently underestimated, suggesting the YJS does not fully 
understand the risk profile of the children with whom it works. However, this  
under-assessment did not impact significantly on planning for safety and wellbeing, 
which was rated as ‘Outstanding’ and reflected a competent understanding of how 
best to plan to safeguard them. A particular strength of this was the inclusion and 
involvement of other agencies, which also resulted in good implementation and 
delivery of interventions. Reviewing to keep the child safe was weak, however, and 
judged to be insufficient.  
Work to keep others safe was the weakest area of practice we saw. Assessment, 
implementation, and delivery, and reviewing to keep others safe were all rated as 
‘Inadequate’. Risks to others were significantly and consistently underassessed. 
Planning activity to keep others safe was a more positive picture, although risks to 
victims were not addressed in most of the relevant cases and contingency planning 
was absent in two-thirds of the cases where required.  
Our key findings about court disposals are as follows: 

• The service’s child-first ambitions were reflected in its generally strong 
work to support the desistance needs of the children. 

• Case managers took a strengths-based approach to work with children to 
support desistance, considering the wider context of the child and their 
family. 
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• Children and their parents or carers were normally involved in assessment 
and planning activity, and case managers tried to maintain an effective 
working relationship with them. 

• Planning to keep children safe was strong and reflected a competent 
understanding of how best to plan to safeguard them. 

But: 
• Risks to children and risks posed by them were not always identified or 

analysed and where they were identified they had been under-assessed. 
• Management oversight was insufficient in the majority of cases inspected 

and may be a factor in the poor levels of risk identification. 
• When changes across all domains of risk were apparent, there was no 

consistent approach to reviewing these risks. 
• Collaborative working and communication between services, particularly 

when managing risks, needed to be clearer. 
• Contingency planning needed to be stronger so that appropriate actions 

can be taken if risks increase.  
• Planning to keep victims safe needs to be improved. 

Out-of-court disposals 
We inspected 14 cases managed by the YJS that had received an out-of-court 
disposal. These consisted of nine youth conditional cautions, two youth cautions, two 
community resolutions and one ‘Outcome 22’ deferred prosecution ‘Chance to 
Change’ pilot case.3 We interviewed the case managers in all 14 cases. We examined 
the quality of assessment; planning; and implementation and delivery of services. 
Each of these elements was inspected in respect of work done to address desistance, 
to keep the child safe and to keep other people safe. The quality of the work 
undertaken for each factor needs to be above a specified threshold for each aspect 
of supervision to be rated as satisfactory. 
We also inspected the quality of policy and provision in place for out-of-court 
disposals, using evidence from documents, meetings and interviews. 
Overall, there was too much inconsistency in the practice of assessment, planning, 
and implementation and delivery. The quality of some casework was insufficient, 
specifically the assessment of children’s risk of harm and safety and wellbeing. 
Management oversight was not sufficient in just over a third of the cases where it 
was required, and we saw evidence that it met the needs of the case in only eight of 
the 13 cases where oversight was needed.  
Work to support desistance was the strongest area identified in this domain. 
Assessment, planning, and implementation and delivery to support desistance were 
sufficient in 10, 10 and 11 of the inspected cases respectively. Case managers 
assessed desistance needs effectively, considering issues of diversity and the wider 
social context of the child.  

 
3 Chance to Change is a deferred prosecution pilot scheme endorsed by the Ministry of Justice for 
children living in West Yorkshire aged between 10 and 17 who have been accused of lower gravity 
offences. 
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Work to keep the child safe was variable quality. Assessments were judged to be 
insufficient because they did not always identify and analyse risks, or the controls 
and interventions needed to promote safety and wellbeing. Planning to keep the 
child safe was rated as ‘Requires improvement’ primarily due to the limited 
contingency planning evidenced. Implementation and delivery of services to keep the 
child safe was sufficient in 10 cases, and there was sufficient coordination with other 
agencies involved in delivering interventions. 
Work to keep others safe was the weakest practice in the three standards. 
Assessment was judged to be insufficient. Risks to others were significantly 
underassessed and did not sufficiently analyse how to keep people safe in almost 
half of the cases inspected. The cases of four girls were inspected within this cohort 
and the assessment of their risks to others was not sufficient in three instances. We 
rated the quality of the YJS’s planning activity and the interventions delivered to 
keep others safe as ‘Requires improvement’. Much more emphasis was needed on 
victim safety when interventions were planned and delivered. 
Policy and provision helped to support joint decision-making for out-of-court 
disposals. However, we saw evidence that the process was not always followed. The 
risk management procedures, while clear, proved to be ineffective if the assessments 
of risk to the child and to others were not accurate. Multi-agency evaluation 
processes should focus more on what happens after the intervention is decided and 
how effective this is, including further consideration of how diversity factors may or 
may not impact on disposal decisions.  
The YJS lacked creative control of out-of-court decisions; we saw evidence that 
decisions sometimes prioritised offence gravity over the child’s need and so a 
personalised intervention was not always possible. For example, there were limited 
use of youth cautions as an intervention.  
The desistance needs profile of children who received an out-of-court disposal was 
different to that of those receiving a court disposal and indicated a potentially more 
vulnerable cohort. For example, the YJS had identified that they had a higher 
proportion of resilience, mental health and self-identity needs.  

Our key findings about out-of-court disposals are as follows: 
• Positive and proactive attempts were in place to prevent vulnerable 

children coming into the criminal justice system unnecessarily.  
• Work to address the desistance needs of children was consistently strong. 

The focus on the needs of the child reinforced the child-first approach that 
the service is striving to evidence. 

• Implementation and delivery of services to keep children safe showed 
sufficient coordination of activities when required. 

• Policy and provision had been developed collaboratively and there was a 
strong offer of support, including pre-YJS intervention by the liaison and 
diversion service.  

But: 
• For children subject to out-of-court disposals, assessment of risks to the 

children themselves and the risks they posed to others was insufficient. 
This was evident in three of the four girls’ cases inspected, where clear risk 
factors had been overlooked. 
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• Contingency plans needed to be more robust to ensure emerging risks 
were tackled effectively. 

• Case managers needed to give greater consideration to the needs of the 
victim when planning and delivering interventions. 

• Management oversight needed to improve and demonstrate increased 
impact in meeting the needs of the case. 

• Policy and provision were only effective if initial risks had been assessed 
sufficiently and if joint decision arrangements were followed. As this was 
not always apparent, there needs to be consideration of a more dynamic 
system to evaluate the efficacy of policy and provision. 

Resettlement 
We inspected the quality of policy and provision for resettlement work, using 
evidence from documents, meetings and interviews. To illustrate that work, we 
inspected two cases managed by the YJS who had received a custodial sentence. 
The impact of the South and West Yorkshire Resettlement Consortium on policy and 
provision in Wakefield is clear and this is reflected positively locally. There are several 
strong and innovative arrangements across Wakefield and West Yorkshire with a 
clear collective focus on overcoming structural barriers faced by children and 
improving their experience of resettlement. Some deficits were noted in the cases 
inspected; for example, in one case there was insufficient ETE and accommodation 
planning. However, overall practice was positive and it was evident that policy had a 
positive impact on the quality of provision. 
The YJS relied too much on the support of the consortium, however, and this 
affected its evaluation of local provision. For example, the resettlement staff were 
unaware of the local data provided to the consortium by the YJS performance 
manager and this had not been used effectively locally. Furthermore, the YJS had not 
followed up the consortium's identification of potential over-representation in the 
South and West Yorkshire region of black, Asian and minority ethnic children in 
custody to understand the challenges these children faced and whether there were 
any ‘upstream’ potential structural barriers or deficits in local policy and provision. 

Our key findings about resettlement work are as follows: 
• There are strong links with the South and West Yorkshire Resettlement 

Consortium, whose regional coordinator provides effective oversight of 
resettlement provision in the area.  

• There is a collective approach to overcome structural barriers for all 
children released from custody; the regional accommodation standard is 
an example of this. 

• There are good links with the local young offender institution and a ‘timely 
planning for resettlement’ joint protocol has been developed. 

• There is a draft local policy identifying a strengths-based approach 
underpinned by a constructive resettlement ethos. 

• Constructive resettlement training has been provided for staff and the 
principles are also used with children receiving community sentences.  

But: 



Inspection of youth offending services: Wakefield Youth Justice Service 11 

• There is an overreliance on the regional consortium and, consequently, the 
resettlement team does not scrutinise its own local data comprehensively 
enough to help develop local provision.  

• Although resettlement policy and processes are in place, they do not 
always translate into effective service provision or delivery. 

• The partnership needs to evidence the efficacy of work undertaken 
collaboratively to understand the ‘upstream’ structural barriers that might 
impact negatively on the experiences of black, Asian and minority ethnic 
children at risk of entering custody.  
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Recommendations 

As a result of our inspection findings, we have made 10 recommendations that we 
believe, if implemented, will have a positive impact on the quality of youth offending 
services in Wakefield. This will improve the lives of the children in contact with youth 
offending services, and better protect the public. 

The Wakefield Youth Justice Management Board should make sure that: 
1. board members have high expectations for engagement and attendance at 

meetings, and advocate effectively for children engaging with the YJS within 
their organisations and services 

2. it receives and sufficiently analyses performance data provided by both the 
YJS and partner organisations  

3. the partnership adopts a robust and methodical approach to the analysis of 
information to ensure the needs of all young people are considered and met 
before, during and after statutory YJS intervention. 

The Wakefield Youth Justice Service should: 
4. ensure that management oversight and quality assurance of practice are 

effective, and that there is active oversight of staff training and development 
needs 

5. improve the quality of assessment for both court and out-of-court disposals, 
with a specific focus on keeping the child safe and managing the risks to 
others 

6. ensure robust contingency plans are in place for all children that address their 
safety and wellbeing, and risk of harm to others 

7. ensure the needs of victims are considered by case managers, as well as by 
the restorative justice workers, in planning and intervention. 

8. ensure that service delivery is responsive to the increasing numbers of 
children on out of court disposals 

The Wakefield Youth Justice Service and Wakefield Children’s Social Care 
should:  

9. review existing joint working arrangements so that practitioners from both 
services are aware of respective roles and responsibilities, and effective joint 
working becomes evident. 

The Wakefield Youth Justice Service, Liaison and Diversion Service and 
West Yorkshire Police should: 

10. continue to develop integrated scrutiny and evaluation arrangements for  
out-of-court disposals with a particular focus on the outcomes of intervention.
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Background  

Youth offending teams (YOTs) work with children aged 10 to 18 who have been 
sentenced by a court, or who have come to the attention of the police because of 
their offending behaviour, but have not been charged – instead, they were dealt with 
out of court. HM Inspectorate of Probation inspects both these aspects of youth 
offending services. 
YOTs are statutory partnerships, and they are multidisciplinary, to deal with the 
needs of the whole child. They are required to have staff from local authority social 
care and education services, the police, the Probation Service and local health 
services.4 Most YOTs are based within local authorities, although this can vary.  
YOT work is governed and shaped by a range of legislation and guidance specific to 
the youth justice sector (such as the National Standards for Youth Justice) or else 
applicable across the criminal justice sector (for example, Multi-Agency Public 
Protection Arrangements guidance). The Youth Justice Board for England and Wales 
(YJB) provides some funding to YOTs. It also monitors their performance and issues 
guidance to them about how things are to be done. 
Wakefield is the administrative centre of the City of Wakefield district of West 
Yorkshire. Latest estimates (2020), provided by Wakefield YJS, put Wakefield’s 
population at 351,592, of whom 31,960 (9.1 per cent) are under 18, which is in line 
with the England average of 9.4 per cent.5 Wakefield has a relatively small but 
growing ethnic minority population. In 2001, 3.3 per cent defined their ethnicity as 
other than white British; by the 2011 Census, this had increased to 7.2 per cent.6 
The largest minority group is now ‘other white’, and the largest group born outside 
the UK were born in Poland. Within schools in 2020, 11.4 per cent of primary pupils 
and 8.2 per cent of secondary pupils had a first language other than English.  
Across Wakefield in 2019, 15,700 children (24 per cent) were living in low-income 
families. This was lower than across the region (28 per cent) and slightly above the 
England average (22 per cent) and is an increase of 25 per cent over the previous 
five years. There are large differences in child poverty between wards - ranging from 
12 per cent in Stanley ward to 43 per cent in Wakefield East.  
The YJS has seen its caseload profile change over time and significantly in recent 
years as the focus has been placed increasingly on early intervention. In March 2017, 
40 per cent of the caseload involved out-of-court disposals; by March 2021, this had 
increased to 70 per cent. The most common offence on the caseload was violence 
against the person. Wakefield has more girls on its caseload than nationally, at 21 
per cent compared with 15 per cent nationally, but we recognise that Wakefield YJS 
includes voluntary and non-statutory work in its caseload so figures may not be 
directly comparable.  
Wakefield Youth Justice Service sits within the partnerships, strategy and innovation 
service area of the local authority children and young people directorate. The YJS 

 
4 The Crime and Disorder Act 1998 set out the arrangements for local YOTs and partnership working. 
5 Wakefield YOT Profile. (2021). Document provided by Wakefield YJS.  
6 Office for National Statistics. (2012). Census 2011, December 2012. 
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service manager also has responsibility for youth services. The Wakefield board has 
made a deliberate attempt to work collaboratively at a strategic and operational 
level, and the youth justice partnership is aligned to the priorities of the children and 
young people’s partnership, community safety partnership and the safeguarding 
children’s partnership. The YJS board is chaired by the director for children services 
and in June 2021 signed off its latest plan, which champions a ‘child-first’ approach. 
During the Covid-19 pandemic direct work with children continued through a range 
of online platforms, and doorstep, garden gate and outdoor visits and sessions. 
Continued engagement in education was identified as a priority and the service 
ensured children had access to remote learning devices and individual learning 
packs. The YJS helped to facilitate socially distanced learning and tuition and 
provided return-to-education support.  
The Wakefield YJS office has now reopened, and staff can facilitate interventions 
from here if appropriate. Robust Covid-19 safety measures in place include hand-
sanitising stations and mask-wearing in communal areas.  
The YJS has learned a number of lessons during the pandemic. It noted that a 
strategic approach to support children at risk of coming into the criminal justice 
system was key, and reports of children congregating in public spaces were dealt 
with through a joint initiative by detached youth work teams and the police.  
While such innovative child-first approaches have been a positive development, the 
YJS is aware that challenges remain. Ongoing and fluctuating restrictions on social 
contact have affected the efficacy of some interventions delivery, particularly those 
that require confidential or therapeutic approaches, although such disruptions have 
lessened more recently as restrictions have lifted.  
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Contextual facts 

