[image: image6.png]MINISTRY OF

SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT
Te Manatiu Whakahiato Ora




Effectiveness of Youth Court
Supervision Orders: 

Measures of Re-offending

Prepared by

Fiona Sturrock

Chungui Qiao

Preeti 

Prepared for

Centre for Social Research and Evaluation

Te Pokapū Rangahau Arotaki Hapori

August 2009

Contents Page
3Executive Summary


5Introduction


7Methodology


7The Data


8Profile of the Youth Offenders


10Measures of Re-offending


10Occurrence of re-offending


14Length of time to re-offence


17Frequency and seriousness of re-offending


20Re-offending beyond the youth court


22Summary


23Child, Youth and Family Update


23Recent changes


23Proposed amendments to the Act and Fresh Start programmes


24Residential services – new service model


24Other initiatives




Executive Summary
Changing the behaviour of what is a very small group of serious young offenders is a significant challenge for all youth justice jurisdictions. The majority of young offenders in New Zealand (approximately 80%) are diverted from the Criminal Justice system.

The need to resort to the Youth Court process is reserved for the most persistent and serious offenders. Penalties at the upper end of severity in the Youth Court come in the form of the following orders: Supervision, Supervision with Activity and Supervision with Residence. The application of these orders is rare.
Young offenders referred to Child, Youth and Family (CYF) by Police are a small proportion (3.8%) of the total number of New Zealand youth aged 14 to 16 years, and the number who receive a youth court order are negligible at just 0.4% of this population group
. 
A very small group of persistent young offenders are responsible for over half of the crime committed by young people, estimated to be between 40% and 60%
.  One of the main distinguishing characteristics of persistent young offenders is the range and complexity of personal and family problems they experience
.

Currently in New Zealand there is no research on the effectiveness of Youth Court supervision orders in reducing the frequency and seriousness of re-offending. The research reported here was conducted by the Ministry of Social Development (MSD) to provide information on the outcomes for youth offenders following Youth Court supervision orders. Effectiveness in this context was defined in terms of the occurrence, frequency and seriousness of re-offending after a supervision order, as well as any differential effect by gender, age, ethnicity or CYF region. This retrospective research involved the analysis of administrative data covering January 2002 to June 2007 from CYF and the Ministry of Justice (MoJ).

Key findings include: 
· for all supervision order types, young people who re-offended usually did so in the first two years after the supervision order was imposed, and the likelihood of re-offending after this was very much lower
· four out of five of the young people re-offended within the follow-up period
· the re-offending was less serious, on average, than the offence that led to the initial supervision order.
The results reported here tend to mirror international findings in that, the majority of serious offenders do re-offend despite a range of interventions. However, when you consider that the Youth Court process and orders are reserved for the most persistent and serious offenders, you wouldn’t necessarily expect to see a significant reduction in re-offending following a supervision order. The fact that, on average, the re-offending was less serious than the initial offence provides some confidence that services can have an impact, and is something that services can build upon moving forward. It is also important to note that violent offenders had a lower rate of re-offending.

The impact of changes introduced in the last 18 months will not be reflected in the outcomes for the cohort of serious young offenders investigated in this research.  This includes:
· introduction of the Children, Young Persons, and Their Families (Youth Courts Jurisdiction and Orders) Amendment Bill.
· Government’s Fresh Start programme

· CYF’s residential services ‘new service model’
· CYF fully funding seven community-based Supervision with Activity providers

· CYF and Police introducing a youth offending risk screening tool (YORST) to identify offending-related needs in young people

· CYF dedicating 25 community-based youth justice teams across the country.
This retrospective research (covering January 2002 to June 2007) will, however, provide a baseline against which to measure changes to the youth justice sector and CYF, including those referred to above.

