Education for Young People Supervised by the Youth Justice System: A Consultation
Summary of responses

Introduction 

The Department for Education and Skills launched a public consultation to consider the issues affecting education, training and employment for young people supervised by the youth justice system, following a commitment made in the cross- government document, Reducing Re-offending through Skills and Employment: Next Steps (December 2006).  The consultation launched on 4 April 2007 and concluded 4 July 2007 and covered young people supervised by the youth justice system in custody and the community across England (aged 10-17).  This agenda is now being taken forward by the Department for Children, Schools and Families, in collaboration with the Department for Innovation, Universities and Skills, and the Ministry of Justice and partner agencies.  The Government is committed to publishing forward plans on this agenda by the end of 2007.
The respondents 
A total of 79 written responses were received.  The majority were from people working in youth offending teams, followed by representatives working in the voluntary and community sector.  Respondents included representatives from Nacro, The Prince’s Trust, the CBI, Ofsted, NASUWT, The Children’s Society, the General Teaching Council for England and Connexions.  Written responses were also supplemented by two face-to-face consultation events with a total of over 100 experts and practitioners.  Amongst these were representatives from Young Offender Institutions, Secure Training Centres and Secure Children’s Homes, as well as officials from local authority children’s services and a wide range of voluntary and community sector organisations.  
Although young people themselves did not respond to the written consultation, the review team visited young people in a variety of secure and community settings to ensure that their voices were heard.  Around 40 young people in total were consulted on their experiences of the education system both in custody and the community.  

This report incorporates responses from both written and face-to-face consultations, including the views of young people.  

Overview 

Many people welcomed the opportunity to respond to the issues raised by the consultation and felt that the right questions had been asked.  Several offered detailed, practical solutions as well as examples from personal experience.  There was general consensus on the key issues as well as a sense of shared urgency in addressing the educational needs of this group of young people.  

“We need to turn our approach upside down – in most cases young people who offend are victims first and perpetrators second.  Resources should be invested in supporting young people as victims of a society that has failed them rather than punishing them for the consequences of their distress.” Jenny Talbot, Prison Reform Trust 
	Summary of key messages
The following points reflect the key messages arising from responses to the consultation.  Further details on responses relating to the four areas for consultation are explored from page 4.  The key messages were as follows:
· These are young people first, young offenders second.  Young offenders are young people with same rights as others and these rights should be re-enforced not abandoned because they offend.  The principle of Care Matters
 – that educational goals for children in care are the same as those for all children - should be same for those in the youth justice system.  
· These are some of the most disengaged young people in the country.  We need to consider carefully how we can motivate them to participate in education, training or employment, through offering the right balance of an engaging curriculum, mainstream and specialist support and financial incentives.  What works for most young people may not work with this group.  Vocational, trade based programmes often work well for these young people but suitable provision is often not available.

· Local authorities must take more responsibility for young people who offend, including those that enter custody.  Local authorities’ duties under the Education Act 1996 are dis-applied for young people in custody, meaning that local authorities have little responsibility for these young people and their education.  Responses ranged from placing local authorities as the lead body for planning, funding and commissioning education for young offenders (both in custody and the community), to options such as mandatory inclusion of youth offending teams in local authority planning groups for young people.  Currently it is reported that some local authorities treat young offenders as solely the responsibility of the youth offending team.  Respondents also felt that education services provided by local authorities (such as support for special educational needs) should continue when young people enter custody and local authorities should deliver a consistent service across transition points.

· We need a national framework and guidance on roles and responsibilities.  National modelling of what is expected in relation to disengaged young offenders would be helpful for local delivery.  There are currently too many different agencies involved and these need to be streamlined and brought into a tighter framework.  Funding streams also need to be clearer, and inter-agency protocols established.
· Targets need to align and be based on outcomes, not inputs.  Currently, there is a range of different targets relating to young people who offend which are not all complementary.  They are often based on inputs (e.g. the number of hours of education provision made available to the young person) rather than outputs (e.g. progression or a young person’s achievements).  Cross-government targets for this group of young people would be helpful, and should not just be the responsibility of youth offending teams.

· We need to carefully balance access to mainstream education provision with the need for more specialist services.  Although many of these young people can and should be educated through mainstream colleges and schools, some will only respond to other learning environments which do not replicate the traditional classroom.  We should recognise that the voluntary and community sector has an important role to play in offering provision which meets the needs of many disengaged young people.  Short-term funding hampers the development of longer-term and more permanent programmes and services for these young people.  