Population information7 

203 First-time entrant rate per 100,000 in Wakefield8 

167 First-time entrant rate per 100,000 in England and Wales 

28.2% Reoffending rate in Wakefield9 

35.6% Reoffending rate in England and Wales 
 

351,592 Total population in Wakefield 

31,960 Total youth population (10–17 years) in Wakefield  

Caseload information10 

Age 10–14 years 15–17 years 

Wakefield YJS 37% 63% 

National average 22% 78% 
 

Race/ethnicity White Black and 
minority ethnic Unknown 

Wakefield YJS 92% 8% 0% 

Wakefield District11 93% 7% 0% 

National average  69% 28% 3% 
 
Gender Male Female 

Wakefield YJS  79% 21% 

National average 85% 15% 

 

 
7 Office for National Statistics. (2021). UK population estimates, mid-2020. 
8 Youth Justice Board. (2021). First-time entrants, January to December, 2020. 
9 Ministry of Justice. (2021). Proven reoffending statistics, October 2018 to September 2019.  
10 Youth Justice Board. (2021). Youth justice annual statistics: 2019 to 2020. 
11 Wakefield YJS Local Profile document; statistics taken from 2011 Census. 
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Additional caseload data12  

33 Total current caseload: community 
sentences 

1 Total current caseload: in custody 

3 Total current caseload: ‘other’ 

76 Total current caseload: out-of-court 
disposals  

31 Total current youth conditional cautions 
and youth cautions 

28 Total current youth community resolutions 

2 Total current Outcome 22 diversion pilot 
cases 

38 Total currently receiving voluntary 
intervention at termination of intervention 

24.5% Proportion of current caseload subject to 
court disposal 

50.3% Proportion of current caseload subject to 
out-of-court disposal and/or assessment 

25.2% 
Proportion of current caseload subject to 
voluntary intervention at termination of 
intervention 

6% Proportion of current caseload ‘Looked 
After Children’  

3% Percentage of current caseload with child 
protection plan 

1% Percentage of current caseload with child 
in need plan 

36% 
Percentage of current caseload in a pupil 
referral unit or alternative education, 
reduced timetables or not in education, 
training or employment 

For children subject to court disposals (including resettlement cases):  

Offence types13 % 
Violence against the person  36% 
Burglary 27% 
Theft and handling stolen goods 9% 
Sexual offence (contact)  18% 

Criminal damage (excluding arson)  9% 
 

12 Data supplied by the YOS, reflecting the caseload at the time of the inspection announcement. 
13 Data from the cases assessed during this inspection. 
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1. Organisational delivery 

The YJS arrangements for governance and leadership, and staffing have been rated 
as ‘Requires improvement’. The arrangements for partnerships and services, and 
information and facilities have both been rated as ‘Good’ 
The management board is attended by engaged individuals who wish to oversee the 
delivery of outstanding services. There is a shared understanding of a child-first 
vision. However, board members need to be more active in advocating for children 
who offend back in their ‘home’ service. There is a need for more consistent 
engagement with the board by partners, such as the Probation Service. Board 
members also need to better understand their roles in meeting the objectives 
outlined in the youth justice plan. It was apparent that some partners work to their 
own strategies with input from the YJS rather than to the YJS strategic plan, which 
lessened the impact of service delivery. The lack of strategic and board focus on the 
high numbers of 10-14-year olds in the YJS is an example of this.  
The YJS leadership team has attempted to connect the service and the board. 
However, evidence from our case inspections suggests that this has not yet led to a 
full understanding of the risk profile or translated the board’s vision into effective 
service delivery that consistently focuses on keeping children and other people safe.  
Although the board makes decisions having considered the risk profile of children 
receiving interventions, its analysis of data has not been sophisticated enough. 
Consequently, the reasons for emerging concerns are not fully understood or 
evidenced and there is a need to evidence the effectiveness of work being 
undertaken ‘upstream’ to impact upon structural barriers that could affect the 
experiences of black, Asian and minority ethnic children  
The casework we inspected indicates that, although managers and practitioners in 
Wakefield are committed and hardworking, there are deficits in the oversight of 
work. This is particularly evident in the under-assessment of risk, which was 
apparent in many of the cases we inspected, across both court and out-of-court 
disposals. A reappraisal of good risk management practice has begun and, on more 
than one occasion during the inspection, in the time between their interviews with 
inspectors, staff had actively reflected on their practice and identified areas for 
development.  
Supervision and appraisal are embedded within the service and the staff are 
generally positive about these processes. There is a motivated staff group who 
demonstrate that they are eager to learn and have embraced learning opportunities, 
and this is a strength. Staffing levels have been managed reasonably well by the 
management team and caseloads did not go up significantly when vacancies arose in 
the last 12 months. 
Ongoing consideration of the changing cohort of children whom the YJS oversees is 
required in future workforce development and contingency planning. In particular, 
there is a need to review a service that delivers significantly more out-of-court 
disposals then it did five years ago, and an increase in the number of children 
needing bespoke contextual safeguarding and trauma-informed responses. 
A number of good-quality services and partnerships facilitate a personalised 
approach in Wakefield. Arrangements to address education, training and employment 
(ETE) needs are strong, and health colleagues are engaged effectively to deliver 
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appropriate health interventions. There are good links with regional partners and 
some interventions unique to the service, such as the music therapist, evidence 
tangible positive outcomes for children. However, effective arrangements with social 
care are not clear and need developing.  
The YJS office base is a strength and provides a safe, child-friendly environment, 
which is vital for the effective delivery of interventions to this cohort. Where 
accessibility is a concern for some children, the YJS ensures that they are seen 
elsewhere if they cannot get to the office. IT systems are in place that allow 
appropriate access and support staff when working remotely. 

Strengths   

• There is a shared understanding of a child-first approach among organisations 
working in Wakefield, and the board shows a genuine interest and 
commitment to the delivery of youth justice services.  

• Wakefield YJS is a learning organisation and places appropriate emphasis on its 
learning and development framework. 

• Managers, practitioners and volunteers are motivated about the work that they 
undertake. 

• The service’s education and health workers are skilled and knowledgeable, and 
link effectively with colleagues in relevant external services and organisations. 

• The YJS is well resourced, has manageable caseloads and provides staff with 
access to appropriate training opportunities. 

• There is evidence of attempts to provide a personalised approach to 
interventions, reflected in the strong speech and language therapist offer and 
music therapist sessions. 

• The office provides a largely accessible and safe venue for children to visit and 
staff to work in.  

 
Areas for improvement 

• Activity undertaken by board members outside board meetings needs to better 
demonstrate its impact on YJS children.  

• Evidence from our case inspections suggests that the board and the YJS have 
not yet translated their vision into effective service delivery that consistently 
focuses on keeping children and other people safe. 

• The board needs to adopt a robust and methodical approach to the analysis of 
all information to ensure the diverse needs of all young people are considered 
and met. 

• The partnership needs to evidence the efficacy of approaches in tackling 
upstream structural barriers that might affect the potential for 
disproportionality in the children entering custody. 

• Not all current board members have engaged consistently in the board in the 
last 12 months. 
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• There needs to be better evidence of the impact of engagement and 
interaction between children’s social care and the YJS. 

• The YJS was not able to evidence consistently prompt referrals to child and 
adolescent mental health services (CAMHS) where the YJS emotional health 
and wellbeing pathway was insufficient to meet the child’s needs. 

Organisations that are well led and well managed are more likely to achieve their 
aims. We inspect against four standards. 

1.1. Governance and leadership 
 

The governance and leadership of the YOT supports and 
promotes the delivery of a high-quality, personalised and 
responsive service for all children.  

Requires 
improvement 

Key data 

Total spend in previous financial year £1,426,471 

Total projected budget current for financial year £1,461,963 

In making a judgement about governance and leadership, we take into account the 
answers to the following three questions: 

Is there an effective local vision and strategy for the delivery of a  
high-quality, personalised and responsive service for all children? 
A comprehensive three-year youth justice strategic plan sets out the parameters for 
a ‘child-first’ approach for the YJS; 97 per cent of staff surveyed said that they 
understood this vision. The service’s child-first vision aligns with other Wakefield 
partnerships. The Youth Justice Board (YJB) has facilitated work to support the 
partnership to translate this vision into objectives in the strategic plan. 
The management board is chaired by the corporate director for children and young 
people, who also sits on other relevant strategic boards. Youth justice management 
board members took an active role in reviewing the draft youth justice strategic plan 
at a board development day, though not all board members attended. The chair 
takes a keen interest in the work of the YJS, and this is evidenced by activity such as 
visiting a child in custody to gain a greater understanding of children's experiences of 
resettlement planning.  
The board meets quarterly. Meetings were held ‘virtually’ during lockdown and in-
person meetings have now restarted. Board members are regularly provided with 
performance data information. However, understanding of this data needs to be 
more sophisticated to respond effectively to emerging concerns that might impact on 
the strategy. An increase in knife crime is a concern raised by the police recently, but 
data on serious youth violence is not routinely presented to the board in 
performance reports. The sentencer survey indicates that the court is assured of a 
personalised and responsive approach to children.  
There needs to be further analysis by the board to understand the reasons for a 
potential regional overrepresentation of black, Asian and minority ethnic children, as 
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highlighted by the South and West Yorkshire Resettlement Consortium, and how this 
might impact upon Wakefield.  
The membership of the board is appropriate and representative of local partners. 
Most members have the right level of authority to make effective strategic decisions, 
such as resource allocation. Some members who do not have strategic seniority have 
been chosen to attend to facilitate the link between operational and strategic 
delivery.  
Probation Service engagement with the board had been poor. However, this has 
been challenged appropriately with a renewed Probation Service commitment to 
engage and provide the necessary seconded staff. The lead council member for 
children’s services has recently joined the board. The board’s terms of reference 
require attendance by housing and Her Majesty’s Courts & Tribunals Service 
(HMCTS) representatives; although they do not attend, there are appropriate links. 
The terms of reference should be updated to reflect current arrangements and 
attendance.  
Operational managers articulate the YJS’s strategy, particularly the focus on 
prevention. Although managers from key partnerships, such as children’s social care 
and early help, were absent from the partnership managers focus group, we saw a 
strong emphasis on education and health and the key roles played by colleagues in 
these partnerships to deliver the vision and strategy. Additionally, a number of links 
with regional West Yorkshire partnerships facilitate a regional strategic approach to 
the delivery of the youth justice plan where required. 
There needs to be greater evidence that governance arrangements translate into 
effective partnership case practice. For example, two of the three children most 
recently remanded did not ultimately receive custodial sentences, which suggests 
that remand might have been avoided with a more explicit partnership approach in 
line with National Standards requirements. 
Service user feedback has been presented to the board, but the board acknowledges 
it needs to strengthen its approach in consistently gaining feedback and ensuring it is 
fully utilised. 

Do the partnership arrangements actively support effective service 
delivery? 
Board members have identified that they need to place a greater emphasis on 
advocating for YJS children outside of board meetings. There is an outstanding board 
meeting action for some members to feedback examples of what they do in their 
respective partnerships to support young people on the YJS caseload. The board 
needs to articulate more clearly how its arrangements facilitate effective operational 
work.  
Agenda items at the board have covered responsibilities and arrangements across 
the partnership in several areas, including custody, ETE, children in care, emotional 
and mental health, out-of-court disposals and youth participation. However, not all 
YJS staff understand how to access services from partners, indicating that there may 
be some disconnect between strategic planning and operational implementation.  
Additionally, partnership arrangements focusing on the delivery of effective 
contextual safeguarding interventions need greater exploration at the management 
board and within the YJS itself to demonstrate impact. Quarterly performance data 
related to issues of exploitation or serious youth violence presented to the board has 
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been limited, and so it is not clear how the board has contributed to partnership 
activity to address local concerns.  
There are working protocols with partners such as the police and the regional court 
network, which enhance service delivery by clarifying roles, responsibilities and 
expectations. Joint working arrangements between the YJS and social care are in 
place, but we saw evidence these were not always implemented effectively. A joint 
working agreement was previously in place but is not now considered to be required. 
The reoffending live tracker analysis by the YJS facilitates an understanding of 
reoffending trends at operational and strategic level. However, it is unclear what 
action has been taken as a consequence to intervene jointly with the specific children 
identified by this, who generally present with more complex needs. 
The board’s active support of speech and language therapist provision in the YJS is 
evidence of a positive tailored approach to some children’s needs. Seventy-eight per 
cent of the YJS caseload has a speech, language or communication need, and the 
evaluation of this was key to the board identifying resource for a worker to ensure 
this could be screened more effectively.  
Several joint training and development events have been facilitated by both the YJS 
and partners to improve service delivery. For example, the YJS has worked closely 
with forensic CAMHS to develop understanding of exposure to harm via digital media.  

Does the leadership of the YOT support effective service delivery? 
The YJS service manager has facilitated links between board members and 
practitioners. For example, practitioners have made presentations at meetings and 
some board members have met the YJS team, although a fifth of the 33 staff who 
responded to the survey said they were not fully aware of board activity. 
The YJS service manager’s portfolio also includes youth services, which enhances the 
links with additional support and intervention to address children’s needs. There are 
links with Wakefield safeguarding children’s partnership and a commitment by the 
YJS to share its annual needs assessment with them. There is also evidence that the 
YJS management team consulted practitioners about the youth justice strategic plan 
at team meetings. The staff group expressed assurance that board members 
understand the YJS core business and that this is mostly shared throughout their 
organisations. However, practitioners raised some concerns about a lack of 
understanding of restorative justice principles and local interventions by colleagues 
working for the police and children’s social care. 
The sentencer survey indicated that the court expected better outreach by senior 
managers and leaders with the youth court leadership in West Yorkshire, including in 
Wakefield, and would value more liaison from these senior leaders. This reflects the 
regional arrangements in place and the sentencers’ criticism is directed at other 
YOTs, as well as Wakefield, but it does highlight a potential weakness in the regional 
approach taken in Wakefield to support some areas of local service delivery.  
The youth justice strategic plan recognises a number of challenges and risks, such as 
the impact of ignoring children with speech, language and communication needs. 
This recognition and subsequent planning in such areas is a strength. However, the 
YJS leadership team’s scrutiny of data relating to emerging risks is not sophisticated 
enough, and the response to such risks is reactive rather than  
pre-emptive.  
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1.2. Staff 
 

Staff within the YOT are empowered to deliver a high-quality, 
personalised and responsive service for all children.  