Introduction

The Act states that, where children or young persons commit offences, the object is to ensure that they are held accountable and encouraged to accept responsibility for their behaviour, and that they are dealt with in a way that acknowledges their needs and that will give them the opportunity to develop in responsible, beneficial and socially acceptable ways (section 4f)
.
The Act seeks to divert young people from the Criminal Justice system. About 76% of all offending is dealt with by Police supervised community diversionary programmes. A further 8% of cases are resolved by pre-charge Family Group Conferences, with most in this group resulting in no charges being laid in court. Less than 20% of youth offending goes to the Youth Court. 
The Youth Court was set up as a branch of the District Court to deal with youth justice cases, defined as offenders 14 to 16 years of age. The court process is reserved for the most serious youth offending. Lower tariff outcomes in the Youth Court include: discharge, admonishment, fines and reparation. At the upper end of severity are the supervision orders: Supervision, Supervision with Activity and Supervision with Residence. In some more serious cases, the young person can be transferred to the District Court for sentencing. Supervision is for a period not exceeding six months, Supervision with Activity lasts up to three months (with a possible additional three-month Supervision period), and Supervision with Residence consists of three months in a youth justice residence plus up to six months of Supervision.  
Young offenders referred to Child, Youth and Family (CYF) by Police are a small proportion (3.8%) of the total number of New Zealand youth aged 14 to 16 years, and the number who receive a Youth Court order are negligible at just 0.4% of this population group
. When considering this context, you wouldn’t necessarily expect to see a significant reduction in re-offending following a supervision order.  

A very small group of persistent young offenders are responsible for over half of the crime committed by young people, estimated to be between 40% and 60%
. Also, they tend to keep offending well into their twenties and beyond. One of the main distinguishing characteristics of persistent young offenders is the range and complexity of personal and family problems they experience, which may include substance abuse, accommodation difficulties, poverty, unemployment, mental health problems, violence, neglect and abuse, poor education and more.

Changing the behaviour of this group of serious young offenders is a challenge for all youth justice jurisdictions, including New Zealand. “Offenders like these pose a serious problem for every Western country and present a challenge for any youth justice system. Many in this small group continue to re-offend. No youth justice system yet has been able to eliminate all re-offending by this hard core group.”
  In Australia, for example, 71% of juveniles in New South Wales receiving their first supervised (community-based) order were reconvicted of a further offence within four years.
 Furthermore, 79% of juveniles placed on supervised orders in Queensland between 1994 and 1995 had progressed to the adult correction system by 2002, and 71% of juvenile offenders released from detention in Western Australia between 1997 and 2000 were re-convicted by a court or returned to prison within two years of release.
  Fifty-five percent of youth aged 17 at the time of release from a New Zealand prison were returned to prison within one year, 67% within two years and 77% within three years.
 
Currently in New Zealand there is no research on the effectiveness of the Youth Court supervision orders in reducing the frequency and seriousness of re-offending. The research reported here was conducted by the Ministry of Social Development (MSD) to provide information on the outcomes for youth offenders following Youth Court supervision orders. Effectiveness in this context was defined in terms of the occurrence, frequency and seriousness of re-offending after a sentence of Supervision, Supervision with Activity or Supervision with Residence, as well as any differential effect by gender, age, ethnicity or CYF region.  Previous offence history, known to be an important determinant of re-offending, was not available.
While acknowledging the importance of intermediate outcomes, such as engagement with family or participation in education/training/employment, the focus of the present analysis is on the ultimate desired outcome; a reduction in re-offending. This involves the analysis of administrative data from CYF and the Ministry of Justice (MoJ), the findings of which are reported in this paper. Further research, involving the qualitative analysis of CYF narrative data on CYRAS
 for a sample of this cohort of young offenders, is under consideration.  

This retrospective research, covering January 2002 to June 2007, was undertaken to provide a baseline against which to measure progress following significant changes to the Youth Justice sector, particularly within CYF.

Methodology

The analysis of CYF and MoJ administrative data consisted of:

· A description of the demographics and offence details of CYF clients who were sentenced to Supervision, Supervision with Activity or Supervision with Residence. 

· An assessment of re-offending following the first Youth Court supervision order received by offenders. Several measures of recidivism were employed: occurrence, time to re-offending, frequency and seriousness of re-offending, and adult re-offending.  The data did not allow an analysis of re-offending in the context of offence history prior to the first Youth Court supervision order.
The Data

CYRAS data were extracted for all CYF clients who first received a Youth Court Supervision, Supervision with Activity or Supervision with Residence order in the time period 1 January 2002 to 30 June 2007. CMS
 data on subsequent offending up to March 2008 were added for all the young people on the CYF dataset for whom there were CMS matches. CYF and MoJ do not have common ID numbers for young offenders, so the matches were done using names and demographic variables. The overall match rate was 84% which was consistent across the supervision orders. The final dataset of 1,800 youth offenders contains CYRAS information on age, gender, ethnic group, and CYF region, along with CMS information on offending subsequent to the supervision order, including offence type and offence seriousness scores.

In building the final dataset for analysis, several business rules were made.
· A Supervision order attached to a Supervision with Activity or Supervision with Residence order was not counted as a separate order. 