· We need the right staff to work with these young people.  Having highly skilled staff working with these young people can make a huge impact on young people’s progress.  A careful balance is needed between a requirement for staff with teaching qualifications, and the need for staff with the right skills and experience to work with challenging young people.  In custody, there are few incentives for experienced and highly-trained teachers to seek employment as pay, conditions and opportunities for progression are often not comparable with those in mainstream schools and colleges.  In youth offending teams, it is critical that staff have the seniority and credibility needed to influence local providers and broker appropriate provision.  



Detailed Summary of Responses 
The consultation sought responses on four main areas: 
1. Accountabilities for young offenders’ education; covering roles, responsibilities and accountability mechanisms for young offenders’ education, and the levers for raising standards and improving outcomes.  

2. Ensuring participation in education and training; covering access to and engagement in, appropriate and sustainable provision for young offenders in custody and the community.

3. Delivering a relevant curriculum; covering the content of learning programmes for young offenders, both in custody and the community, to meet personal needs and prepare young people with the skills they need for life and employment.

4. Workforce development; covering issues around ensuring a qualified and professional workforce, continuous professional development and mechanisms to support the workforce in delivering successful outcomes for young people.

A summary of responses to each area of consultation is provided in the remainder of this document.
Accountability for Young Offenders’ Education

“There needs to be a ‘step change’ in the belief and rhetoric that the responsibility for participation and success rests solely with the young person [..] the responsibility to provide the right environment for success rests with a number of statutory bodies and it is they who need to be held to account when young people ‘fail’’.” Jenny Talbot, Prison Reform Trust.  

We need a national framework and guidance on roles and responsibilities

Many respondents called for some form of national modelling of what is expected in relation to disengaged young offenders in order to improve local delivery.  It was felt that young people’s entitlement to appropriate education and training should not be at the discretion of local bodies but instead led by a national planning framework.  There needed to be more central guidance on the roles and responsibilities of everyone involved in the education of this group and relevant agencies needed to be held more strongly to account.  Young people believed that, ultimately, no one was responsible for ensuring they attended education provision and fining their parents for non-attendance had little effect.  

Some respondents welcomed joint responsibility for youth justice between  the Ministry of Justice and the Department for Children, Schools and Families, with the sense that this would lead to a more ‘mainstreamed’ approach to young offenders, although there were concerns over the spilt in responsibility for 14-19 learning.

Funding should follow the learner

Several respondents supported the idea that funding for education and training should always follow the young person, no matter where they were being educated.  This would include young people going into custody (currently, schools retaining funds for young people in custody results in ‘double funding’ whereby their education is paid for twice).  Respondents commented that clarity is also needed over who funds provision commissioned when young people are permanently excluded or offered alternative provision for part of the week.  One respondent stated that the Allocated Pupil Allowance was not released at the point of permanent exclusion, resulting in delays and difficulties in providing alternatives.  

We need to streamline the number of agencies involved

Many people felt that there were too many agencies and bodies surrounding young people in the youth justice system, and that this was one of the main reasons for confusion over roles and responsibilities.  The plethora of agencies needed to be brought into a tighter framework and responsibility and accountability placed with single lead body, for example the local authority Director of Children’s Services. 

Targets must be aligned and realistic

There was a general consensus that the current system of targets and performance indicators was not working in a way which produced successful outcomes.  One performance indicator described as especially problematic was the YJB target for youth offending teams to ensure that 90% of young people under their supervision were in education, training or employment by the end of their sentences.  Many felt that this should not solely be the responsibility of the youth offending teams, but that it should be shared between different agencies, including the local authority, and should form part of Local Area Agreements.  The fact that only young people who had 25 hours or more of provision would be counted was also deemed problematic, as it should be recognised that some young people needed to take smaller steps to build up to provision on this scale.

Some also believed that the 90% target was too input-focussed, centring on the number of hours a young person attended rather than the effectiveness of delivery.  One respondent commented that this target encouraged YOTs to work with the young people most likely to engage rather than those with ‘no hope’ of reaching 25 hours of provision.  Furthermore, this target was felt to be ineffective as it was set and monitored by the YJB and yet YOTs were ultimately accountable to the local authority.  