Requires 
improvement 

 
Key staffing data14 

Total staff headcount (full-time equivalent (FTE)) 48 
Vacancy rate (total unfilled posts as percentage of total staff 
headcount) 6% 

Average caseload per case manager (FTE)15 11 

Average annual working days sickness (all staff) 3.1 

In making a judgement about staffing, we take into account the answers to the 
following four questions: 
Do staffing and workload levels support the delivery of a high-quality, 
personalised and responsive service for all children? 
The YJS service structure has an appropriate range of practitioners. However, it had 
been working with two practitioner vacancies and this contributed to a slight increase 
in caseload in the last 12 months, up from nine to 11. Some practitioners felt this 
increase was significant, but we assessed workload to be reasonable given the 
complexity of the children. There had been no probation secondee in post for five 
months at the time of the inspection. The YJS and the Probation Service had put 
arrangements in place to minimise the impact of this, but the lack of staff resource 
will have affected the service delivered to children. A lack of consistency in effective 
assessment of risk of harm was evident in cases inspected. The presence of a 
probation officer, who would normally possess good skills in assessing risks of harm, 
is therefore crucial. A new probation secondee was due to start after the inspection.  
Health staff provision in the YJS is good, but they had been redirected to frontline 
health work for short but significant periods during the pandemic. The service 
director for children’s health and wellbeing provided reassurance that the NHS trust 
supported contingency planning during this period to ensure children received 
appropriate interventions. However, there was a noticeable impact on the roll-out of 
trauma-informed case formulation, which had been delayed. The health practitioner 
responsible for this work was due to move to a new role and is tasked with 
developing this intervention before she leaves. Recruitment is also planned for this 
post.  
Throughout the inspection, staff reported that they felt the service is adequately 
resourced. Some had concerns that capacity may decrease as the level of violent 
offending increases, but there is no data indicating this is currently a significant risk. 
The YJS board chair believed the service could deliver with the resources it has.  
An allocations policy ensures that workloads are managed and updated at 
appropriate intervals. Cases are generally allocated to practitioners via email in line 
with this policy, along with details of Asset-plus assessment completion timescales. 

 
14 Data supplied by YOS and reflecting staffing at the time of the inspection announcement. 
15 Data supplied by YOS, based on staffing and workload at the time of the inspection announcement. 
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Case management capacity meetings are held to review practitioner workload and 
capacity is also discussed in regular YJS senior leadership team meetings. 
Promotion within the service, while encouraged and supported, was the main factor 
for vacancies in the last 12 months and this contributed to gaps in key areas of the 
service. The internal promotions were themselves a positive, but the management 
team acknowledged the gaps caused by this activity and were actively managing 
them. Temporary staffing arrangements were also added to the strategic plan as an 
area of possible risk. The management team was aware of potential vacancies in the 
future due to factors such as retiring staff. Although not able to recruit currently, 
such concerns are monitored regularly. 

Do the skills of YOT staff support the delivery of a high-quality, 
personalised and responsive service for all children? 
Staff who responded to the staff survey felt that they had relevant skills and 
experience to manage cases on their caseload, and this was reflected in their 
feedback throughout the inspection. However, the quality of risk assessment noted 
within domain two and three cases did raise concerns about practitioners’  
risk-management skills.  
The workforce largely reflects the local population; 6.25 per cent come from a black, 
Asian or minority ethnic background compared with eight per cent of the YJS 
children and 6.3 per cent of the 10-17 population locally. One staff member identifies 
as white non-British, an ethnicity that has been apparent within the YJS caseload. 
There is no provision in the volunteer policy to consider diversity; this is 
acknowledged as an area for development. 
The health offer in the service has some noticeable strengths. It consists of a dual-
diagnosis (mental health and substance misuse) practitioner, specialist health 
practitioner and speech and language therapist, all of whom have a strong 
understanding of the needs of children on their caseloads. Although senior leaders 
told us there were no lengthy waiting lists for children requiring CAMHS input, this 
was not reflected in staff feedback or evidence from inspected cases. For example, 
one child whose emotional and mental health deteriorated and who started self-
harming was advised of a three-month wait to be seen by CAMHS following the YJS 
referral for support. 
The YJS education practitioners are impressive and evidence a clear understanding of 
their role and links with the broader Wakefield education and inclusion offer. They 
utilised data effectively to evaluate and enhance service delivery. Their knowledge of 
the speech, language and communication needs of YJS children was good and had 
contributed to the management board’s decision to fund the speech and language 
therapist post in the team. 

The restorative justice worker is qualified through the Restorative Justice Council and 
supported by other members of the team. Restorative justice interventions are 
evaluated, and feedback indicates a good level of victim satisfaction from those who 
have engaged. 

Does the oversight of work support high-quality delivery and professional 
development? 
Staff had not received effective supervision to enhance the quality of work with 
children. Quality and impact were not reflected in the recording of management 
oversight in several of the cases inspected; for example, we judged management 
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oversight in 52 per cent of all cases to be not sufficient by inspectors. In one 
instance, the inspector noted that there was no indication of reflective discussions, 
and when the child’s wellbeing deteriorated there was no discussion between the 
practitioner and the case manager of how to tackle the emerging concerns.  
Despite these deficits, staff do receive regular supervision. The agenda for these 
sessions covers appropriate areas, including training, development, welfare and 
casework. There is an induction and appraisal process. A suite of appropriate 
procedures identify quality assurance arrangements and good practice guidance for 
managing risk of serious harm to others, and risk to safety and wellbeing. However, 
these arrangements were not reflected in several of the cases inspected where risk 
was underassessed. The recent appointment of a learning and practice development 
coordinator gives some assurance that these deficiencies will be addressed in the 
future. Additionally, it is of note that the YJS had previously identified potential 
deficits in practice and performance, and had commissioned the Silver Bullet 
Business Training company to develop staff. The impact of this training is yet to be 
fully realised. 

Are arrangements for learning and development comprehensive and 
responsive? 
The YJS badges itself as a learning organisation and evaluates its learning through 
the implementation of an ‘extensive learning framework’. This learning, improvement 
and continuous development framework aims to identify needs and learn from 
practice. There is a comprehensive training offer for all staff covering areas such as 
harmful sexual behaviour, safeguarding, MAPPA (multi-agency public protection 
arrangements), adultification of children and trauma-informed approaches, which 
many staff have accessed. Not all training is mandatory. Ninety-one per cent of 
volunteers thought their initial training was very good, and 91 per cent that ongoing 
training was quite good or very good. However, the learning needs of staff are not 
always sufficiently clear and the quality of inspected casework suggests that the 
service needs to recalibrate its understanding of good practice in risk management. 
Although all staff felt their training needs were met, the YJS training spreadsheet 
was not up to date at the time of the inspection, and it was not possible to identify 
learning needs of practitioners accurately. A more systematic approach is required. 
A workforce development plan focuses on identified learning and development 
requirements and development opportunities for professional qualification, although 
it is due for review and refresh. Additionally, greater reference to how gaps in 
provision and changes in the YJS cohort will be addressed is required in future 
planning. The YJS management team’s development needs have been supported by 
accessing the Association of YOT Managers leadership training courses. 
There is evidence that team meetings are used to discuss training and learning 
needs, and continuous development meetings review progress. Staff are encouraged 
to develop themselves by acquiring professional qualifications. One of the managers 
we spoke to identified himself as evidence of good practice having worked his way 
up from a volunteer. Apprenticeships in the service are further evidence of the YJS’s 
positive approach to personal development.  
The local authority’s Wakefield Pride Award to recognise good practice in the 
authority was previously won by the restorative justice team and members of the 
service have been nominated. Good-news stories are fed back at team meetings and 
good practice acknowledged in the directorate newsletter. However, 47 per cent of 
staff noted that exceptional work was recognised only rarely or sometimes, and 
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further work is needed to recognise positive staff practice and ensure their effective 
engagement. 

Do managers pay sufficient attention to staff engagement? 
The staff we spoke to presented as a well-motivated and enthusiastic group who 
were willing to reflect on their practice during the inspection. The learning framework 
prioritises a ‘healthy, motivated workforce’ and we saw evidence of good levels of 
motivation among staff. In our survey, 100 per cent of volunteers and 94 per cent of 
staff said they felt motivated. There was evidence that the management team was 
motivational in its approach and actively considers staff wellbeing. 

1.3. Partnerships and services 
 

A comprehensive range of high-quality services is in place, 
enabling personalised and responsive provision for all children. Good 

Caseload characteristics 

Percentage of current caseload with mental health issues 55% 

Percentage of current caseload with substance misuse issues 52% 
Percentage of current caseload with an education, health and 
care plan 26% 

In making a judgement about partnerships and services, we take into account the 
answers to the following questions: 

Is there a sufficiently comprehensive and up-to-date analysis of the profile 
of children, used by the YOT to deliver well-targeted services? 
The service has a dedicated performance manager who attends the management 
board and provides performance reports at every meeting. The reports include detail 
on national key performance indicators (KPIs), contextual and demographic data, the 
reoffending live tracker, the continuum of care and education outcomes. The 
performance manager is part of a partnership managers’ group and can access data 
across the directorate. The board noted that bespoke reports can, and have been, 
requested. As a consequence, some data has been analysed effectively. The 
managers were aware that assault, criminal damage and theft currently make up 80 
per cent of offending. The service recognises challenges caused by children with 
speech, language and communication needs, and this has led to action, such as the 
funding of a speech and language therapist. Police noted an increase in knife 
offences and had consequently developed knife crime interventions. There is a very 
good understanding of the education needs of YJS children, which are robustly 
monitored by the education workers. 
However, the analysis of data needs to be more sophisticated to ensure effective 
service delivery for the small cohort of children engaged with the YJS. For example, a 
clearer analysis of children experiencing contextual safeguarding concerns and their 
overlap with the YJS cohort is needed. Age and gender data identified in 
performance reports to the board have not resulted in a detailed evaluation of 
specific needs for these cohorts or an understanding of the overrepresentation of 
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girls and younger children in the YJS caseloads. The service’s live reoffending tracker 
highlights complex need as a risk factor, but lacks detailed scrutiny. 
Disproportionality analysis identifies a slight, statistically insignificant 
overrepresentation of black, Asian and minority ethnic children. There has been 
limited discussion about the numbers of YJS children of Eastern European 
background, who were mentioned by staff several times. There is evidence of some 
analysis of Looked After Children’s offending patterns and the reoffending tracker 
allows scrutiny of offending trends but, overall, there was a lack of a systematic 
approach to analysis of the available data.  
The service’s underassessment of risk as evidenced in domain two and three 
casework means the YJS has an inaccurate analytical picture of children’s 
safeguarding and risk management needs. Monthly custody data is shared with the 
regional resettlement consortium but not systematically analysed locally, and it was 
of note that while there was awareness of the regional resettlement picture, there 
was limited knowledge of local data and patterns.  

Does the YOT partnership provide the volume, range and quality of 
services and interventions required to meet the needs of all children? 
The YJS service manager’s portfolio includes other youth support services and so he 
has oversight of relevant services. These are advertised on a child-friendly local 
authority website highlighting a suite of local activities, such as Duke of Edinburgh’s 
Awards and National Citizen Service programmes. Contextual safeguarding and 
exploitation interventions are supported by local meetings, such as those covering 
children vulnerable to exploitation and multi-agency child exploitation. St Giles Trust 
provides additional specialist support in this area.  
Trauma-informed case formulation interventions are being rolled out in the YJS, but 
have been understandably delayed due to the pandemic and work on this has now 
resumed. The YJS also has access to a number of health interventions both within 
and outside the team. The service director for children’s health and wellbeing 
provides effective strategic coordination. The service has access to the complex 
needs team and mental and emotional health pathway, which facilitates links with 
CAMHS support, although staff articulated some concerns about CAMHS waiting 
times. Forensic CAMHS are involved in the coordination of an appropriate offer for 
children with harmful sexual behaviour. All children displaying sexually harmful 
behaviour are discussed at a multi-agency panel. Practitioners have good links with 
the substance misuse services.  
The education offer in Wakefield is strong, and inspectors saw some evidence of 
effective local arrangements to tackle ETE concerns in the cases inspected.  
There was no probation secondee in post at the time of inspection, but the new 
worker was due to start.  
There were services to deliver a personalised approach which took individual 
diversity considerations into account. The Wifi programme for children to explore 
different cultures and genders had been introduced. The YJS music therapist is a 
hugely valuable asset. There was clear evidence of her success in facilitating 
engagement with offending behaviour work by children through a personalised 
approach. The work of the speech and language therapist was also valued and 
enabled a robust screening of need to allow the practitioner to deliver appropriate 
interventions. 
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The restorative justice workers negotiate reparation projects in the locality effectively 
and it was positive to see the sourcing of bespoke placements. 

Are arrangements with statutory partners, providers and other agencies 
established, maintained and used effectively to deliver high-quality 
services? 
The YJS board chair noted a £1 million investment in youth hubs which the YJS can 
utilise. There is a link worker with each locality hub and a clear vision to use this 
approach to improve service delivery.  
YJS assessments of safeguarding risks and needs in the cases inspected were 
variable; a review of arrangements with children’s social care could be utilised to 
ensure effective joint management of risks and safety and wellbeing concerns.  
There is a good understanding of the ETE needs of YJS children and a realistic 
appraisal of areas that need further development to enhance provision, such as the 
post-16 vocational offer. The service director for education and inclusion clearly 
supports arrangements to address this. There are effective links with the regional 
violence reduction unit, as evidenced in its funding of the ‘Communicate’ programme 
to enhance provision for children with speech, language and communication needs. 
Links with the regional resettlement consortium’s coordinator provides an effective 
conduit for developing bespoke resettlement interventions, such as access to the 
release on temporary licence clinic in Leeds.  
The response from the sentencer survey indicates court confidence and assurance 
that service delivery arrangements are in place regionally, but these are impacted by 
national factors, such as the national referral mechanism (NRM), which identifies, 
protects and supports victims of human trafficking. 

Involvement of children and their parents or carers  
The YJS has various ways of capturing the views of children and works closely with 
the local authority’s service user coordinator. In the last 12 months, this cooperation 
has identified that emotional and mental health, particularly in the context of the 
pandemic, is the top priority for children across the district. Positively, the service has 
acknowledged and reflected this in its work to strengthen the emotional and mental 
health wellbeing pathway; this is also available for children receiving community 
resolution interventions via the liaison and diversion team. The YJS’s health 
practitioner regularly analyses health assessments and these are used to develop the 
service’s understanding of health need. There is also a ‘youth voice’ forum in the 
YJS, although engagement has been sporadic so far. The YJS is engaged in a 
broader exercise across the authority to gather feedback from children through such 
methods as surveys, reflections on ‘collated conversations’ collected via interaction 
with service users and ‘Mind of my own’ feedback, with the aim to gain the voice of 
children more effectively. Feedback has been used; for example, it contributed to the 
development of an information leaflet for YJS children.  
Service user feedback is sought and some interventions - such as the computer in 
the office reception - have been put into place as a result of views from children. 
Authority-wide children’s feedback, via routes such as the ‘Build our futures’ summit, 
indicates a clear desire to utilise the voice of the child in determining the most 
effective services for YJS children. 
As part of the inspection, children, parents and carers are invited to participate in a 
telephone interview with an inspector or a text survey. While the number and quality 
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of responses in this inspection were low, they were all positive. One parent noted 
that: 
“The team have been fantastic with my son. His behaviour has been brilliant, and 
they have helped him immensely”. 
 

1.4. Information and facilities 
 

Timely and relevant information is available and appropriate 
facilities are in place to support a high-quality, personalised and 
responsive approach for all children. 