· Where there were multiple offences recorded on the same date, the offence with the highest seriousness score on CMS was the one taken to represent the case.

· Re-offending was measured from the commencement date of the order because of difficulties ascertaining the order end date in some cases. 
· Recidivism was defined by the start date for a sentence subsequent to the index offence leading to the first Youth Court supervision order. In a very small number of cases, the young person may have been sentenced after the supervision order for an offence that was committed before the order was imposed (i.e. the offence was not really a re-offence).  This is a conservative measure of re-offending and some minor re-offending may have been excluded.
Note that, given the time parameters of the dataset, it is probable that some of the young people may have had a Youth Court supervision order prior to January 2002 and that some may have offended before March 2008, but had not yet been sentenced. 

Profile of the Youth Offenders
As seen in Table 1, the majority of the young people who received a Supervision, Supervision with Activity or Supervision with Residence order in the specified time period were male (87%), and mainly aged 15 (34%) or 16 (44%) years. Maori (55%) were over-represented relative to their proportions of the New Zealand population of 14 to 16 year olds at 22%.
 
A quarter of the young offenders were located in CYF’s Central region (24%), with another quarter in Southern (25%). Proportionally fewer of the young people were in the Midlands region (19%), whereas proportionally more were in Northern (32%).  The population of 14 to 17 year olds is about the same (5% to 6%) in each of the four CYF regions.

Within the three orders, the profile of those on Supervision with Activity differs slightly from those on Supervision with Residence or Supervision on several variables. There were proportionally fewer girls on Supervision with Activity than on Supervision with Residence or Supervision, as well as more Maori and fewer Europeans, and they were slightly older. While there was no systematic pattern to the regional differences observed within the three supervision orders, proportionally more of the youth offenders on Supervision with Residence were located in the Central and Southern CYF regions, and correspondingly fewer were in Northern and Midlands. The lowest proportion on Supervision with Activity was in the Southern region.

Table 1: Profile of clients at first Youth Court supervision order (Jan 02 – June 07)
	Client Characteristics at first Court Order
	Total
	Proportion of Youth Offenders (%)

	
	
	Sup
	SwA
	SwR

	
	N=1800
	66% (1181)
	14% (247)
	21% (372)

	Gender
	 
	 
	 
	 

	    Female 
	13
	12
	8
	16

	    Male 
	87
	88
	92
	84

	Age
	 
	 
	 
	 

	    14 years 
	15
	15
	13
	16

	    15 years 
	34
	33
	33
	37

	    16 years 
	44
	44
	48
	41

	    17 years* 
	7
	8
	5
	6

	Ethnic group
	 
	 
	 
	 

	    Maori
	55
	54
	63
	52

	    European 
	30
	31
	24
	33

	    Pacific peoples 
	12
	13
	11
	13

	    Other 
	3
	2
	2
	2

	CYF Region 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	    Northern 
	32
	25
	27
	19

	    Midlands 
	19
	19
	25
	15

	    Central 
	24
	34
	34
	28

	    Southern 
	25
	23
	15
	38


*The legislation relates to the age when the young person offended; he/she may be 17 or older when sentenced but under 17 when the offence was committed.

Table 2 contains details of the offence leading to the first Youth Court supervision order. In approximately 90% of the cases this offence was coded as of maximum or medium/maximum seriousness on the Simplified Police Offence Seriousness Scale
. Most offences were categorised as either violent (42%) or property (50%) offences.

The balance between maximum and medium/maximum seriousness shifted across the three orders, with the proportion of the most serious offences increasing in line with the severity of sanction from Supervision to Supervision with Activity to Supervision with Residence, and the proportion of the lesser serious offences correspondingly decreasing. The distribution of offences in the violent category showed a pattern similar to that of maximum serious offences, while property offences mirrored the medium/maximum pattern.

Table 2: Offence Details at first Youth Court supervision order (Jan 02 – June 07)

	Offence details at first Court Order
	Total
	Proportion of Youth Offenders (%)

	
	
	Sup
	SwA
	SwR

	
	N=1800
	66% (1181)
	14% (247)
	21% (372)

	Offence seriousness
	 
	 
	 
	 

	    Maximum
	27
	24
	35
	43

	    Medium/Maximum
	63
	62
	59
	55

	    Medium
	8
	10
	5
	2

	    Minimum/Medium
	3
	4
	1
	0.5

	    Minimum
	0.3
	0.3
	0
	0

	Offence type
	 
	 
	 
	 