Many also stated that there needed to be better alignment of targets across different agencies to limit the possibility of hostility between different bodies representing young people.  Some suggested a shared government target around the engagement of young people in education, training and employment in the youth justice system to increase incentives for agencies to offer provision.  Others recommended that mainstream providers such as schools and colleges should have a targets regime which recognised the work they did with challenging young people.  There was much call for ‘soft’ targets for this group to recognise distance travelled rather than just academic exam results.  

Local authorities must take more responsibility for young people who offend, including those who enter custody
A large number of respondents thought that local authorities needed to take more responsibility for young people in the youth justice system, especially young people in custody.  Some felt that the local authority in which the custodial institution sat should be responsible for its education provision; others believed that each young person’s ‘home’ local authority should maintain an element of responsibility with regards to their education, in liaison with the ‘host’ local authority.  One respondent suggested that Children’s Trusts could be set targets and priorities linked to building productive links with the secure estate, including professional development and specialist advisory support.  

Many also felt that education, training and employment for all young offenders should form part of local authorities’ Children and Young People’s Plans and local area agreements and that they could be ‘flagged’ in wider children’s services in a similar way to children in care.  It was thought critical that arrangements for planning children’s services considered the needs of young offenders and involved representatives from their local youth offending team. YOT managers and particularly education, training and employment staff should be involved in local authority service planning and relevant partnerships and boards.  

There must be consequences if these young people are allowed to ‘drop out’ of the system 

Some felt that there were currently no consequences for schools which refused to accept young offenders – and that the appeals system took too much time.  They called for local authorities, schools and other providers to be held to account through inspection regimes over the success of young offenders in accessing high quality programmes.
Inspection must drive up standards for this group
Several respondents suggested that inspection in custody should be unannounced.  Others also felt that the views of young people needed to be better represented and that within the secure estate, inspectorates should include a remit to check the commitment to education across the whole establishment, rather than just within the education department.  However, one respondent who worked in custody felt that Ofsted inspections were currently unrealistic as they treated the secure setting as a ‘campus’ of the education provider, without making any concessions to the constraints of the secure environment.  

In the community, some believed that Ofsted should have inspection categories specifically addressing the ways in which schools and colleges met the needs of pupils or students who were young offenders.  

“We would hope to see changes in national and local governance, delivery mechanisms and external inspection, in order to achieve greater alignment between young offenders’ education and mainstream education.” Sarah Stephens, Director of Policy, General Teaching Council for England.  

Participation in Education, Training and Employment

“It’s like everyone is an individual, and one idea that has worked for one person doesn’t mean it will work with another.  Having an individual approach rather than a blanket approach to everyone.” Young person, quoted in a response from The Prince’s Trust.
Young people need the right incentives to engage in education, training and employment programmes
Many felt that this group were so dis-engaged that traditional thinking on encouraging young people to participate was not always appropriate.  One example of this was the Education Maintenance Allowance (EMA) which several respondents felt provided a real barrier to engagement for these young people.  There were two main concerns about the EMA; firstly the 100% attendance it requires was problematic for young people from chaotic families, many of whom have been out of education for some time, and secondly that unlike the training allowance that preceded it, young people received different (means-tested) amounts of money which resulted in hostility between learners.  The need for parental information and signatures was also seen as a problem for young people in this group, given their often complex family backgrounds.
Respondents felt that, for vulnerable and highly dis-engaged young people, small, achievable steps needed to be recognised in terms of behaviour and attendance patterns, with rewards and bonuses for different levels of progression.  Payments in custody for learning and ‘champions’ to promote learning were thought to be helpful.  People thought that new thinking was needed on incentives and rewards for work-based learning, as it is currently viewed by some young people and parents as doing work without ‘proper’ pay.  

In order to motivate young people in the youth justice system to participate in education, training and employment, respondents believed that the right kinds of courses needed to be offered.  People felt that many of this group of  young people would not be encouraged to learn in a traditional classroom environment and more work was needed to discover what kinds of learning they were suited to.  ‘Taster’ programmes for young people, both in custody and the community, were suggested as a way of reducing early drop-outs, as well as suggestions to minimise the amount of paperwork needed at the start of work-based learning programmes.  For young people in custody, greater use of ‘Release on Temporary Licence’ (ROTL) and ‘mobility’, and a more consistent approach to its use across the secure estate was also thought to be of benefit.  In addition, training courses needed to be flexible and react to the local job market, so that young people could see the direct links between engaging in education, training and employment programmes and entering employment.  
The right balance of mainstream and alternative provision 

Many respondents believed that there was a careful balance to be struck between ensuring that all young people could access ‘mainstream’ provision (e.g. school, college) and the need for discrete programmes for young people for whom this environment might not be suitable.  There was a strong feeling that although many young offenders felt more comfortable in small groups and less formal settings, they should not be segregated from mainstream provision and alternative service providers should maintain strong links with ‘mainstream’ agencies and organisations.  However, some felt there were clear advantages in educating these young people away from the environments in which they had previously ‘failed’ and in which they had possibly acquired or increased their offending behaviour.  