Good 

In making a judgement about information and facilities, we take into account the 
answers to the following four questions: 

Do the policies and guidance in place enable staff to deliver a high-quality 
service, meeting the needs of all children? 
The YJS has a comprehensive set of policies and procedures produced by an external 
consultant. The policies are updated at appropriate periods. Team meeting minutes 
indicate discussion of policies and procedures. The documents are available 
electronically and in hard copy. Some of the guidance developed lacks specific detail 
about all areas of diversity. For example, the current draft safeguarding guidance 
refers to taking the child's needs into account, but has no specific reference to 
considering the impact of protected characteristics. 
Staff attend relevant forums that assist in the delivery of interventions for children, 
such as the vulnerable and exploited children practitioners’ forum; minutes from 
these meetings indicate that guidance is given about accessing appropriate 
interventions.  

Does the YOT’s delivery environment(s) meet the needs of all children and 
enable staff to deliver a high-quality service? 
The YJS office is situated in Wakefield town centre. It is appropriate for use and staff 
and children have access to spacious meeting and interview rooms. It complies with 
Covid-19 health and safety measures; masks are worn in communal areas and hand 
sanitiser is readily available. Music therapy sessions are delivered in a particularly 
calming environment with access to several musical activities. A corporate health and 
safety policy details safety requirements for the building and for staff. 
Appropriate risk assessments are completed for reparation delivery in the 
community. Risk assessments are also undertaken for virtual meetings, which are 
facilitated whenever a face-to-face meeting is not possible.  
A significant majority of practitioners and children were happy with the building, and 
staff, volunteers and children all felt it was safe. We heard that children in the south 
and south east of the district can find it difficult to access the office due to the 
distance to travel. However, in such circumstances, staff arrange visits at or nearer 
to their home. Staff have access to a number of ‘satellite’ buildings around the 
district and always have a safe place to see children, although the number of 
facilities has reduced during the pandemic. For example, the restorative justice 
workers used to have access to a free community hub with a workshop for 
reparation activity, but this resource has been lost. 
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The participation group forum has been utilised effectively to gather service user 
feedback about office design. 

Do the information and communications technology (ICT) systems enable 
staff to deliver a high-quality service, meeting the needs of all children? 
IT systems are in place to allow staff to work remotely. The service prioritised IT 
access for vulnerable children during the pandemic. There is a computer in the office 
reception area that children can use for job searches and other constructive activity. 
Relevant staff have access to partnership systems when required; for example, the 
police can access their systems from the office and staff have read-only access to the 
children’s social care case management system. 
The YJS performance manager is skilled and well-motivated and provides a wide 
range of information quickly to respond to the needs of the board, team and service 
managers. This includes information on protected characteristics, such as gender and 
ethnicity. The YJS and board need to develop analysis of such information to meet 
the needs of all children.  

Are analysis, evidence and learning used effectively to drive improvement? 
Quality assurance processes are prominent in the service’s learning framework, and a 
learning and practice development coordinator has recently been appointed to 
develop quality assurance arrangements. The YJS is data rich and has access to a 
broad collection of local, regional and national data. However, it is not always used 
effectively to review service provision; for example, data indicating higher levels of 
girls on the caseload has only recently been utilised. Sentencer survey feedback also 
indicated that regionally "data is largely absent at multi-agency meetings when 
strategic priorities are being discussed".  
Some data is used effectively; for example, data was presented to the board to 
demonstrate the impact of speech, language and communication needs in the YJS 
cohort and directly led to agreement for speech and language therapist funding. The 
YJS education team utilise data effectively to determine the needs of their cohort not 
in education, employment or training (NEET) and liaise effectively with education 
colleagues to address these. The YJS health worker produced a good-quality, 
evidence-based paper, which the board was able to use to endorse the service’s 
trauma-informed case formulation ambitions.  
The learning framework outlines arrangements for learning from statutory inspection 
activity and sharing best practice from Wakefield’s safeguarding children’s 
partnership. A presentation on aggregated feedback from joint targeted area 
inspections has been provided to the team by a team manager, for example. There is 
YJS team manager representation at the serious case review subgroup, and learning 
is disseminated from these forums through team meetings and supervision.  
Out-of-court disposal decision-making is subject to routine external scrutiny by a 
regional multi-agency scrutiny panel. Children’s views are sought at appropriate 
points, such as the participation group forum. 
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Diversity 

Throughout our standards, we expect a personalised and responsive approach for 
all children, which includes taking account of their diversity and protected 
characteristics. Those factors may influence our judgements in specific standards. 
Here, we present an overall summary of the approach to diversity that we found in 
this YOT. 

Wakefield demonstrated a commitment to providing a personalised approach to 
children and this is reflected in the child-first ambitions of both the YJS and the 
authority as a whole. There is evidence that the individual diversity needs of children 
are considered in the delivery of some interventions. The service’s detailed 
understanding of the speech, language and communication needs of their children 
(78 per cent have such a need) has led to the funding of a speech and language 
therapist to assess and screen need and advise on appropriate interventions. 
Although this worker is employed for a 12-month fixed term, the board offered 
reassurance that this contract would be renewed. The service is also committed to 
delivering personalised approaches to other disadvantaged groups, such as children 
in care. It aims to address their higher reoffending rates in Wakefield by 
implementing additional measures, such as increased use of restorative practice, 
more effective use of re-engagement panels before consideration for a breach, and 
developing closer partnership working with children’s homes and foster carers.  
The relatively low number of black, Asian and minority ethnic children coming into 
contact with the YJS is a positive, as is the data indicating no statistically significant 
overrepresentation. No cases for black, Asian or minority ethnic children were 
inspected within the domain two and three standards, though both children 
inspected under the resettlement standard were black African. There was no deficit 
in the quality of support for these children compared with white children. The 
efficacy of the partnership approach to working with minority ethnic children requires 
more evaluation though, in order to provide assurance that interventions ‘upstream’ 
are ensuring that structural barriers affecting the risk of these children entering 
custody are addressed 
The number of children in this cohort is very small. Furthermore, feedback during the 
inspection from St Giles Trust about the high black, Asian and minority ethnic 
representation in the cohort it works with to tackle the risks of exploitation or serious 
youth violence was of note. According to the YJS, some of the communities that St 
Giles Trust is targeting are populated disproportionally by non-white families. All 
services working within the youth justice partnership therefore need to evidence the 
success of their ‘upstream’ collaborations to ensure children in these communities are 
not drawn into the risky behaviours more likely to result in custody. 
The ‘Chance to Change’ Outcome 22 pilot (see footnote 3) has been developed to 
tackle disproportionality. The YJS has developed the Wifi programme to enable 
young people to explore and investigate different cultures within their own society, 
while taking their gender into account. The programme is designed to explore and 
investigate different cultures from the past and present, and looks at the roles of the 
participants’ parents and grandparents. The service has also utilised the YJB’s 
disproportionality toolkit and has some understanding of the racial and ethnic 
characteristics of YJS children.  
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The service’s analysis of the data it holds, and the plans developed by the 
partnership to address any emerging concerns about disproportionality, need to be 
more robust. For example, all of the service’s draft policies and procedures need to 
be explicit in their reference to protected characteristics. Additionally, the YJS  
three-year strategy does not refer to the need to consider protected characteristics 
within its ambitions to listen to the voice of the child.  
Emerging risks regarding potential disproportionality are acknowledged, but the 
actions to address them need to be more specific, measurable, achievable, realistic 
and time bound. For example, the proposed activity in the strategic plan to 
undertake an “analysis of female and younger offending cohort to address issues” is 
not sufficient to deal with the genuine concerns that these cohorts of children are 
overrepresented in the YJS caseload. Given that YJB data indicates this 
overrepresentation was apparent in 2019, the analysis should have been undertaken 
more proactively and actions put into place to address it. Indeed, the board was 
unable to articulate an understanding as to why there was a high proportion of  
10-14-year-olds engaged with the service. 
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2. Court disposals 

We took a detailed look at eight community sentences and one custodial sentence 
managed by the YJS. We also conducted seven interviews with the relevant case 
managers or their line manager when not available. We examined the quality of 
assessment; planning; implementation and delivery of services; and reviewing. Each 
of these elements was inspected in respect of work done to address desistance, 
keeping the child safe and keeping other people safe.  
Children who receive a court disposal in Wakefield should expect that both they and 
their parents or carers will be effectively engaged, that their diversity needs will be 
met, and that the YJS will work collaboratively with partners to ensure they do not 
reoffend and that risks to and from others are addressed. These outcomes should be 
achieved via high-quality and consistent assessment and planning, delivery of 
interventions supported by effective management oversight, and robust ongoing 
review of the work undertaken. However, there was too much inconsistency in the 
work done across all four standards and the quality of some casework was 
insufficient, specifically the assessment and review of children’s risk of harm, and 
safety and wellbeing. Management oversight was also insufficient and we saw 
evidence that it met the needs of the case in only three of the nine cases inspected.  
Work to support desistance was the strongest area identified in this domain. 
Assessment, planning and implementation, and delivery of work to support 
desistance were sufficient in seven of the nine cases that we inspected. Case 
managers assessed desistance needs effectively, taking into account issues of 
diversity and the wider social context of the child. The service had a good 
understanding of the pertinent needs affecting desistance. Indeed, the finding that 
significant numbers of children experience ETE and speech, language and 
communication difficulties aligns with evidence identified in domain one of this 
inspection and resources put into place to address these. This good level of 
understanding meant that planning and interventions were effectively implemented; 
evidenced by the identification and delivery of services most likely to have an impact. 
This delivery was strengths-based and maintained effective working relationships. 
This approach chimed with the child-first ambitions articulated by people we spoke to 
throughout the inspection.  
Reviewing was the weakest area of YJS work to support desistance; review 
arrangements did not always respond sufficiently to changes in factors affecting 
desistance. This area was rated as ‘Requires improvement’. 
Work to keep the child safe was variable. Assessments were judged to be insufficient 
because they did not always identify and analyse risks, or the controls and 
interventions needed to promote safety and wellbeing. The YJS had also 
underestimated the risk profile of the children worked with. We did not agree with its 
assessments of low risk and identified more than double the number of children as 
high risk compared with the YJS’s own assessments. However, this underassessment 
did not impact significantly on planning for safety and wellbeing, which we rated as 
‘Outstanding’. The service was aware of the factors that needed to be addressed and 
planning involved other agencies in a significant number of cases. This resulted in 
good implementation and delivery of interventions, although the involvement of 
other agencies needed to be better coordinated.  
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Reviewing was weak, however, and judged to be insufficient. The YJS did not always 
respond to changes in risk or complete a written review when required. Engagement 
with partners when reviewing risks and interventions was also limited. 
Work to keep others safe was the weakest area of practice identified within the four 
standards. Only a third or less of the cases inspected were sufficient in relation to 
assessment, implementation and delivery, and reviewing for risk of harm to others. 
Risks to others were significantly underassessed; we only agreed on a low 
classification of risk in two out of six relevant cases viewed. Overall, five of the nine 
cases inspected had not identified and analysed risks sufficiently in the assessment. 
Interventions were poorly coordinated and involved other agencies in only two of 
eight relevant cases where this was required. Consideration of risks and victims 
throughout these interventions was not sufficient. Reviewing was equally concerning; 
poor coordination with other agencies was apparent and was only sufficiently utilised 
in one case. Reviews did not identify and respond to change in four of the six cases 
inspected where this was required. Planning activity was a more positive picture. 
However, risks to victims were not addressed in five of the eight relevant cases and 
contingency planning was absent in six of the eight relevant cases where required; 
this led to an overall judgement of ‘Requires improvement’ for planning.  
 

Strengths   

• The service’s child-first ambitions were reflected in its generally strong work in 
supporting the desistance needs of the children. 

• Case managers had a good understanding of the desistance needs of the 
children they worked with.  

• Case managers tried to take a strengths-based approach to work with children 
to support desistance, considering the wider context of the child and their 
family. 

• Children and their parents or carers were normally involved in assessment and 
planning activity, and case managers always tried to maintain an effective 
working relationship with them. 

• Planning to keep children safe was strong and reflected a competent 
understanding of how best to plan to safeguard children. 

 
Areas for improvement 

• Risks to the children themselves and the risks they posed to others were not 
always identified and analysed.  

• Where case managers had identified risks to children and risks posed by them, 
they had been underassessed in the majority of instances. 

• Management oversight was insufficient in the vast majority of cases inspected 
and could be a factor in the poor levels of risk identification. 

• When changes across all domains of risk were apparent, there was no 
consistent approach to reviewing them. 
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• Collaborative working and communication between services, particularly when 
managing risks, needed to be clearer. 

• Contingency planning needed to be stronger to enable appropriate actions to 
be taken if risks increased.  

• Planning to keep victims safe needs to improve. 

Work with children sentenced by the courts will be more effective if it is well 
targeted, planned and implemented. In our inspections, we look at a sample of 
cases. In each of those cases, we inspect against four standards.  

2.1. Assessment 
 

Assessment is well-informed, analytical and personalised, 
actively involving the child and their parents or carers. Inadequate 

Our rating16 for assessment is based on the following key questions: 

 % ‘Yes’ 
Does assessment sufficiently analyse how to support the child’s 
desistance? 78% 

Does assessment sufficiently analyse how to keep the child 
safe? 44% 

Does assessment sufficiently analyse how to keep other people 
safe? 22% 

Does assessment sufficiently analyse how to support the child’s 
desistance? 
In eight of the nine cases inspected, the assessment included sufficient analysis of 
offending behaviour, including the child’s acknowledgement of responsibility for, 
attitudes towards and motivation for their offending. Staff considered the diversity 
and wider social context of the child in seven cases and used information held by 
other agencies in eight cases. In eight cases, the assessment focused on the child’s 
strengths and their protective factors, and also recognised their level of maturity, 
ability and motivation to change. 
The views of both the child and their parents or carers combined were considered in 
seven cases. The needs and wishes of the victim were taken into account in seven of 
the relevant cases. Lifestyle was a pertinent desistance factor in all of the cases we 
inspected. Learning and ETE was a factor in eight cases, and speech, language and 
communication a factor in seven. 
 
Does assessment sufficiently analyse how to keep the child safe? 
The assessment of the child did not clearly identify and analyse risks to the safety of 
the child in five of the nine cases inspected, although it did draw on available sources 

 
16 The rating for the standard is driven by the lowest score on each of the key questions, which is 
placed in a rating band, indicated in bold in the table. See Annexe 2 for a more detailed explanation. 
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of information where appropriate in seven cases. The assessment did not analyse 
controls and intervention to promote the safety and wellbeing of the child in three of 
the six cases inspected.  
While we thought the case manager’s classification of safety and wellbeing was 
reasonable in two-thirds of the cases inspected, we did not agree that either of the 
two cases assessed to be a low risk warranted this classification, and we assessed 
five of the children to be a high risk compared with the YJS’s assessment that only 
two were. 
An inspector noted: 
“The assessment of safety and wellbeing did not identify concerns in relation to the 
use of cannabis and class A (ecstasy). Usage was reported to be excessive and there 
were concerns as to his association with peers involved in drug use. At the time of the 
initial assessment, he was at risk of exclusion, and this was not identified within the 
assessment.” 