	    Violent
	42
	37
	47
	53

	    Other Against Person
	1
	0.7
	0
	0

	    Property
	50
	54
	49
	40

	    Drug
	1
	0.9
	1
	0.5

	    Against Justice
	4
	4
	3
	5

	    Good Order
	1
	2
	0
	0

	    Traffic
	2
	2
	0.8
	2

	    Miscellaneous
	0.1
	0.1
	0
	0


The demographic profile of the 350 (16%) of the original CYRAS dataset who were not matched with CMS data, and therefore discarded, was broadly similar to those young people retained in the constructed dataset. Nevertheless there were proportionally more Maori, and correspondingly fewer Europeans, not matched across all three orders. Also, proportionally more in the CYF Midlands region and fewer in the Southern region were not matched. 

Measures of Re-offending

A re-offence was defined conservatively as a proven offence with an associated sentence start date subsequent to the index offence leading to the first Youth Court supervision order. Several measures of recidivism were employed. The initial analysis was to identify those youth in the cohort who re-offended within defined time periods from the start of the supervision order. Further analyses investigated time to re-offending, frequency and seriousness of re-offending, and re-offending as an adult. 
Occurrence of re-offending

The proportions of youth offenders in each subgroup who re-offended within specified time periods after the commencement of the Youth Court supervision order are presented in Table 3. It is evident from the re-offending rates that, in general, approximately two-thirds of these young people re-offended within the first two years following the supervision order. However, this single factor analysis also shows that there were significant differences at each of the six month, one-, two-, three- and five-year follow-up periods for gender, offence seriousness and offence type. The significant differences found for supervision order type, age, ethnic group and CYF region were at specific time periods only. 

Four out of five of the 1,800 young people in the cohort committed at least one other offence within the follow-up period of January 2002 to March 2008. This proportion was consistent across the three supervision orders.  Offenders who had a Supervision with Activity order were less likely than were those on Supervision (p<.05) to commit another offence within six months of the start of the order. This was the only difference in re-offending rates by order type found to be significant. 

Boys were significantly more likely than girls to re-offend (p<.01) across all time periods. Any significant differences by age occurred at the later follow-up periods and were related to 17-year-olds
. Fewer youth offenders aged 17 committed another offence two, three and five years after their supervision order than was the case for those aged 16. They were also less likely to re-offend than 15-year-olds at the three-year point, and tended to re-offend less than those aged 14 at the three- and five-year marks.  These age differences were significant at the p<.05 level.  There were proportionally more re-offenders among Maori (at 2 and 3 years) and Europeans (at 2 years) compared with Pacific young people (p<.05). 

In the CYF regions there was a higher proportion of re-offenders within each time period in Southern compared with Northern and Midlands, whereas relative to Central the differences for Southern were at one and two years only (p<.05). Northern region had significantly fewer youth committing another offence than occurred in Central regardless of the time period, but compared with Midlands the difference was evident at six months and two years only (p<.05).

Young people were significantly more likely to re-offend if the offence leading to the Youth Court supervision order was scored as medium/maximum seriousness than as maximum seriousness. Those whose index offence was categorised as property had higher re-offending rates than those with violent offences. All these differences were significant at the p<.01 level.

Data on offending prior to the Youth Court supervision order, an important predictor of future offending rates
, were not available for these analyses. 

Table 3: Proportion of re-offenders by follow-up period and subgroup (Jan 02 – Mar 08) 

	All (1800)
	Proportion of re-offenders within specified time period (%)

	
	6 months
	1 year
	2 years
	3 years
	5 years

	Youth Court Order
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	    Sup (1181)
	24
	45
	67
	74
	78

	    SwA (247)
	17
	42
	69
	76
	79

	    SwR (372)
	20
	49
	70
	76
	79

	Gender
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	    Female (227)
	15
	35
	55
	63
	66

	    Male (1566)
	23
	47
	70
	77
	80

	Age
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	    14 years (267)
	23
	45
	66
	75
	80

	    15 years (612)
	23
	46
	66
	74
	78

	    16 years (739)
	21
	45
	71
	77
	79

	    17 years* (128)
	25
	46
	61
	66
	71

	Ethnic group**
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	    Maori (956)
	22
	47
	69
	77
	80

	    European (528)
	25
	47
	70
	75
	78

	    Pacific peoples (208)
	21
	41
	61
	70
	75

	CYF Region 
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	    Northern (582)
	12
	37
	62
	70
	73