Many felt that alternative provision could work if it was meaningful, with accredited learning that clearly led to progression.  It should also be carefully monitored and quality assured.  An example of this was the Nottingham City Commissioning Alternative Provision Team, which individually brokered alternative provision, reducing individual schools commissioning provision and ensuring consistent quality of programmes.  
However, it was widely felt that schools and local authorities could still do more to engage young people in mainstream provision.  Schools should be given more resources to deal with challenging behaviour and offered greater incentives for taking on ‘difficult’ young people.  More also needed to be done to track young people and ensure that ‘self exclusion’ and inaccurate recording of attendance by schools could not happen.  Some respondents also felt that young people in custody should not be taken off the school roll in any circumstances.

Youth Offending Teams need the power to influence and broker provision 
Many believed that youth offending teams (YOTs) struggled in their role as the ‘brokers’ of education provision and often did not have enough power to influence schools and colleges.  Some felt that the education officer role in YOTs should be at a higher level in order to gain greater respect from schools and heads and that specialist education workers, as well as case workers, should be involved at the early stages of sentence planning.  Each school or provider should also have a named link person in the YOT and schools, colleges and YOTs should engage in joint professional development in order to gain a better understanding of each others’ work.  
Agencies must effectively share data and young people must be properly monitored 
Several people commented that young people were able to ‘drop out’ of education because different agencies and establishments did not have adequate procedures for sharing information.  Information regarding a young person’s record of learning should be passed quickly and some respondents reported particular difficulties in custodial establishments obtaining information from schools and colleges.  It would be also helpful if custodial institutions were able to access the Common Assessment Framework (CAF).  Some people also felt that young offenders should continue to be monitored even when their sentences were completed and that ‘snapshot’ monitoring should take place to create a truer picture than that often shown through official statistics.  However, one teaching union was clear that any extra burdens created by data collection or monitoring should be shouldered by the local authority and not by teaching staff.  
Young people need good advice and support, including mentors

The need for appropriate and timely support and advice for young people was clearly stated in the responses.  Information, Advice and Guidance (IAG) should come from qualified and impartial professionals with a sound knowledge of the local area and opportunities available.  The importance of the Connexions service was highlighted, and respondents highlighted current inequalities of access to these services, particularly for young people in custody.  There was a suggestion of a national funding formula to support good Connexions services for all young people, including those in custody.  Some felt all young people in custody should have a dedicated Connexions worker who could be fully involved in their resettlement process and could link up with other important services.  Others felt that a nominated person in custody should be responsible for managing links with schools and education providers in the community.  An Individual Education Plan that was recognised by all agencies and which could follow the young person into any educational setting was also suggested in order to help maintain continuity in learning.  
Mentoring was strongly advocated by many who responded to the consultation.  It was felt this should be a trusted adult who may have had similar experiences to the young person in order to gain credibility.  There was no consensus over whether mentors should be employed or volunteers, but many believed a national programme of mentoring, rather than the current ‘piecemeal’ approach would be helpful.  Mentoring should also be available ‘out of hours’ in the evenings and at weekends.
Other suggestions for supporting young people included having sufficient services to meet the needs of young people with learning difficulties and disabilities and having the same worker to meet young people in custody pre-release who could work with them post-release.  Norfolk YOT also gave the example of their employment co-ordinator, who forged links with employers in the local area with a view to providing work placements for young offenders who were perceived to be ready and willing to work.  
Local authority planning must take into account the needs of young offenders

Most people strongly believed that the needs of young offenders were not consistently considered by local authority planning groups.  Local planning groups (e.g. 14-19 partnerships) should include those working in youth justice such as YOTs and staff from secure establishments.  There was a suggestion that secure establishments could be part of local 14-19 consortia.  A forum for all relevant staff to meet was also considered helpful.  Some also felt that local authorities should prioritise young people leaving custody for education, training and employment programme placements.  
We need to de-mystify the label of ‘young offender’