Does assessment sufficiently analyse how to keep other people safe? 
The assessment did not clearly identify and analyse risk of harm to others posed by 
the child in five of the nine cases inspected. The assessment did not analyse controls 
and interventions to manage and minimise risks in four cases. 
We assessed that the case manager’s classification of risk was reasonable in only five 
of the inspected cases. The YJS assessed risks to be low in six of the inspected 
cases, but we assessed that risk to be low in only two cases. The YJS assessed only 
one child as posing a high risk of harm; we felt that four children fitted this profile. It 
is of note that the one girl inspected within domain two was assessed by the YJS to 
be a low risk of serious harm to others, but we assessed her risk as high. 
An inspector noted: 
“Assessment of the risk of harm did not consider evidence of harm to the victim of the 
offence. The offence was a premediated racially aggravated group offence where the 
victim received substantial physical injuries and was kicked to the head and stomach. 
The psychological and physical impact was not sufficiently considered in the 
assessment and the potential for further serious harm-related offending.”  
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2.2. Planning 
 

Planning is well-informed, holistic and personalised, actively 
involving the child and their parents or carers. 

Requires 
improvement 

Our rating17 for planning is based on the following key questions: 
 % ‘Yes’ 
Does planning focus sufficiently on supporting the child’s 
desistance? 78% 

Does planning focus sufficiently on keeping the child safe? 89% 

Does planning focus sufficiently on keeping other people safe? 56% 

Does planning focus on supporting the child’s desistance? 
Planning set out the services most likely to support desistance, paying sufficient 
attention to timescales and sequencing in eight out of the nine cases inspected. 
Diversity factors were considered sufficiently in seven cases. Planning took sufficient 
account of the child’s personal circumstances, strengths and level of maturity, ability 
and motivation to change in all but one case. 
An inspector noted: 
“Plans are sufficiently detailed to support desistance. Planning involved other 
agencies and this was evidenced from the initial stages of the referral order.”  

Sufficient services were planned for in seven of the cases inspected and 
proportionate planning was noted in eight cases. While the child and their parents 
were meaningfully involved in planning in eight cases, sufficient attention was given 
to the needs and wishes of the victim in only four of the seven relevant cases. 

Does planning focus sufficiently on keeping the child safe? 
Planning to promote the safety and wellbeing of the child was assessed to be a 
significant strength. It addressed risks sufficiently in seven of the nine cases 
inspected. Planning involved other agencies where appropriate in seven cases, and 
set out the necessary controls and interventions to promote the safety and wellbeing 
of the child in eight cases. There was effective contingency planning in seven cases. 
An inspector noted: 
“There is a recognition of the need for the child’s involvement in the emotional and 
mental health pathway and a focus on developing his emotional regulation capacity 
as a means of safeguarding the child. There is a contingency plan in place to address 
any emerging concerns.” 

Does planning focus sufficiently on keeping other people safe? 
Planning focused sufficiently on keeping other people safe in only five of the nine 
cases inspected. Planning did not address specific risks and concerns related to 

 
17 The rating for the standard is driven by the lowest score on each of the key questions, which is 
placed in a rating band, indicated in bold in the table. See Annexe 2 for a more detailed explanation. 
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actual and potential victims in five out of eight cases where an actual or potential 
victim was identified. Plans to set out necessary controls and interventions to 
promote the safety of others was sufficient in only four of the eight cases where 
such controls were required. Contingency planning was weak and was missing in six 
of the cases we inspected.  
An inspector noted: 
“Planning was insufficient to keep other people safe, with a lack of clear targets or 
external controls to reduce the potential for future harm-related behaviour. 
Consideration of contact arrangements with the victim and vulnerable children within 
the family home was not evident. The planning did not consider potential risk of 
domestic abuse in his current relationship.” 

 

2.3. Implementation and delivery  

High-quality, well-focused, personalised and coordinated 
services are delivered, engaging and assisting the child. Inadequate 

Our rating18 for implementation and delivery is based on the following key questions: 
 % ‘Yes’ 
Does the implementation and delivery of services effectively 
support the child’s desistance? 78% 

Does the implementation and delivery of services effectively 
support the safety of the child? 67% 

Does the implementation and delivery of services effectively 
support the safety of other people? 33% 

Does the implementation and delivery of services effectively support the 
child’s desistance? 
Eight of the nine children inspected had services delivered that were proportionate 
and completed within the timescales, and which also sufficiently addressed 
desistance factors. Service delivery took diversity considerations into account 
sufficiently in eight cases. 
In all of the cases we inspected there was evidence that service delivery built upon 
the child’s strengths and protective factors, focused sufficiently on maintaining an 
effective working relationship with the child and their parents or carers, and 
promoted opportunities for community integration, including access to services  
post-supervision.  
An inspector noted: 
“Good use of agencies, appropriate consideration of his diversity needs and wishes. 
Particularly liked the note that the child is professionally overloaded, so adaptations 
to his contacts were made to ensure that his contact with people was limited and 
normally with the same person. Good work with the family.” 

 
18 The rating for the standard is driven by the lowest score on each of the key questions, which is 
placed in a rating band, indicated in bold in the table. See Annexe 2 for a more detailed explanation. 
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Does the implementation and delivery of services effectively support the 
safety of the child? 
Overall, service delivery promoted the safety and wellbeing of the child in seven of 
the nine cases looked at. However, the coordination of other organisations involved 
in keeping the child safe was sufficient in only five cases. 
An inspector noted: 
“There are a number of notifications in relation to further offences, threats to 
staff/children, missing episodes and increased substance misuse. This should have 
been considered in relation to the work that was being delivered.” 

Does the implementation and delivery of services effectively support the 
safety of other people? 
Overall service delivery to support the safety and wellbeing of others was poor. 
Services to manage and minimise the risk of harm were delivered in only four of the 
eight cases identified where such services were required. Insufficient attention was 
given to protection of actual and potential victims in five cases, and coordination of 
involvement of other agencies managing the risk of harm was sufficient in only two 
of the eight cases where their presence was required. 
An inspector noted:  
“Intervention delivery was insufficient to support the safety of others. Intervention to 
reduce the risk of domestic violence within intimate and familial relationships was 
limited and did not address potential for further harm-related behaviour. Risk to his 
younger siblings within the familial context was noted throughout the assessment 
but there was no evidence as to any actions to safeguard the children ... interventions 
to support transitions to adult services were limited.” 
 

2.4. Reviewing 
 

Reviewing of progress is well-informed, analytical and 
personalised, actively involving the child and their parents or 
carers. 

Inadequate  

Our rating19 for reviewing is based on the following key questions: 
 % ‘Yes’ 
Does reviewing focus sufficiently on supporting the child’s desistance? 56% 
Does reviewing focus sufficiently on keeping the child safe? 22% 

Does reviewing focus sufficiently on keeping other people safe? 33% 

Does reviewing focus sufficiently on supporting the child’s desistance? 
Reviewing identified and responded to changes in factors linked to desistance in only 
four of the nine cases inspected, and a written review was completed on only five 

 
19 The rating for the standard is driven by the lowest score on each of the key questions, which is 
placed in a rating band, indicated in bold in the table. See Annexe 2 for a more detailed explanation. 
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occasions. Reviews focused sufficiently on building strengths and protective factors 
in all but one case. 

Reviews included analysis of, and response to, diversity factors in five of the seven 
cases where this was required. Consideration of the personal circumstances of the 
child was apparent in only five reviews of the nine cases inspected. There was 
consideration of motivation and engagement in seven cases, and seven cases also 
evidenced that the child and their parent or carer were meaningfully involved in the 
review. 
Reviewing led to necessary adjustments in ongoing work to support desistance in 
only three cases. 

Does reviewing focus sufficiently on keeping the child safe? 
Reviewing did not identify and respond to changes in factors related to safety and 
wellbeing in five of eight cases where changes had been noted by inspectors. A 
written review was completed in only a third of the cases inspected. Input from other 
agencies was considered in only two cases and resulted in necessary adjustments in 
ongoing work in only three cases. Reviewing activity for the only girl inspected was 
inadequate and the inspector who looked at this case noted: 
“Safety and wellbeing were not reviewed throughout the order or during exit 
planning, despite changes in personal circumstances and reports of continued 
domestic abuse within the familial context noted on children social care records.” 

Does reviewing focus sufficiently on keeping other people safe? 
Reviewing identified and responded to changes in factors related to risk of harm in 
two of the six relevant cases. Only four of the nine cases inspected had a sufficient 
written review. 
Five of the six cases which needed the input of other agencies involved in managing 
the risk of harm incorporated into the review did not evidence this. Children and their 
parents or carers were meaningfully involved in five of the seven cases where this 
was assessed to be needed. Reviewing activity resulted in changes to the ongoing 
plan of work to manage risk in only two of the seven cases where an adjustment was 
required. 
An inspector noted: 
“Reviewing did not sufficiently consider risk of harm to others and did not consider 
controls to keep the victim safe. The assessment was not reviewed prior to a 
recommendation for early revocation and as such no review of the risk of potential 
harm to others completed.” 
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3. Out-of-court disposals 

We inspected 14 cases managed by the YJS that had received an out-of-court 
disposal. These consisted of nine youth conditional cautions, two youth cautions, two 
community resolutions and one other disposal (‘Chance to Change’ Outcome 22 
pilot). We interviewed the case managers in 14 cases. 
We examined the quality of assessment; planning; and implementation and delivery 
of services. Each of these elements was inspected in respect of work done to address 
desistance, work to keep the child safe and work to keep other people safe. The 
quality of the work undertaken in each factor needs to be above a specified 
threshold for each aspect of supervision to be rated as satisfactory. 
We also inspected the quality of policy and provision in place for out-of-court 
disposals, using evidence from documents, meetings and interviews. 
Children who receive an out-of-court disposal in Wakefield should expect that both 
they and their parents or carers will be effectively engaged, that their diversity needs 
will be met, and that the YJS will work collaboratively with partners to ensure they 
do not reoffend and that risks to and from others are addressed. These outcomes 
should be achieved via high-quality and consistent assessment and planning, delivery 
of interventions supported by effective management oversight, and robust ongoing 
review of the work. However, there was too much inconsistency in the standards 
covering assessment, planning and implementation, and delivery by Wakefield YJS, 
and the quality of some casework was insufficient, specifically the assessment of 
children’s risk of harm, and safety and wellbeing. Planning and implementation of 
work to manage risk of harm was evident in only 64 per cent of the cases looked at. 
Management oversight was not sufficient in just over a third of the cases inspected 
where it was required, and we saw evidence that it met the needs of the case in only 
eight of the 13 cases where it was required.  
Work to support desistance was the strongest area identified in this domain. 
Assessment, planning and implementation, and delivery in this area was sufficient in 
over 70 per cent of the work inspected within these standards. Case managers 
assessed desistance needs effectively, taking into account issues of diversity and the 
wider social context of the child. The service had a good understanding of the 
pertinent needs affecting desistance that required addressing. The desistance needs 
profile of children in domain three was different to that noted in domain two, 
reflecting greater assessed deficits in emotional wellbeing. Work to keep the child 
safe was variable. Assessments to keep the child safe were judged to be insufficient 
because they did not always identify and analyse risks, or the controls and 
interventions needed to promote safety and wellbeing. The YJS had also 
underestimated the risk profile of the children it worked with. We did not agree with 
the service’s categorisations of any of the cases assessed to be a low risk. Planning 
to keep the child safe required improvements. While plans generally promoted the 
safety of the child, limited contingency planning was evident. In over 70 per cent of 
the inspected cases, implementation and delivery of services to keep the child safe 
were sufficient. There was sufficient coordination with other agencies involved in 
delivering interventions. 
Work to keep others safe was the weakest practice identified within the three 
standards. Assessment was rated to be ‘Inadequate’. Risks to others were 
significantly underassessed and did not sufficiently analyse how to keep people safe 
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in almost half of the cases inspected. The cases of four girls were inspected within 
the domain three cohort and the assessment of their risks to others was not 
sufficient in three instances. This is noted within the context that the YJS has a 
relatively high number of girls on its caseload, although the YJS indicates that a high 
proportion of them are receiving voluntary intervention. Less than two-thirds of cases 
inspected were sufficient in relation to planning and interventions, and delivery to 
keep others safe. Much more emphasis was needed on victim safety and awareness 
when interventions were planned and delivered. 
Policy and provision in relation to out-of-court disposals were in the main appropriate 
and helped to support joint decisions. However, we saw evidence that the process 
was not always followed. The risk management procedures within the policy and 
provision, while seemingly clear, have proven to be ineffective if assessments of risk 
to the child and to others are not accurate. Multi-agency evaluation processes would 
benefit from increased focus on what happens after the intervention is decided and 
how effective this is, including further consideration of how diversity factors may or 
may not affect decisions. Consideration should also be given to how out-of-court 
decisions are made and evaluated, as we saw evidence that the offence gravity was 
sometimes prioritised over the child’s need at the joint decision-making panel. 

Strengths  

• The desistance needs profile of children who receive an out-of-court disposal 
differed to that of those receiving a court disposal and indicated a potentially 
more vulnerable cohort; attempts to prevent this cohort coming into the 
criminal justice system unnecessarily were positive.  

• Work to address the desistance needs of children was positive across all three 
standards. The focus on the needs of the child reinforced the child-first 
approach that the service is striving to evidence. 

• Implementation and delivery of services to keep children safe were a strength 
and evidenced sufficient coordination of activities when required. 

• Out-of-court policy and provision had been developed collaboratively and there 
was a strong offer, including pre-YJS intervention by the liaison and diversion 
service.  

 
Areas for improvement  

• Assessment of risks to children and the risks posed by children subject to  
out-of-court disposals was insufficient and underpinned by a failure to 
categorise risk of harm to others appropriately. 

• The assessment of risk of harm posed by girls subject to out-of-court disposals 
was insufficient, with clear risk factors overlooked. 

• Contingency plans needed to be more robust to ensure that emerging risks 
were tackled effectively. 

• Case managers needed to give more consideration to the needs of the victim 
when planning and delivering interventions.  

• Management oversight needed to improve and have greater impact in making 
sure the needs of each case are met. 
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• Policy and provision were only effective if initial risks had been assessed 
sufficiently and if joint decision arrangements were followed. As this was not 
always apparent, there needed to be a more dynamic system to evaluate the 
efficacy of policy and provision. 

Work with children receiving out-of-court disposals will be more effective if it is well 
targeted, planned and implemented. In our inspections, we look at a sample of 
cases. In each of those cases, we inspect against four standards. 