	    Midlands (337)
	22
	45
	66
	74
	77

	    Central (428)
	24
	46
	71
	77
	81

	    Southern (446)
	25
	56
	77
	80
	83

	Offence seriousness**
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	    Maximum (487)
	11
	30
	51
	59
	64

	    Medium/Max (1127)
	27
	52
	75
	81
	84

	Offence type**
	 
	 
	 
	 
	 

	    Violent (747)
	15
	35
	57
	65
	69

	    Property (905)
	28
	55
	76
	82
	85


*The legislation relates to the age when the young person offended; he/she may be 17 or older when sentenced but under 17 when the offence was committed.
** The numbers are too small to report in the other categories of these subgroups.
Table 4 presents the profiles of those who re-offended for each supervision order. While the overall proportion of re-offending was consistent across the orders, there were some slight differences in the make-up of the recidivist groups within each order. 
· Girls appeared slightly more likely to re-offend if they had been on a Supervision with Activity order than on Supervision with Residence or Supervision order, although the numbers are small. 
· Pacific young people appeared slightly less likely to re-offend regardless of the type of order, but again the numbers are small.

· Southern Region tended to have the highest level of recidivism for each order.

· For each order type, a smaller proportion of youth offenders who had committed an offence classified as maximum seriousness re-offended in comparison with those whose order was for a medium/maximum offence.

· There was little difference in the proportions of young people who re-offended across the three orders according to age or for violent or property offences.

Table 4: Profile of clients by first Youth Court supervision order and re-offending status (Jan02 – Mar08)

	Characteristics
	Sup (N=1181)
	SwA (N=247)
	SwR (N=372)

	
	Re-offenders
	Re-offenders
	Re-offenders

	Gender
	 
	 
	 

	    Female
	66% (95)
	71% (15)
	66% (40)

	    Male
	80% (825)
	81% (182)
	81% (253)

	Age
	 
	 
	 

	    14 years
	82% (143)
	78% (25)
	74% (45)

	    15 years
	76% (300)
	82% (67)
	81% (110)

	    16 year
	79% (415)
	80% (95)
	80% (121)

	    17 years*
	72% (65)
	71% (10)
	71% (17)

	Ethnic group**
	 
	 
	 

	    Maori
	80% (489)
	79% (122)
	80% (153)

	    European
	77% (271)
	81% (46)
	81% (97)

	    Pacific peoples
	75% (104)
	75% (18)
	78% (36)

	CYF Region 
	 
	 
	 

	    Northern
	72% (285)
	78% (65)
	77% (80)

	    Midlands
	78% (170)
	77% (47)
	72% (42)

	    Central
	82% (239)
	81% (54)
	76% (53)

	    Southern
	83% (223)
	86% (31)
	84% (118)

	Offence seriousness**
	 
	 
	 

	    Maximum
	59% (152)
	64% (50)
	69% (104)

	    Medium/Maximum
	83% (633)
	86% (131)
	85% (182)

	Offence type**
	 
	 
	 

	    Violent
	68% (294)
	69% (79)
	72% (142)

	    Property
	85% (541)
	88% (106)
	85% (125)


*The legislation relates to the age when the young person offended; he/she may be 17 or older when sentenced but under 17 when the offence was committed.
**The numbers are too small to report in the other categories of these subgroups.
Length of time to re-offence
Survival analysis
 is a standard approach used to model the time taken for an event of interest to occur. The analysis calculates the proportion of youth offenders ‘surviving’, i.e. not re-offending, as a function of time since the sentence start date of the supervision order resulting from their index offence. This type of analysis takes differences in follow-up time into account. In addition, demographic variables and the seriousness of the index offence are controlled for statistically in the survival analysis procedure. 

Figures 1 through 5 below contain the survival curves
. For all order types, it is clear that young people who re-offend usually do so in the first two years after the supervision order was imposed. Furthermore, the likelihood of re-offending for the first time after this point is very much lower. 

There was no clear evidence that the length of time to re-offence varied by the type of supervision order (Figure 1). Male youth offenders re-offended sooner than their female counterparts (Figure 2). European and Maori youth offenders committed another offence sooner than their Pacific counterparts (Figure 3), but there were no differences in survival time between Europeans and Maori. Within the first two years post supervision order there was no difference in time to re-offending for youth offenders of different ages, but 17-year-olds survive longer after that point (Figure 4). Finally, youth in the Southern Region re-offended sooner than those in Northern, Midlands or Central regions (Figure 5).  The differences in time to re-offend for gender, ethnic group, age and CYF region were significant at the p<.05 level.