Several people felt that work was needed to educate the media and public to remove the stigma of the ‘young offender’ label.  Many felt that these were young people first and young offenders second and should be treated as such, as advocated within the Every Child Matters agenda.  One respondent believed it was unhelpful to refer to ‘young offenders’ as there was no evidence that this described a particular learning identity and the label exacerbated misconceptions.   He believed that the principle of Care Matters –  that educational goals for children in care are the same as those for all children - should be same for those in youth justice system.  
Girls need to be taken into account 

Girls were one group who were singled out as needing specialist provision.  With the majority of young offenders being male, most alternative provision and support programmes were currently aimed at boys.  Respondents suggested that more female-only provision in the community was needed.
“There is considerable advantage in educating some young people who are in the youth justice system in environments which remove them from the conditions in which they acquire or increase their offending behaviour” John Brenchley, OCR  

Delivering a Relevant Curriculum

“In brief, we need a curriculum that understands the complex and challenging needs of this group of young people; that allows progress to be measured on an individual basis [..] and that is tailored to individual needs and personal preferences.”  Helen Vince, HMPS, West Midlands Area Office.  
Young people want recognised qualifications which have currency in the ‘real world’

Many respondents felt it was important that young people at all places of learning should be able to work towards qualifications that were universally recognised.  Qualifications should be linked to the National Qualifications Framework and have currency with employers and other learning providers.  Some staff from the secure estate suggested that all custodial institutions should deliver the same types of qualifications, using the same exam board, with a central directive on which this should be, in order to increase consistency both across the secure estate and between custody and the community.
Many young people in the youth justices system respond well to vocational learning rather than learning in the traditional classroom environment 
Several people commented that if young people had become disengaged from the traditional classroom environment, then the aim of any custodial or alternative education should not be to re-create this.  Offenders should not be placed in situations where they had already failed or been turned off from learning.  It was felt that for many in the youth justice system, vocational subjects would be of much more interest than paper-based subjects.  Young people couldn’t see the value of discrete literacy and numeracy programmes but responded well if these were embedded into training subjects such as car mechanics or joinery.  A survey at Werrington young offender institution revealed that the ‘most wanted’ subjects were Plumbing and Electrics, two subjects rarely available in the secure estate or in alternative provision.  One respondent suggested that local employers, who were most willing to take on these young people, should be canvassed as to the skills they most valued and that the curriculum should be tailored to meet this demand.
In custody, we need a consistent curriculum but with the flexibility to meet individual needs

In custody, it was felt that consistency was needed between different establishments to ensure continuity for young people as they moved between establishments.  However, flexibility to meet different needs and cater for varying interests was equally important.  Some believed that, in some cases, discrete provision was needed, for example, for young people on shorter sentences and those under school leaving age.  Although some called for better alignment between programmes in custody and community, one respondent warned against simply replicating the National Curriculum for offenders of school-age, as this was the type of curriculum which had previously dis-engaged them from learning.  
We must ensure the right balance between specialist and universal learning  programmes

Although many believed that innovative approaches were needed for this group of young people, the general feeling was that this shouldn’t be at the expense of young people accessing mainstream services. Some felt that materials that were used in mainstream provision should be adapted for use in custodial and alternative settings in order to avoid young people becoming completely alienated.  

However, there were many examples of specific needs that should be met, particularly the need for good quality Personal, Health and Social Education (PHSE) programmes.  Offending Behaviour Programmes and other programmes which focused on behaviour and relationships were called for, with strong pastoral systems supporting these.  Some also pointed to the impact that the arts could have in engaging young people and motivating them to progress to further learning opportunities.  The needs of those on longer sentences were also singled out for attention, as many establishments provided short courses, resulting in this group re-taking the same courses several times and preventing progression and the achievement of more substantial qualifications.  

There was also strong support for a modular system, so that young people could progress step-by-step and continue the same courses in the community that they had begun in custody.  Many people were also in favour of flexible start dates for college courses, so that young people did not become disinterested while they waited for courses to begin.
Alternative provision must be full-time and good quality
Most respondents acknowledged that, for some young people, alternative provision offered a less formal learning environment in which they could achieve considerable success.  However, many felt that it was of variable quality and neither local authorities nor schools monitored sufficiently young people’s attendance at alternative education projects.  Some believed that local authorities should be obliged to provide full-time placements, although others thought that, for some young people, full-time education was not always suitable if they had a range of other problems to address (e.g. drug use, accommodation problems).  One respondent called for the introduction of a requirement on the local authority (most likely through a 14 to 19 lead professional with responsibilities around curriculum development) to ensure that all providers have a clear strategy in relation to how to meet the needs of young people supervised by the YOT.  Another also felt that Ofsted should inspect how each local authority was meeting the needs of young people in the youth justice system.