3.1. Assessment  

Assessment is well-informed, analytical and personalised, 
actively involving the child and their parents or carers. Inadequate 

Our rating20 for assessment is based on the following key questions: 
 % ‘Yes’ 
Does assessment sufficiently analyse how to support the child’s 
desistance? 71% 

Does assessment sufficiently analyse how to keep the child 
safe? 50% 

Does assessment sufficiently analyse how to keep other people 
safe? 43% 

Does assessment sufficiently analyse how to support the child’s 
desistance? 
The YJS had a good understanding of the desistance needs of the children it worked 
with; ETE, self-identity, resilience, mental health and living arrangements were all 
areas that it had identified to focus upon. The needs profile of the out-of-court 
cohort was very different to that for children on court orders and potentially reflected 
early identification of need by the liaison and diversion service.  
There was a sufficient analysis of offending behaviour, including the child’s 
acknowledgement of responsibility for, attitudes towards and motivation for their 
offending, in 11 of the 14 cases inspected. Consideration of the wider personal 
circumstances of the child was only apparent in eight cases though. Nonetheless, 
assessments used information from other agencies and focused on strengths and 
protective factors in 10 cases seen. An inspector noted:  
“The assessment is well informed through liaison with police and social services, 
which highlights medical issues, physical and mental health and how this may impact 
on behaviour. There is also speech and language assessment exploring some 
communication issues, informing future contact approaches. With regard to other 
criminogenic factors, education have been contacted to advise [about] periods of 
exclusion and transient placements, again commenting on how this may impact on 
learning and social attachments. The assessment gives sufficient focus around factors 

 
20 The rating for the standard is driven by the lowest score on each of the key questions, which is 
placed in a rating band, indicated in bold in the table. See Annexe 2 for a more detailed explanation. 
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linked to offending and the child's motivation to work with the YOT to reduce the risk 
of ongoing offending.” 

Analysis of structural barriers, such as access to ETE provision, impacting on the 
child was inconsistent and was undertaken in only nine of the 13 instances where it 
should have been, and sufficient attention was given to understanding the child’s 
level of maturity, ability and motivation to change in only nine out of 14 cases.  
Greater consideration of the needs and wishes of victims was required, as it was 
apparent in only eight of the 11 cases where there was a victim. The child and their 
parent or carer were meaningfully involved in their assessment in 10 of the cases 
inspected.  

Does assessment sufficiently analyse how to keep the child safe? 
An assessment to identify and analyse risks to the child was clear in only nine of the 
14 cases inspected. There was a failure to draw upon available sources of 
information in four of the cases that we looked at. 
As a consequence, while the case manager’s classification of risks to the child were 
reasonable in 12 of the cases inspected, we felt that a number of classifications of 
risk had been underassessed, in particular, children assessed to be at low risk of 
harm for safety and wellbeing. We did not agree that any of the three children 
identified as a low risk were at this level. One inspector noted: 
“There is no current justification of this classification. Some of the information 
contained within the assessment is of concern. The young person has experienced a 
very traumatic childhood and her mother, on the surface, appears to be a barrier in 
her now engaging with services. There are notes that the young person is misusing 
alcohol, in a context where her family have a history of substance misuse. She has 
poor school attendance, a note of increased aggression and issues with housing. I am 
concerned about neglect.” 

Does assessment sufficiently analyse how to keep other people safe? 
Assessments did not sufficiently analyse how to keep other people safe in six of the 
13 cases where risk of harm factors were present. We did not feel the case 
manager’s classification of risk was reasonable in any of these six cases and there 
was not a clear record of assessment in five of the cases inspected. The YJS had an 
overly optimistic assessment of the potential risks posed by some children. We 
agreed with only two of the nine cases categorised to pose a low risk of harm to 
others. For example, an inspector noted: 
“I feel there was enough information to inform the RoSH [risk of serious harm 
assessment], sourced from police records which display the level of violence used, 
unprovoked repeated punches to the victim by the offender and co-accused on the 
single victim. Social services recording witnessing violence and violent outbursts in 
the home and school (unconvicted). There is also information to suggest further 
violent offending (pending). The above information, together with the child's 
assessed inability to manage emotional problems, leads me to consider the 
responsible officer’s classification of risk was too low; in my opinion this should have 
fallen within a medium classification.” 
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Given that the YJS has a relatively high proportion of girls on its caseload, it was a 
concern that in only one of the four female out-of-court disposal cases inspected was 
there evidence that the assessment had clearly identified and analysed risk of harm 
sufficiently. The YJS assessed three of these girls to be a low risk of harm, whereas 
we judged only one to be a low risk. One inspector noted that: 
“The risk of serious harm was insufficient and did not consider the aggravating 
features of the offence and the impact upon the victim, including physical injuries to 
the head by repeated punches.” 

 

3.2. Planning 
 

Planning is well-informed, analytical and personalised, actively 
involving the child and their parents or carers. 

Requires 
improvement 

Our rating21 for planning is based on the following key questions: 
 % ‘Yes’ 
Does planning focus on supporting the child’s desistance? 71% 
Does planning focus sufficiently on keeping the child safe? 64% 
Does planning focus sufficiently on keeping other people safe? 64% 

Does planning focus sufficiently on supporting the child’s desistance? 
Overall, we found that planning set out the services most likely to support desistance 
in 10 of the 14 cases looked at. Diversity considerations were addressed in 10 
instances also. Planning was effective in taking into account the child’s personal 
circumstances in 11 cases, and consideration of maturity and motivation was 
apparent in 10 cases. Children and their parents or carers were meaningfully 
involved on 11 occasions. 
An inspector noted: 
“Case manager, child and parent prioritised education intervention. Good 
consideration given to his diversity needs. All appointments to be held in his home 
and in the company of his mother, giving strong consideration to his diversity needs.” 

Planning did not give sufficient consideration to the needs of the victim in two of the 
11 cases where there was a victim, and this will have potentially affected our finding 
that sufficient services were planned for in only nine of the 14 cases inspected. 

Does planning focus sufficiently on keeping the child safe? 
Planning to promote the safety of the child was only clear in nine cases, although 
there was involvement with other agencies when appropriate in 11 cases. 
Contingency planning needed to improve; however, we saw evidence of robust 
contingency plans in only six cases. 
One inspector noted: 

 
21 The rating for the standard is driven by the lowest score on each of the key questions, which is 
placed in a rating band, indicated in bold in the table. See Annexe 2 for a more detailed explanation. 
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“There is reference to the child being missing during the day and mother not knowing 
where he is and all harm-related behaviour occurring in school. School placement is 
due to change but there are no records of how concerns are being shared or whether 
there is a safety plan in place.” 

Does planning focus sufficiently on keeping other people safe? 
Planning to promote the safety of other people was apparent in only eight of the 13 
cases where this was needed. Positively, planning with other agencies was evident in 
11 of these 13 cases. However, planning to keep the victim safe needed to improve; 
this was evident in only seven of the relevant 12 cases. One inspector noted that: 
“The victim resides very close to this child. Plan to keep the victim safe and any victim 
contact was not prioritised and not expressly clear as part of the plan.” 

Contingency planning was particularly weak, and we saw evidence of this in only five 
cases.  

3.3. Implementation and delivery 
 

High-quality, well-focused, personalised and coordinated 
services are delivered, engaging and assisting the child. 

Requires 
improvement 

Our rating22 for implementation and delivery is based on the following key questions: 
 % ‘Yes’ 
Does service delivery effectively support the child’s desistance? 79% 
Does service delivery effectively support the safety of the child? 71% 
Does service delivery effectively support the safety of other 
people? 64% 

Does service delivery focus sufficiently on supporting the child’s 
desistance? 
Interventions and services delivered did, in the main, support desistance and were 
sequenced appropriately, and this was so in 12 of the 14 inspected cases. The 
delivery of services was proportionate and completed on 13 occasions. Diversity 
needs were considered in 12 instances and service delivery reflected the wider social 
context of the child sufficiently on 11 occasions 
There was sufficient focus on maintaining a good relationship with the child and the 
parent or carer in 12 instances, and encouragement to get the child to comply was 
also seen in 12 cases. Out-of-court disposals can be short interventions and so, 
positively, it was noted that the service promoted opportunities for community 
integration in 11 cases. 
The positive work to support desistance was reflected by one case manager who 
noted: 

 
22 The rating for the standard is driven by the lowest score on each of the key questions, which is 
placed in a rating band, indicated in bold in the table. See Annexe 2 for a more detailed explanation. 
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“During the short period of the disposal there have been positive outcomes, in the 
main reflected by no recorded offending and access back into mainstream education. 
These achievements have been well coordinated via the educational inclusion panel, 
a multi-agency group to discuss children experiencing exclusion. In this case the panel 
have directed assessment and sourced appropriate educational resource based on 
the needs of the child, running alongside of communication therapy. Engagement of 
the child has been motivated by the case manager’s contact with family, acquiring 
the support of the child's grandmother. There is also effort made to introduce the 
child to positive activities, via the issue of a local authority leisure access card.” 

Does service delivery focus sufficiently on keeping the child safe? 
Service delivery promoted the safety and wellbeing of the child in 11 of the cases 
inspected. There was sufficient coordination of other agencies involved on 10 
occasions. To evidence the efficacy of the interventions delivered, an inspector noted 
that in one case: 
“The case manager has worked well with other professionals. Arrangements for joint 
working have remained consistent and information has been shared to review the 
child's safety and wellbeing. The work undertaken by other agencies has been 
considered in the YJS's delivery of interventions/services (to reduce conflicting 
messages and the duplication of work). Keyworkers at the care home have 
communicated information to the case manager and the risks have been 
appropriately managed.” 

Does service delivery focus sufficiently on keeping other people safe? 
There was a lack of evidence of consistent work to ensure that interventions 
protected others when required. We found that delivered services managed and 
minimised harm sufficiently in eight of the 13 cases where this was required. 
Sufficient consideration of the needs to protect the victim were apparent in only 
eight of these cases also. This inconsistency in regard to the needs of the victim was 
noted by one inspector:  
“Considering the random and harmful nature of this offence, interventions to address 
this behaviour took some time to be delivered. They are also brief considering the 
nature of the incident and related risk of harm attached ... The case manager 
acknowledges that further harm-related behaviour could occur at any time.” 

 

3.4. Policy and provision 
 

There is a high-quality, evidence-based out-of-court disposal 
service in place that promotes diversion and supports 
sustainable desistance. 

Requires 
improvement 

In making a judgement about out-of-court disposal policy and provision, we take into 
account the answers to the following questions: 
Is there a policy in place for out-of-court provision that promotes 
appropriate diversion and supports sustainable desistance? 
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Joint protocol arrangements are set out in a Wakefield youth panel document 
explaining the process for consideration and implementation of an out-of-court 
disposal. This has been developed by the police and the YJS. The criteria for the 
consideration of out-of-court disposals are clearly defined in the joint protocol. It 
contains an emphasis on the need to make decisions that are proportionate, 
appropriate, defensible and take into account the views of the victim. There is an 
escalation process involving the police inspector or YJS service manager if the 
decision-making panel cannot agree on a suitable outcome. 
This joint working protocol also explains how the liaison and diversion service will 
divert children from the YJS via use of community resolutions. There is clear 
confidence in the partnership that the liaison and diversion service can provide an 
effective early alternative to YJS intervention. Liaison and diversion arrangements do 
not form part of a joint decision-making process though.  
Separate to this protocol, there is a West Yorkshire police out-of-court policy that 
delivers a consistent force-wide police approach to out-of-court disposals. Wakefield 
also benefits from early help hubs, which can be utilised to help divert children at the 
earliest point via education or support pathways. 
There are measures to ensure the wellbeing of the child is considered within local 
arrangements. For example, complex cases require a consultation with appropriate 
professionals before an outcome is decided. There is also an expectation that 
children are referred to an appropriate forum for a review of risks, such as the YJS’s 
high-risk panel. Sexually harmful behaviour is addressed and considered case by 
case, and children are eligible for further ongoing discussion at the risk panel if 
required. All these arrangements rely on the child being identified as a risk in the first 
instance, and we saw evidence that risks had been underassessed in the cases that 
we viewed. 
The joint working protocol does not explicitly articulate how diversity and 
disproportionality will be addressed. Given that a local evaluation identified that 
children from Asian backgrounds were less likely to have confidence in the criminal 
justice system, and that there are high numbers of girls remaining on voluntary 
intervention at the end of out-of-court disposals, the inclusion of more explicit 
diversity and disproportionality considerations are an essential addition when the 
document is reviewed. 

Does out-of-court disposal provision promote diversion and support 
sustainable desistance? 
A joint decision-making panel follows a specific and appropriate process, which is 
clearly explained in available guidance. When a child is considered suitable for an 
out-of-court disposal, a case manager is allocated and has 20 days to complete a full 
Asset-plus assessment. The panel meeting is chaired by the YJS, and appropriate 
attendees are invited, with a focus on input from the police, the YJS’s allocated case 
holder and relevant specialist workers. A social worker attends the panel. However, 
we saw evidence that there were not always arrangements in place to ensure a 
thorough joint discussion or consistent application of the guidance, and this needed 
strengthening. For example, in one case where a youth conditional caution (YCC) 
was imposed outside of the agreed process, an inspector noted: 
“The police decided the outcome of the OOCD [out-of-court disposal] (YCC). The 
referral was recorded with the intention for the YOS to decide on any follow up 
appointments. The Asset-plus was not completed.” 
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Failure to follow the guidance subsequently affected the quality of work in this case. 
The guidance identifies the requirement for the panel’s decisions to be discussed 
jointly, but there was evidence that offence gravity, rather than the child’s need, was 
sometimes the predominant consideration.  
The partnership had recently started piloting the Outcome 22 Chance to Change 
programme (see footnote3). This is a regional pilot and will be formally evaluated by 
academics.  
If implemented effectively, the joint decision-making process supports timely 
interventions, with only 20 days from the point of allocation to the joint decision. 
YCCs are delivered within 16 weeks and Chance to Change in 12 weeks. Staff 
indicated that children subject to out-of-court disposals can generally access the 
same interventions available to children on court orders, although there has been a 
delay in implementing a case formulation approach and this has affected the efficacy 
of intervention with some complex children. Children subject to community 
resolutions administered by the liaison and diversion service can also be referred into 
appropriate YJS interventions, such as the emotional and mental health wellbeing 
pathway or attendance at the junior attendance centre, but they are not allocated a 
YJS case manager. All safeguarding concerns must be referred to social care at 
assessment stage, followed by referral to the YJS safeguarding and risk management 
panel, if appropriate. A significant proportion of community resolutions in Wakefield 
involve cannabis possession and children can be referred straight into substance 
misuse services with an emphasis on supportive rather than punitive intervention. 