Figure 1: Survival to first re-offence, by type of Youth Court supervision orders (the dotted vertical lines mark 3-month and 6-month periods) [image: image1.emf]0
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Figure 2: Survival to first re-offence, by gender (the dotted vertical lines mark 3-month and 6-month periods) 
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Figure 3: Survival to first re-offence, by ethnic group (the dotted vertical lines mark 3-month and 6-month periods)
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Figure 4: Survival to first re-offence, by age (the dotted vertical lines mark 3-month and 6-month periods) [image: image3.emf]0
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Figure 5: Survival to first re-offence, by CYF region (the dotted vertical lines mark 3-month and 6-month periods) 
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Frequency and seriousness of re-offending

The measure of frequency of re-offending shows the number of offences being committed within the follow-up period, enabling a better understanding of the impacts of interventions that do not always lead to complete desistance by offenders. Likewise, assessing any change in the seriousness of offences committed by re-offenders may provide an indication of progress towards desistance. The analysis that could be undertaken was somewhat limited by data on prior offending not being available.  Ideally, patterns of offending before the supervision order would be compared with patterns after the order was imposed. 

Only the minority of young people did not re-offend after the Youth Court supervision order. The number of offences committed by those who did re-offend ranged between one and 19, with most young people committing one (21% to 25%) or two (17% to 22%) subsequent offences (Figure 6). 
Figure 6: Proportion of re-offenders by number of re-offences and Youth Court supervision orders

[image: image5.emf]0

5

10

15

20

25

30

1 2 3 4 5 >5

Number of re-offences

Proportion of re-offenders

SUP SWA SWR


To assess any difference in the seriousness of re-offending relative to the offence resulting in the first Youth Court supervision order, changes in the CMS seriousness score were examined. Two comparison measures were used: the average seriousness score of the most serious re-offence, and the average seriousness score for all re-offences. 
Across all re-offenders the level of seriousness of subsequent offences was lower, on average, than the index offence on both measures. The average seriousness score for the most serious re-offence was 52 points lower than the index offence. The difference was greater when the comparison was the average score for all re-offences (215 points) relative to the index offence. These differences were significant at the p<.0001 level. Half (50%) of the most serious re-offences were rated less serious on the CMS seriousness score, while the average seriousness of all re-offending was lower than for the index offence in nearly three-quarters (73%) of the cases. These data are given in Table 5. 

Table 5: Change in CMS seriousness score between index offence and re-offence
	Change in CMS seriousness score
	Mean score
	Standard error
	Minimum score
	Maximum score

	Offence leading to first supervision order
	367
	11.3
	0.0
	3011.9

	Mean score of most serious re-offence
	315
	12.2
	0.0
	6430.6

	Mean score of all re-offences
	152
	7.0
	0.0
	3222.2

	Most serious re-offence
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Change from the index offence
	52*
	16.7
	 
	 

	% re-offences with higher score
	39.6
	 
	 
	 

	% re-offences with lower score
	49.9
	 
	 
	 

	% re-offences with no change
	10.5
	 
	 
	 

	Mean all re-offences
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Change from the index offence
	215*
	13.3
	 
	 

	% re-offences with higher score
	25.6
	 
	 
	 

	% re-offences with lower score
	73.0
	 
	 
	 

	% re-offences with no change
	1.5
	 
	 
	 


*p<.0001

Another way of assessing changes in the nature of re-offending relative to the index offence is to examine any change in the distribution of the most serious re-offences across the eight offence-type categories. Although each broad category contains a range of offences, with violence, for example, including threats through to rape and murder, differentiating among the categories of offences being committed may provide an indication of changes in the nature of re-offending.  
As seen in Table 6, almost all the offences leading to a first Youth Court supervision order for recidivists were categorised as either violent (37%) or property (55%) offence types. The proportion of the most serious re-offences deemed property (52%) remained about the same, but violence (31%) dropped and traffic (9%) increased. 

Table 6: Proportion of offences by type at first Youth Court supervision order and most serious re-offence
	Offence type
	% of offences

	
	Index offence
	Most serious reoffence

	Violent
	36.5
	31.4

	Other Against Person
	0.4
	0.6

	Property
	54.6
	51.5

	Drug
	0.9
	1.8

	Against Justice
	5.0
	2.8

	Good Order
	1.1
	3.3

	Traffic
	1.6
	8.6

	Miscellaneous
	 0.1
	0.2


Re-offending beyond the youth court

The majority (84%) of the youth offender recidivist group re-offended at age 17 and over (Table 7). Note that, given the time parameters of the analysis, the oldest an offender could be by March 2008 would be mid-twenties, which limits the follow-up period into adulthood. The proportion of youth offenders whose first Youth Court supervision order was Supervision with Residence (78%) who appeared in other than the Youth Court at age 17 plus was lower (p<.01) than was the case for either Supervision or Supervision with Activity (85% and 86% respectively), although the proportions were nevertheless high for all three types of orders. There were no differences for gender, ethnic group or CYF region. 