Another much commented-on area was that of funding.  Many criticised the fact that much of the “NEET” provision (programmes for young people identified as ‘not in education, training or employment’) designed to re-engage young people was currently being funded by short term European funding streams. They felt that core funding would allow the development of quality programmes and would alleviate the discontinuity of short term funding.
Young people must not be over-assessed

Many felt young people lost confidence in education professionals when they were repeatedly assessed, and suggested that repeat assessment was often for similar purposes or to gain the same information.  Suggestions to combat this problem ranged from issuing standardised Personal Education Plans for all young offenders (similar to processes in place for children in care) to a statutory duty on all schools, education, training and employment programme providers and secure establishments to pass information.  Other ideas were a dedicated worker in custody to chase information and follow-up each young person on release, seconded Connexions advisers in custody and in YOTs to facilitate information exchange and a national database with information on all young people in the youth justice system.   There were also calls for the present ‘Asset’ assessment document used in the youth justice system to contain more information about the young person’s experience of education and for the quality of information recorded on Asset to be externally checked.
The 14-19 agenda could provide a valuable route for these young people

Many respondents felt that the 14-19 agenda, with an emphasis on an increased range of programmes for young people at 14 and above, could be key to ensuring that this group of young people stayed on in education.  The potential for improving education in custody through the 14-19 reforms was also acknowledged, and respondents working in custody were keen to be involved with the development of the 14-19 curriculum.  They wanted to include young people in custody in 14-19 developments at the outset, rather than having to ‘fit in’ at a later date.  It was suggested that links could be made with particular custodial institutions in order to offer components of the new Diplomas and the Foundation Learning Tier which young people could continue in the community on their release.  It was considered vital that the secure estate geared themselves up to offer Diplomas so that young offenders would not be left behind on their return to the community.  

However, in order to offer a more vocational curriculum, it was noted that more funding would be needed to improve the infrastructure in custodial establishments.  Many secure establishments for young people, particularly young offender institutions, are situated in outdated buildings which offer limited accommodation for delivering vocational programmes.  Improving the vocational offer in custody usually involves capital expenditure, which is not possible without additional funding.
Young people should have the right specialist support 

Many took the view that it was unsatisfactory that young people in custody with statements of special educational needs did not receive the same support as young people not in custody.  Without such support, learning experiences were jeopardised, often leading to behavioural problems within the ‘classroom’ setting.  Some felt that the secure estate and alternative education providers needed more flexibility to buy in specialist support if needed and that, although engagement in mainstream education might be the ultimate aim for some young people, others would need intensive ‘hand holding’ support.  Others felt that it should remain the duty of the local authority to support young people’s additional needs (such as special educational needs) whilst they are in custody, and that they should provide a consistent support service across custody and the community.

“There needs to be a heavy emphasis on Citizenship, Personal Health Social and Emotional, Coping Skills and solution-focused therapies used for this group of young people.  Wider than this is a curriculum which provides an insight for young people into entering the world of work.”  Paul Dale, independent consultant.  
Workforce Development
“I need dynamic staff who want to make a career out of it, who want to change things and make a real difference.”  Skills for Life manager in custody 

Custodial teachers want parity with those in the mainstream 
The majority of people believed that education staff in custody should have equal status to those teaching in schools, colleges and other community settings.  The fact that teaching staff in custody often did not get the usual teachers’ terms and conditions was seen as a major barrier to recruiting good staff.  Many felt that teachers’ pensions, extensive holidays and opportunities for career progression (such as progressing to Advanced Teacher Status) should all be a feature of custodial teaching.  Other suggestions to align teaching in custody with teaching in the mainstream sector included being able to complete the Newly Qualified Teacher induction period in the secure estate, as well as whole-day training days for all staff.  

Several people commented that there should be more joining up between teachers in custody and those in the community, in order to share opportunities for Continued Professional Development (CPD) and exchange best practice.  It was felt that local authorities should be held responsible for this and should include custodial staff in support networks and training days.  Some also believed that local authorities should actually employ all teachers working in custodial establishments within their boundaries.  