Are the out-of-court disposal policy and provision regularly assessed and 
updated to ensure effectiveness and maintain alignment with the evidence 
base? 
The joint working protocol has been updated in the last six months. Broader early 
intervention strategies have also recently been updated. The police early action 
strategy incorporates consideration of ‘adverse childhood experience’ awareness. 
However, the Wakefield early help strategy could be more explicit about its links with 
out-of-court disposal activity.  
There have been attempts to analyse the effectiveness of the Wakefield approach. 
For example, YJS analysis showed that between February 2020 and February 2021, 
only 10 per cent of children who received any kind of out-of-court disposal 
reoffended - indicating a significant level of efficacy. YCC reoffending rates are lower 
than those on statutory orders. Overall, however, the evaluation of policy and 
provision needs to make more sophisticated use of the available data. For example, 
first-time entrant data has been shared with the board, but there is no clear evidence 
base to explain changes in first-time entrant rates. The YJS believes that reductions 
in children entering the system are due to good partnership working. However, this 
needs to be evidenced more explicitly by identifying whether the progress is due to 
factors such as a different police decision-making earlier in the process or the impact 
of early help provision or the liaison and diversion service ensuring that there is more 
comprehensive assessment of need at an earlier stage. In the case of the liaison and 
diversion service, the service manager noted that assessments of children were not 
as in depth as those for Asset-plus and did not assess desistance as 
comprehensively. Also, the liaison and diversion service had limited data and 
understanding of reoffending for children with whom it had intervened. There needs 
to be greater collaboration between the liaison and diversion service and the YJS, to 



Inspection of youth offending services: Wakefield Youth Justice Service 49 

analyse the data and determine how the cycle of offending is being broken at this 
early stage. 
A multi-agency scrutiny panel reviews joint decisions, but the data from these panels 
provided to inspectors was at a regional level and it was not clear how specific 
Wakefield feedback was collated and utilised. The focus of this scrutiny panel, which 
determines whether the disposal was correct and proportionate, is not sufficient; it 
does not follow the child’s journey through their YJS intervention to identify whether 
their needs were met effectively by the original decision. The impact of the Chance 
to Change Outcome 22 pilot is not yet known, but there will need to be consideration 
of its potential impact on Wakefield’s first-time entrant rates and whether it might 
produce a skewed picture of these. 
There is no clarity within the partnership about why higher numbers of 10-14-year-
olds are coming into the YJS overall in comparison to other YOTs. Greater scrutiny of 
policy and provision, alongside the evidence base, is needed to identify this age 
group's experience of pre-court intervention. The partnership has sought to 
understand issues relating to a child’s experience of being black, Asian or minority 
ethnic and found that Asian children are less likely to trust the criminal justice 
system, but the impact of this finding on service provision is unclear. 
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4. Resettlement 

4.1. Resettlement policy and provision 
 

There is a high-quality, evidence-based resettlement service for 
children leaving custody. Good 

We inspected the quality of policy and provision in place for resettlement work, using 
evidence from documents, meetings and interviews. To illustrate that work, we 
inspected two cases managed by the YJS who had received a custodial sentence. 
Our key findings were as follows. 

Strengths  

• There are strong links with the South and West Yorkshire Resettlement 
Consortium whose regional coordinator provides effective oversight of 
resettlement provision in the area.  

• A collective approach is taken to overcome structural barriers for all children 
released from custody; the regional accommodation standard is an example of 
this. 

• There are good links with the local young offender institution and a ‘Timely 
planning for resettlement’ joint protocol has been developed. 

• A draft local policy identifies a strengths-based approach underpinned by a 
constructive resettlement ethos. 

• Constructive resettlement training has been provided for staff and a focus on 
the ‘identity shift’ of children to prosocial activities is used along with  
non-custodial interventions during planning and intervention.  

 
Areas for improvement  

• There is an overreliance on the regional consortium and, as a consequence, 
the resettlement ‘team’ does not scrutinise local data comprehensively enough 
as a way of developing local provision.  

• Arrangements for policy and provision do not always translate into effective 
service delivery. 

• The partnership needs to evidence the efficacy of work undertaken 
collaboratively to understand the ‘upstream’ structural barriers which might 
impact negatively on the experiences of black, Asian and minority ethnic 
children at risk of entering custody. 

We gathered evidence for this standard from documents and meetings and inspected 
two cases to allow us to illustrate the qualitative standards. An additional case was 
inspected under domain three standards and provided further context. In making a 
judgement about resettlement policy and provision, we take into account the 
answers to the following three questions. 
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Is there a resettlement policy in place that promotes a high-quality, 
constructive and personalised resettlement service for all children?  
A comprehensive policy was in place and a review of this had commenced before the 
inspection announcement. This policy identifies a need for accommodation, ETE and 
healthcare considerations in resettlement planning. The local policy is very  
YJS-focused so the board will need to ensure it is understood by partner agencies 
responsible for resettlement tasks. The policy is underpinned by the YJS’s alignment 
with the South and West Yorkshire Resettlement Consortium partnership framework, 
which has been in place since 2014. It is well established and consists of statutory, 
voluntary and private organisations working collaboratively to deliver resettlement 
services across the region. The consortium’s work is overseen by a regional strategic 
group that meets quarterly. Utilisation of regional data analysis is a key task of this 
forum. Running in tandem is a regional operational group, which meets to resolve 
operational barriers. The consortium has capacity to commission work across the 
region if services cannot be provided via means already available. Additionally, 
HMYOI Wetherby and community partners have developed a joint protocol on 
‘Timely planning for resettlement’. 
The local Wakefield policy identifies the need to consider diversity issues, such as 
speech, language and communication needs and children in care. It notes the need 
to consider protected characteristics. There is a strengths-based approach that is 
facilitated by the constructive resettlement ethos. In 2019, the consortium achieved 
Pathfinder status - YJB funding to develop good practice - to progress the delivery of 
work within the framework of this constructive resettlement ethos. 
The consortium framework facilitates information-sharing at regional level, but the 
local resettlement process sets out only high-level expectations. The safeguarding 
section of the local process outlines safeguarding guidance on areas such as 
managing risk of self-harm, but makes no mention of how to manage all risks in 
custody, such as concerns relating to gang membership. The local policy also 
contains risk management guidance, with a focus on managing MAPPA, temporary 
release and licence conditions, including consideration of intensive surveillance and 
supervision, as well as guidance about licence condition consideration. It includes 
information on the code of practice for victims and how it relates to this work, and 
criteria for referral to the Probation Service victim contact scheme. A West Yorkshire 
protocol detailing how victims’ wishes should be taken into account is available to 
staff. 

Does resettlement provision promote a high-quality, constructive and 
personalised resettlement service for all children?  
The South and West Yorkshire Resettlement Consortium’s 'accommodation standard' 
has been agreed regionally, with an explicit purpose of holding accommodation 
providers to account, although there was no evidence of evaluation of the impact of 
this standard locally. Anecdotally, staff identified suitable accommodation as the 
biggest challenge for children going through resettlement, but this was not reflected 
in the cases we inspected. A consortium resettlement clinic in Leeds provides a 
bespoke service to facilitate the effective release of children on temporary licence by 
offering ETE opportunities and meaningful contact with a youth justice professional. 
Wakefield has not yet worked with any children who are eligible for the service. 
There is a regular regional ETE meeting and part of the standing agenda is 
discussion of the needs of children in HMYOI Wetherby when developing service 
provision. There is proactive use of an evidence-base across the regional consortium, 
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and this has been used to develop provision based on the principles of constructive 
resettlement practice. A regional coordinator develops and shares good practice with 
practitioners. ‘In 2 Out’ mentors are available to facilitate the transition of children 
from custody to community. We viewed the supervision notes of a manager that 
provided evidence of the importance placed in the team in developing resettlement 
practice. 
Consideration is given to issues of diversity. For example, research undertaken by 
Bedfordshire University and the Nuffield Foundation on behalf of the regional 
resettlement consortium identified poor outcomes for Looked After Children across 
the region, but it was less clear how the YJS addressed the findings. Consortium data 
for the region identifies concerns about black, Asian and minority ethnic 
disproportionality, reflecting the negative picture in the Lammy Review,23 but again it 
is not clear how the YJS has considered or addressed the findings. 
Staff have received good training in constructive resettlement, facilitated by the 
consortium. This training is used holistically and the principles are also considered 
with children on community sentences, focusing on how to facilitate an identity shift 
from pro-criminal to prosocial behaviours. Cases looked at during our inspection 
included planning for suitable provision to manage risk to the child and risk to others. 
For example, an inspector noted: 
“David was placed on the Keppel unit [of HMYOI Wetherby) and on ACCTs [case 
management for risk of suicide or self-harm] in custody. His case manager stayed up 
to date with his progress through the Wetherby case social worker and Wetherby 
allowed a face-to-face visit during his custodial period so the case manager could 
check his wellbeing and try to encourage his engagement with her.” 

Additionally, it was noted that: 
“The victim worker stayed in touch with both victims and fed their wishes into the 
licence development process. The victim was asked for feedback about the service 
received and fed back and provided a comprehensively positive response.” 

Such positive practice was not always apparent. For example, one case lacked 
evidence of planning for desistance, indicating that a review of how Wakefield’s 
provision and policy translates into service delivery would be beneficial. The 
inspector noted: 
“To date there has been no ETE contact as part of the resettlement process.”  

Similarly, consideration of victims was not always apparent in the casework we 
reviewed. An inspector noted: 
“No consideration given by the responsible officer to prevent any contact with named 
people at potential risk.” 

 
23 Lammy Review. (2017). An independent review into the treatment of, and outcomes for Black, Asian 
and Minority Ethnic individuals in the criminal justice system, 
https://www.gov.uk/government/uploads/system/uploads/attachment_data/file/643001/lammy-review-
final-report.pdf 
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Are resettlement policy and provision regularly assessed and updated to 
ensure effectiveness and maintain alignment with the evidence base? 
The local policy is being updated. Overall, the consortium is very data rich, and its 
reviews of regional arrangements use this data very effectively, although it appears 
to be scrutinised meaningfully only at this regional level. Resettlement staff, for 
example, were unaware of local performance data held by the performance manager 
and had to be reminded of its availability by the consortium coordinator. The YJS 
notes that it reviews changes in evidence base that might impact on practice; for 
example, the Sheffield HM Inspectorate of Probation resettlement pilot inspection 
findings document was shared with Wakefield YJS, but any resulting impact on local 
policy and practice has yet to be implemented and reviewed. 
The consortium framework is reviewed quarterly and minutes from the operational 
resettlement group indicate that provision is reviewed at a regional level. The child’s 
voice is important to the consortium and to the YJS when developing provision. The 
Wakefield YJS board chair had visited a child in HMYOI Wetherby to gain a direct 
understanding of the experiences of children in custody, and the YJS was involved in 
the development of the regional Get out stay out resettlement resource for children, 
now available on the YJB website.24 
The YJS is currently facilitating development of a new multi-agency ‘lessons learned’ 
review process for all children entering custody, but it is too early to determine its 
impact. 

 
24 South and West Yorkshire Resettlement Consortium. (May 2021). Booklet for Children in Custody 
- Get Out Stay Out! https://yjresourcehub.uk/custody-and-resettlement/item/880-booklet-for-children-
in-custody-get-out-stay-out-south-and-west-yorkshire-resettlement-consortium-may-
2021.html?highlight=WyJvdXQiLCJvdXQnIiwic3RheSIsIidzdGF5IiwiZ2V0IiwiJ2dldCIsIm91dCIsIm91dCciL
CJnZXQgb3V0Il0= 

https://yjresourcehub.uk/custody-and-resettlement/item/880-booklet-for-children-in-custody-get-out-stay-out-south-and-west-yorkshire-resettlement-consortium-may-2021.html?highlight=WyJvdXQiLCJvdXQnIiwic3RheSIsIidzdGF5IiwiZ2V0IiwiJ2dldCIsIm91dCIsIm91dCciLCJnZXQgb3V0Il0
https://yjresourcehub.uk/custody-and-resettlement/item/880-booklet-for-children-in-custody-get-out-stay-out-south-and-west-yorkshire-resettlement-consortium-may-2021.html?highlight=WyJvdXQiLCJvdXQnIiwic3RheSIsIidzdGF5IiwiZ2V0IiwiJ2dldCIsIm91dCIsIm91dCciLCJnZXQgb3V0Il0
https://yjresourcehub.uk/custody-and-resettlement/item/880-booklet-for-children-in-custody-get-out-stay-out-south-and-west-yorkshire-resettlement-consortium-may-2021.html?highlight=WyJvdXQiLCJvdXQnIiwic3RheSIsIidzdGF5IiwiZ2V0IiwiJ2dldCIsIm91dCIsIm91dCciLCJnZXQgb3V0Il0
https://yjresourcehub.uk/custody-and-resettlement/item/880-booklet-for-children-in-custody-get-out-stay-out-south-and-west-yorkshire-resettlement-consortium-may-2021.html?highlight=WyJvdXQiLCJvdXQnIiwic3RheSIsIidzdGF5IiwiZ2V0IiwiJ2dldCIsIm91dCIsIm91dCciLCJnZXQgb3V0Il0
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Annexe 1: Methodology 

HM Inspectorate of Probation standards 
The standards against which we inspect youth offending services are based on 
established models and frameworks, which are grounded in evidence, learning and 
experience. These standards are designed to drive improvements in the quality of 
work with children who have offended.25 
The inspection methodology is summarised below, linked to the three domains in our 
standards framework. We focused on obtaining evidence against the standards, key 
questions and prompts in our inspection framework.  

Domain one: organisational delivery  
The youth justice service submitted evidence in advance and the corporate director 
for children and young people delivered a presentation covering the following areas:  

• How do organisational delivery arrangements in this area make sure that the 
work of your YOS is as effective as it can be, and that the life chances of 
children who have offended are improved?  

• What are your priorities for further improving these arrangements?  
During the main fieldwork phase, we conducted seven domain two and 14 domain 
three interviews with case managers, asking them about their experiences of 
training, development, management supervision and leadership. We held various 
meetings, which allowed us to triangulate evidence and information. In total, we 
conducted 13 meetings, including with managers, partner organisations and staff. 
The evidence collected under this domain was judged against our published ratings 
characteristics. 

Domain two: court disposals 
We completed case assessments over a one-week period, examining case files and 
interviewing case managers. Forty per cent of the cases selected were those of 
children who had received court disposals six to nine months earlier, enabling us to 
examine work in relation to assessing, planning, implementing and reviewing. Where 
necessary, interviews with other people significantly involved in the case also took 
place.  
We examined nine court disposals. The sample size was set to achieve a confidence 
level of 80 per cent (with a margin of error of five), and we ensured that the ratios in 
relation to gender, sentence or disposal type, risk of serious harm, and risk to safety 
and wellbeing classifications matched those in the eligible population. 

Domain three: out-of-court disposals 

We completed case assessments over a one-week period, examining case files and 
interviewing case managers. Sixty per cent of cases selected were those of children 
who had received out-of-court disposals three to five months earlier. This enabled us 
to examine work in relation to assessing, planning, and implementation and delivery. 

 
25 HM Inspectorate’s standards are available here: 
https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmiprobation/about-our-work/our-standards-and-ratings/  

https://www.justiceinspectorates.gov.uk/hmiprobation/about-our-work/our-standards-and-ratings/
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Where necessary, interviews with other people significantly involved in the case also 
took place.  
We examined 14 out-of-court disposals. The sample size was set based on the 
proportion of out-of-court disposal cases in the YJS. 