Table 7: Youth offenders re-offending at 17 years and over, by first Youth Court supervision order

	Court Order
	Proportion re-offended at 17+ (%)

	SwR 
	78% (228)

	SwA 
	85% (107)

	Sup 
	86% (790)

	Total 
	84% (1185)


Table 8 shows that the seriousness of subsequent offending by this group as young adults was lower (p<.0001) than the offence resulting in the Youth Court supervision order, both for the average seriousness score for the most serious re-offence (115 points) and the average score for all adult re-offences (244 points). Furthermore, 56% of the most serious adult re-offences were rated less serious on the CMS seriousness score, and 77% of the average seriousness of all the adult re-offending was lower than for the index offence. 

Table 8: Change in CMS seriousness score between index offence and adult re-offence

	Change in CMS seriousness score
	Mean score
	Standard error
	Minimum score
	Maximum score

	Offence leading to first supervision order
	362
	12.5
	0.0
	3011.9

	Mean score of most serious adult re-offence
	247
	11.2
	0.0
	3011.9

	Mean score of all adult re-offences
	118
	6.4
	0.0
	3011.9

	Most serious adult re-offence
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Change from the index offence
	115*
	16.8
	 
	 

	% adult re-offences with higher score
	34.7
	 
	 
	 

	% adult re-offences with lower score
	56.1
	 
	 
	 

	% adult re-offences with no change
	9.2
	 
	 
	 

	Mean all adult re-offences
	 
	 
	 
	 

	Change from the index offence
	244*
	14.0
	 
	 

	% adult re-offences with higher score
	21.5
	 
	 
	 

	% adult re-offences with lower score
	77.3
	 
	 
	 

	% adult re-offences with no change
	1.2
	 
	 
	 


*p<.0001
As seen in Table 9, almost all the offences for adult re-offenders that lead to a first Youth Court supervision order were categorised as either violent (36%) or property (55%) offence types. The proportion of the most serious adult re-offences categorised as property (54%) changed very little, whereas the proportion of violent offences (25%) dropped, and traffic offences (11%) increased. 

Table 9: Proportion of offences by type at first Youth Court supervision order and most serious adult re-offence

	Offence type
	% of offences

	
	Index offence
	Most serious adult re-offence

	Violent
	35.9
	25.0

	Other Against Person
	0.3
	0.6

	Property
	55.4
	53.8

	Drug
	0.9
	2.2

	Against Justice
	4.8
	3.0

	Good Order
	0.9
	3.7

	Traffic
	1.6
	11.4

	Miscellaneous
	 0.1
	0.3


Summary

The majority of young offenders who received a first Youth Court supervision order between January 2002 and June 2007 were male (87%) and aged 15 or 16 years old (34% and 44% respectively). Maori (55%) were over-represented relative to their proportions in the New Zealand population aged 14 to 16 years. Approximately 90% of the offences leading to the Youth Court supervision order were of maximum or medium/maximum seriousness.  The majority of offences were categorised as violent (42%) or property (50%) offences.

Key findings on the measures of recidivism include: 

· For all three supervision orders, young people who re-offended usually did so in the first two years after the supervision order was imposed, and the likelihood of re-offending after this was very much lower. 

· Four out of five of the young people re-offended within the follow-up period.
· On average, the re-offending was less serious than the offence that led to the initial supervision order. A comparison with any offending prior to the index offence was not possible. 
· Offenders who had a Supervision with Activity order were less likely to commit another offence within six months of the start of the order than were those on Supervision.

· Boys were more likely than girls to re-offend across all time periods.

· Any differences by age occurred in the later follow-up periods and were related to 17 year olds being less likely to re-offend relative to other ages.

· There were proportionally more re-offenders among Maori (at 2 and 3 years) and Europeans (at 2 years) compared with Pacific young people.

· The Southern CYF region tended to have higher re-offending rates than Northern, Midlands and Central. 