Many felt that, as well as receiving parity with mainstream teachers, teachers in custody should receive recognition for working with particularly challenging young people.  Current pay levels were not seen to reflect the difficulty of the job in overcoming disaffection and fostering achievement with young people with complex needs, many of whom have been out of education for several years.
Teaching in the secure estate needs to be promoted to new teachers

Some respondents believed more needed to be done early in teachers’ careers – preferably at the training stage – to encourage gifted young teachers to consider working in custodial settings.  Some felt that Initial Teacher Training institutions could do more to encourage trainee teachers to do placements in the secure estate or that teachers could be given experience in working in this setting as “tasters”, to see if they could work effectively with young offenders.  Teacher and trainer qualifications could also offer pathways to prepare people for working in a secure environment.  Furthermore, it was important that custodial teaching was considered in schemes to attract new teachers, such as those from LLUK to encourage teachers into the FE sector.
YOT education workers must have credibility and experience and maintain links to ‘home’ education department 

The vital role of the YOT education worker was emphasised by many respondents, who felt that such a role needed the appropriate powers to broker education, training and employment for young people.  One respondent felt that, as YOT education workers did not carry the statutory responsibility as case workers did, they often got sidelined.  Others thought that some standardised policy and procedures for education workers would be of benefit and that YOT education staff should be invited to take an active role in influencing local provision at forums where the local authority and LSC discussed and sourced education provision to meet the needs of vulnerable young people.  Similarly, they should have access to local authority professional development activities so as not to become detached from wider educational initiatives.  

Many felt the best way to ensure that YOT education workers did not become excluded from wider children’s services was to second staff into the YOT from the local authority.  Some suggested that secondment into the YOT should be formalised, making it mandatory, in order to maintain strong links between the YOT and other services.  Others believed that YOT education officers should be teachers or ex-head-teachers in order that they didn’t have to fight the system and were treated as equal colleagues.  Many thought that it should not just be left to the YOT education officer to ensure that local authorities fulfilled their legal responsibility to provide education but that this should be a shared responsibility.
Someone should act as each young offender’s ‘lead professional’
Some believed that each young person supervised by the youth justice system needed one professional adult to argue for their entitlements to education, training and employment programmes.  YOT education workers could also be budget holders in order to ‘buy in’ extra support for young people or quickly arrange alternative provision.  Several respondents suggested extending the ‘virtual head teacher’ role for children in care to young people in the youth justice system.  
The secure estate should share expertise and facilities with each other and  community providers 

Many felt that the secure estate was isolated and that teachers there needed to be more included within the broader educational world - for example, in local school cluster groups.  Non-custodial teachers and heads would also benefit from a better understanding of the secure estate and it was suggested this could be achieved through secondments and twinning with local schools.  The secure estate could also offer schools help in areas such as behaviour management.

Several people working in custody felt that they needed more networks to meet other practitioners and share best practice and that this should include all three types of secure establishment.  This would provide the forum to establish quality improvement criteria for education and skills provision.

We need the right balance between qualifications and skills and experience 
Whilst all respondents agreed that young people should be taught and supported by professional and able staff, some felt that an emphasis on qualifications could exclude people with a vast array of experience and skills who were naturally able to engage ‘difficult’ learners.  With an increasingly vocational curriculum, those with trade qualifications would also be in demand and realistic routes needed to be found for them to gain teacher status.  It was also felt that the value of practitioners such as youth workers, who were sometimes more able to gain the respect of young people, should be recognised.  One respondent felt that the youth justice sector should be seeking to recruit across a wider spectrum in order to find staff that young people could relate to more easily.

However, qualifications were still viewed as playing an important role, particularly in building esteem and increasing professionalism.  One respondent suggested developing a qualification similar to the PCEP (Professional Certificate in Effective Practice), currently available to youth justice staff, for all of those working with this group of young people.  Others suggested that staff in custody should be appropriately qualified to teach particular age groups – so that those teaching offenders below school leaving age had Qualified Teacher Status rather than coming from the FE sector.  It was also suggested that all new staff in prisons should complete an induction programme in youth justice, including a component on education.  

“Education providers need to see that YOT young people are not just the responsibility of YOT but are customers of all services.” Kay Carter, YOS/Connexions 

� Care Matters: Time for Change, HM Government, June 2007
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