Resettlement 

We completed case assessments over a one-week period, examining two case files 
and interviewing case managers, in cases where children had received custodial 
sentences or been released from custodial sentences four to 12 months earlier. This 
enabled us to gather information to illustrate the impact of resettlement policy and 
provision on service delivery. Where necessary, interviews with other people 
significantly involved in the case also took place.  
In some areas of this report, data may have been split into smaller sub-samples – for 
example, male/female cases. Where this is the case, the margin of error for the  
sub-sample findings may be higher than five. 
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Annexe 2: Inspection data 

In this inspection, we conducted a detailed examination of a sample of nine court 
disposals and 14 out-of-court disposals. In each of those cases, we inspect against 
standards regarding assessment, planning and implementation and delivery. For 
court disposals, we also look at reviewing. For each standard, inspectors answer a 
number of key questions about different aspects of quality, including whether there 
was sufficient analysis of the factors related to offending; the extent to which 
children were involved in assessment and planning; and whether enough was done 
to assess the level of risk of harm posed, and to manage that risk. We reviewed a 
further two cases to obtain data to illustrate our findings about resettlement policy 
and provision. 
To score an ‘Outstanding’ rating for the sections on court disposals or out-of-court 
disposals, 80 per cent or more of the cases we analyse have to be assessed as 
sufficient. If between 65 per cent and 79 per cent are judged to be sufficient, then 
the rating is ‘Good’ and if between 50 per cent and 64 per cent are judged to be 
sufficient, then a rating of ‘Requires improvement’ is applied. Finally, if less than 50 
per cent are sufficient, then we rate this as ‘Inadequate’. Resettlement cases are not 
separately rated; the data is for illustrative purposes only. 
The rating at the standard level is aligned to the lowest banding at the key question 
level, recognising that each key question is an integral part of the standard. 
Therefore, if we rate three key questions as ‘Good’ and one as ‘Inadequate’, the 
overall rating for that standard is ‘Inadequate’.  

Lowest banding (key question 
level) 

Rating (standard) 

Minority: <50% Inadequate 
Too few: 50-64% Requires improvement 
Reasonable majority: 65-79% Good 
Large majority: 80%+ Outstanding  

Additional scoring rules are used to generate the overall YOT rating. Each of the 12 
standards are scored on a 0–3 scale in which ‘Inadequate’ = 0; ‘Requires 
improvement’ = 1; ‘Good’ = 2; and ‘Outstanding’ = 3. Adding these scores produces 
a total score ranging from 0 to 36, which is banded to produce the overall rating, as 
follows: 

• 0–6  = Inadequate 
• 7–18  = Requires improvement 
• 19–30 = Good 
• 31–36 = Outstanding. 

Domain one standards, the qualitative standard in domain three (standard 3.4) and 
the resettlement standard (standard 4.1) are judged using predominantly qualitative 
evidence.  
The resettlement standard is rated separately and does not influence the overall YOT 
rating. We apply a limiting judgement, whereby any YOT that receives an 
‘Inadequate’ rating for the resettlement standard is unable to receive an overall 
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‘Outstanding’ rating, regardless of how they are rated against the core standards. 
Where there are no relevant resettlement cases, we do not apply a rating to 
resettlement work. 
Data from inspected cases:26 

2.1. Assessment (court disposals)  

Does assessment sufficiently analyse how to support the 
child’s desistance? % yes 

a) Is there sufficient analysis of offending behaviour, 
including the child’s attitudes towards and motivations for 
their offending?  

89% 

b) Does assessment sufficiently analyse diversity issues? 78% 

c) Does assessment consider personal circumstances, 
including the wider familial and social context of the 
child? 

78% 

d) Does assessment utilise information held by other 
agencies?  89% 

e) Does assessment focus on the child’s strengths and 
protective factors?  89% 

f) Does assessment analyse the key structural barriers 
facing the child?  78% 

g) Is enough attention given to understanding the child’s 
levels of maturity, ability and motivation to change, and 
their likelihood of engaging with the court disposal? 

89% 

h) Does assessment give sufficient attention to the needs 
and wishes of victims, and opportunities for restorative 
justice?  

78% 

i) Are the child and their parents or carers meaningfully 
involved in their assessment, and are their views taken 
into account? 

78% 

Does assessment sufficiently analyse how to keep the 
child safe? % yes 

a) Does assessment clearly identify and analyse any risks 
to the safety and wellbeing of the child? 44% 

b) Does assessment draw sufficiently on available sources 
of information, including other assessments, and involve 
other agencies where appropriate?  

78% 

 
26 Some questions do not apply in all cases. 



Inspection of youth offending services: Wakefield Youth Justice Service 58 

c) Does assessment analyse controls and interventions to 
promote the safety and wellbeing of the child?  67% 

Does assessment sufficiently analyse how to keep other 
people safe? % yes 

a) Does assessment clearly identify and analyse any risk 
of harm to others posed by the child, including identifying 
who is at risk and the nature of that risk?  

44% 

b) Does assessment draw sufficiently on available sources 
of information, including past behaviour and convictions, 
and involve other agencies where appropriate?  

89% 

c) Does assessment analyse controls and interventions to 
manage and minimise the risk of harm presented by the 
child?  

44% 

 
2.2. Planning (court disposals)   

Does planning focus sufficiently on supporting the child’s 
desistance? % yes 

a) Does planning set out the services most likely to 
support desistance, paying sufficient attention to the 
available timescales and the need for sequencing?  

89% 

b) Does planning sufficiently address diversity issues?  78% 

c) Does planning take sufficient account of the child’s 
personal circumstances, including the wider familial and 
social context of the child?  

89% 

d) Does planning take sufficient account of the child’s 
strengths and protective factors, and seek to reinforce or 
develop these as necessary?  

89% 

e) Does planning take sufficient account of the child’s 
levels of maturity, ability and motivation to change, and 
seek to develop these as necessary? 

89% 

f) Does planning give sufficient attention to the needs and 
wishes of victims?  44% 

g) Are the child and their parents or carers meaningfully 
involved in planning, and are their views taken into 
account?  

89% 

Does planning focus sufficiently on keeping the child safe? % yes 

a) Does planning promote the safety and wellbeing of the 
child, sufficiently addressing risks?  78% 
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b) Does planning involve other agencies where 
appropriate, and is there sufficient alignment with other 
plans (e.g. child protection or care plans) concerning the 
child?  

78% 

c) Does planning set out the necessary controls and 
interventions to promote the safety and wellbeing of the 
child?  

89% 

d) Does planning set out necessary and effective 
contingency arrangements to manage those risks that 
have been identified?  

78% 

Does planning focus sufficiently on keeping other people 
safe? % yes 

a) Does planning promote the safety of other people, 
sufficiently addressing risk of harm factors?  44% 

b) Does planning involve other agencies where 
appropriate?  44% 

c) Does planning address any specific concerns and risks 
related to actual and potential victims?  33% 

d) Does planning set out the necessary controls and 
interventions to promote the safety of other people?  44% 

e) Does planning set out necessary and effective 
contingency arrangements to manage those risks that 
have been identified?  

22% 

 
2.3. Implementation and delivery (court disposals)  

Does the implementation and delivery of services 
effectively support the child’s desistance? % yes 

a) Are the delivered services those most likely to support 
desistance, with sufficient attention given to sequencing 
and the available timescales?  

89% 

b) Does service delivery account for the diversity issues of 
the child?  89% 

c) Does service delivery reflect the wider familial and 
social context of the child, involving parents or carers, or 
significant others? 

67% 

d) Does service delivery build upon the child’s strengths 
and enhance protective factors?  100% 
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e) Is sufficient focus given to developing and maintaining 
an effective working relationship with the child and their 
parents or carers?  

100% 

f) Does service delivery promote opportunities for 
community integration, including access to services post-
supervision? 

100% 

g) Is sufficient attention given to encouraging and 
enabling the child’s compliance with the work of the YOT?  100% 

h) Are enforcement actions taken when appropriate?  22%27 

Does the implementation and delivery of services 
effectively support the safety of the child? % yes 

a) Does service delivery promote the safety and wellbeing 
of the child?  78% 

b) Is the involvement of other organisations in keeping 
the child safe sufficiently well-coordinated?  56% 

Does the implementation and delivery of services 
effectively support the safety of other people? % yes 

a) Are the delivered services sufficient to manage and 
minimise the risk of harm?  44% 

b) Is sufficient attention given to the protection of actual 
and potential victims?  44% 

c) Is the involvement of other agencies in managing the 
risk of harm sufficiently well-coordinated?  22% 

 
2. 4. Reviewing (court disposals)  

Does reviewing focus sufficiently on supporting the child’s 
desistance? % yes 

a) Does reviewing identify and respond to changes in 
factors linked to desistance?  44% 

b) Does reviewing focus sufficiently on building upon the 
child’s strengths and enhancing protective factors?  89% 

c) Does reviewing include analysis of, and respond to, 
diversity factors? 56% 

 
27 Enforcement action is not appropriate in all cases inspected. 
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d) Does reviewing consider the personal circumstances, 
including the wider familial and social context of the 
child? 

56% 

d) Does reviewing consider motivation and engagement 
levels and any relevant barriers?  78% 

e) Are the child and their parents or carers meaningfully 
involved in reviewing their progress and engagement, and 
are their views taken into account?  

78% 

f) Does reviewing lead to the necessary adjustments in 
the ongoing plan of work to support desistance? 33% 

Does reviewing focus sufficiently on keeping the child 
safe? % yes 

a) Does reviewing identify and respond to changes in 
factors related to safety and wellbeing?  33% 

b) Is reviewing informed by the necessary input from 
other agencies involved in promoting the safety and 
wellbeing of the child?  

22% 

c) Does reviewing lead to the necessary adjustments in 
the ongoing plan of work to promote the safety and 
wellbeing of the child?  

33% 

Does reviewing focus sufficiently on keeping other people 
safe? % yes 

a) Does reviewing identify and respond to changes in 
factors related to risk of harm?  22% 

b) Is reviewing informed by the necessary input from 
other agencies involved in managing the risk of harm?  11% 

c) Does reviewing lead to the necessary adjustments in 
the ongoing plan all of work to manage and minimise the 
risk of harm? 

22% 

 
3.1. Assessment (out-of-court disposals)  

Does assessment sufficiently analyse how to support the 
child’s desistance? 

% yes 

a) Is there sufficient analysis of offending behaviour, 
including the child’s acknowledgement of responsibility 
for, attitudes towards and motivations for their offending? 

79% 

b) Does assessment sufficiently analyse diversity issues? 71% 
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c) Does assessment consider personal circumstances, 
including the wider familial and social context of the 
child? 

57% 

d) Does assessment utilise information held by other 
agencies?  71% 

e) Does assessment focus on the child’s strengths and 
protective factors?  71% 

f) Does assessment analyse the key structural barriers 
facing the child?  64% 

g) Is sufficient attention given to understanding the 
child’s levels of maturity, ability and motivation to 
change?  

64% 

h) Does assessment give sufficient attention to the needs 
and wishes of victims, and opportunities for restorative 
justice?  

57% 

i) Are the child and their parents or carers meaningfully 
involved in their assessment, and are their views taken 
into account?  

71% 

Does assessment sufficiently analyse how to keep the 
child safe? % yes 

a) Does assessment clearly identify and analyse any risks 
to the safety and wellbeing of the child?  64% 

b) Does assessment draw sufficiently on available sources 
of information, including other assessments, and involve 
other agencies where appropriate?  

71% 

Does assessment sufficiently analyse how to keep other 
people safe? % yes 

a) Does assessment clearly identify and analyse any risk 
of harm to others posed by the child, including identifying 
who is at risk and the nature of that risk?  

50% 

b) Does assessment draw sufficiently on available sources 
of information, including any other assessments that have 
been completed, and other evidence of behaviour by the 
child? 

86% 

 
3.2. Planning (out-of-court disposals)  

Does planning focus on supporting the child’s desistance? % yes 
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a) Does planning set out the services most likely to 
support desistance, paying sufficient attention to the 
available timescales and the need for sequencing?  

71% 

b) Does planning sufficiently address diversity issues?  71% 

c) Does planning take sufficient account of the child’s 
personal circumstances, including the wider familial and 
social context of the child?  

79% 

d) Does planning take sufficient account of the child’s 
strengths and protective factors, and seek to reinforce or 
develop these as necessary?  

79% 

e) Does planning take sufficient account of the child’s 
levels of maturity, ability and motivation to change, and 
seek to develop these as necessary?  

71% 

f) Does planning take sufficient account of opportunities 
for community integration, including access to 
mainstream services following completion of out-of-court 
disposal work? 

71% 

g) Does planning give sufficient attention to the needs 
and wishes of the victims?  64% 

h) Are the child and their parents or carers meaningfully 
involved in planning, and are their views taken into 
account?  

79% 

Does planning focus sufficiently on keeping the child safe? % yes 

a) Does planning promote the safety and wellbeing of the 
child, sufficiently addressing risks?  64% 

b) Does planning involve other agencies where 
appropriate, and is there sufficient alignment with other 
plans (e.g. child protection or care plans) concerning the 
child?  

79% 

c) Does planning include necessary contingency 
arrangements for those risks that have been identified?  43% 

Does planning focus sufficiently on keeping other people 
safe? % yes 

a) Does planning promote the safety of other people, 
sufficiently addressing risk of harm factors?  57% 

b) Does planning involve other agencies where 
appropriate?  79% 
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c) Does planning address any specific concerns and risks 
related to actual and potential victims?  50% 

d) Does planning include necessary contingency 
arrangements for those risks that have been identified?  36% 

 
 3.3. Implementation and delivery (out-of-court disposals)  

Does service delivery effectively support the child’s 
desistance? % yes 

a) Are the delivered services those most likely to support 
desistance, with sufficient attention given to sequencing 
and the available timescales?  

86% 

b) Does service delivery account for the diversity issues of 
the child?  86% 

c) Does service delivery reflect the wider familial and 
social context of the child, involving parents or carers, or 
significant others?  

79% 

d) Is sufficient focus given to developing and maintaining 
an effective working relationship with the child and their 
parents or carers?  

86% 

e) Is sufficient attention given to encouraging and 
enabling the child’s compliance with the work of the YOT?  86% 

f) Does service delivery promote opportunities for 
community integration, including access to mainstream 
services?  

79% 

Does service delivery effectively support the safety of the 
child? % yes 

a) Does service delivery promote the safety and wellbeing 
of the child?  79% 

b) Is the involvement of other agencies in keeping the 
child safe sufficiently well utilised and coordinated? 71% 

Does service delivery effectively support the safety of 
other people? % yes 

a) Are the delivered services sufficient to manage and 
minimise the risk of harm? 57% 

b) Is sufficient attention given to the protection of actual 
and potential victims?  57% 
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