· Young people were more likely to re-offend if the offence leading to the Youth Court supervision order was scored as medium/maximum seriousness than as maximum seriousness.

· Those whose index offence was categorised as property had higher re-offending rates than those with violent offences.
· Male youth offenders re-offended sooner than their female counterparts; European and Maori youth offenders committed another offence sooner than their Pacific counterparts; and youth in the CYF Southern region re-offended sooner than those in the Northern, Midlands or Central regions. 

· For those young people who re-offended, the number of offences committed following a Youth Court supervision order ranged between one and 19, with most re-offenders committing one (21% to 25%) or two (17% to 22%) subsequent offences. 

· Eighty-four percent of the re-offenders went on to commit offences as early adults, although proportionally fewer young people who had been in a youth justice residence did so.
Child, Youth and Family Update
New Zealand’s diversionary responses work well for the majority of young people who offend. The findings of this research reinforce, however, the difficulty in positively impacting on the offending patterns of the extremely small group of serious offenders who receive an order; 0.4% of the F2008 New Zealand population of young people aged 14 – 16 years. Even successful initiatives such as Supported Bail and the Reducing Youth Offending Programme Phase 2 (RYOP2) have been limited with high risk youth offenders. For example, it was estimated that RYOP2 participants re-offended at a rate that was 19 percent less than would be expected on the basis of their risk profile.
 
The results reported here tend to mirror international findings in that the majority of serious offenders do re-offend despite a range of interventions. However, when you consider that the Youth Court process and orders are reserved for the most persistent and serious offenders, you wouldn’t necessarily expect to see a significant reduction in re-offending following a supervision order.  The fact that, on average, the re-offending was less serious than the initial offence provides some confidence that services can have an impact, and is something that services can build upon moving forward. It is also important to note that violent offenders had a lower rate of re-offending.

This research provides us with important information relating to the timeframes for re-offending. Given young people re-offended within the first two years after the supervision order was imposed, it will be important to provide a renewed focus during those early years following the order. Because the results are similar across different orders, it will be important to consider ways in which interventions can be intensified within that initial two-year period, although under the current legislation CYF does not have the legal frameworks to allow for interventions of this length.
Recent changes

The impact of changes introduced in the last 18 months will not be reflected in the outcomes for the cohort of serious young offenders investigated in this research. These changes include the following.
Proposed amendments to the Act and Fresh Start programmes
The Government’s proposed amendments to the Act (introduction of the Children, Young Persons, and Their Families [Youth Courts Jurisdiction and Orders] Amendment Bill) and the introduction of the Fresh Start programme should have a positive impact on recidivism. In particular:
· Lengthening the Supervision, Supervision with Activity and Supervision with Residence orders will enable longer interventions with serious young offenders. Opportunities for more intensive and purposeful interventions will be greatly enhanced if these amendments are enacted. 

· The introduction of Military Style Activity camps for our most serious young offenders, currently being trialled in the southern youth justice residence, will enable a comprehensive revisiting of the reintegration process post a residential placement.  This is a high-risk time for young people, and it is crucial to a successful offence-free return to community. This will form the blueprint for the changes specified in the Act amendments that require a more intensive supervision after the residential stay.
Residential services – new service model
As a result of CYF’s residential services change programme
 announced in June 2009, we are introducing a new service model into our residences so we can:

· better understand and respond to the behavioural and health needs of young people in our care 

· help more young people leave with a job, or educational and training plans

· identify and support safe and stable living arrangements post residence.
In order to achieve this, we will be: 

· working more intensively with families and future caregivers so young people have safe and stable living arrangements 

· introducing employment co-ordinators in our youth justice residences and focusing on the outcomes of work, education or training

· establishing programme co-ordinators to ensure the consistent delivery of high quality programmes for children and young people in our residences

· implementing clinical leadership roles to provide clinical oversight of interventions and programmes for young people in residences

· increasing the number of permanent staff working directly with young people to reduce the need for casual workers.
Other initiatives
· During 2008/2009 CYF identified seven community-based providers to support the increased usage of Supervision with Activity orders, and made a commitment to work with these providers to develop their programmes so as to better meet the requirements of this order. 
· Together, the Police and CYF are rolling out a youth offending risk screening tool (YORST) that specifically identifies offending-related needs in young people.  This will allow for the earlier identification of potential high-risk offenders and enable better targeting of resources sooner in the intervention continuum.   

· CYF’s introduction of 25 community-based Youth Justice teams.
Collectively, as these changes are implemented and bed in, they should improve outcomes for young offenders.
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