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1.
Introduction

This report provides a summary of research undertaken for the Turnaround program in the ACT to build an understanding of approaches to risk and complexity assessments. It forms part of the regular research advice provided to the Turnaround program Management Committee by the Research and Evaluation Consultancy.  Risk assessment and notions of complexity have emerged in human services provision over the past 5-10 years and attention to people with so called ‘high and complex’ needs is now very significant.  Young people referred  into the Turnaround program are considered to have intensive support needs and to be experiencing complex issues in their environment.  There are existing processes within Turnaround to begin addressing risk, such as the establishment of criteria which assists the Referral Assessment Panel (RAP) to determine priority access to the program.  Questions about assessing the level of complexity of referrals and ongoing assessment of risk have emerged in the program. 

This report provides;

· A brief summary of how the research was undertaken. 

· A discussion of risk, what it is, different types of risk.

· A summary of the concepts of risk assessment and approaches to complexity.

· Common elements in risk frameworks.

· Discussion of risk assessments.

· Discussion of current challenges to the concept of a risk framework.

2.
Research approach

The research underpinning this document consisted of the following:

· discussion of issues around assessment and risk within the program and the Referral Assessment Panel (RAP).

· review of the academic and practice-based literature from fields including, but not limited to juvenile justice, child protection and welfare, and organisational risk.

· internet-based data gathering, particularly a review of existing risk frameworks applied in juvenile justice, child protection and welfare and organisational risk.

· analysis of interview data with risk management practitioners.

3.
What is risk?

Risk is a relatively new idea in the broader human services but has a long history in other sectors especially the health, financial and insurance sectors. It emerged as a concept in social policy in child protection and juvenile justice in the 1970s and 1980s and is now well established in both social policy and organisational theory. The term ‘risk management’ is now used in a variety of fields, from financial management to suicide prevention to fall prevention for people who are ageing.  Definitions of risk typically relate to the sector to which the risk framework is being applied.  One of the most commonly utilised concepts of risk is organisational risk, which is described in the following quote from the joint Australian and New Zealand Standard Risk Management.
Risk management involves establishing an appropriate infrastructure and culture and applying a logical and systematic method of establishing the context, identifying, analysing, evaluating, treating, monitoring and communicating risks associated with any activity, function or process in a way that will enable organizations to minimize losses and maximize gains (AS/NZS 4260:2004, p.v).

Literature relating to organisational risk asserts that risk management is essential and “organisations that manage risk effectively and efficiently are more likely to achieve their objectives and do so at lower overall cost” (AS/NZS 4260:2004, p.v).  It is also acknowledged that risk must be ”embedded” in the culture of an organisation, and cannot exist as an externally imposed tool.  An increasing focus on organisational risk has spawned an industry of companies marketing integrated risk management technologies to sectors spanning from health to hospitality to heavy industry.  In examining the comparison between risk management in child protection and social work and the Challenger Space Shuttle disaster, Johnson & Petrie (2004) note the ever-expanding “safety culture” (p.179).  There is an increasing culture of risk assessment and management prevalent across the spectrum of service provision.  

4.
A summary of the concepts of risk assessment and approaches to complexity in human services 

Using a risk assessment framework when working with young people who are marginalised acknowledges the complexity of circumstances these young people find themselves within.  Risk assessment frameworks assist a young person and their support team to tease out and clarify the risk and resilience factors they have in their lives, the possible negative or positive consequences of these factors and the reasons these factors exist. 

There are a number of concepts that must be considered when developing a risk assessment framework for implementation.  These concepts include, but are not limited to:

· What are the risks that are relevant to the support being provided? Risk of future violence? Homelessness? Poor health?

· How is the young person involved in the risk framework?  Are risks identified and “rated” by the young person themselves, or by those working to support the young person, or by both?

· At what stage(s) of the support process will the risk framework be applied? Referral and intake?  Service review? Service exit? All of these stages?

· In what detail will risk be analysed?

· How are risks “rated” or “scored”?

· How will risks be grouped and categorised? By domain (e.g. family relationship, education)? By consequence (e.g. risk of homelessness)? By level (e.g. individual risks, family related risks, systemic risks)? How does a risk framework incorporate scope to organise multi-dimensional risk?

· How will the relationship between risks be considered? 

· Where will information regarding risk be drawn from?

· How does the team (including the young person) ensure the validity of the judgment of risk severity or consequences – that risks or their consequences are not consistently over- or under-“rated”? 

Discussion of these questions is included in the appendix, based on the information presented in this paper.

Two useful examples of ways in which these concepts have been incorporated into existing risk and complexity frameworks are the AS/NZS 4360:1999 Risk Management Standard as used by the ACT Department of Disability, Housing and Community Services and the Micro/Mezzo/Macro conceptualisation of risk by Corcoran and Nichols-Casebolt (2004),

5.
Common elements in risk frameworks and risk assessments

Common elements in risk framework assessment tools and frameworks drawn from the juvenile justice literature are described below.

· Tools are designed for two primary uses (not mutually exclusive): 
· to determine the appropriate level of supervision / custodial sentence 
· to determine intervention required and measure change
· Tool development is either:

· Developed locally with limited validity or reliability measurements (tailored to meet the needs of a particular system in a particular location) 

· or a pre-developed standardised tool is used as one part of a tailored system (e.g. use of the HRC-20 as a part of a broader interview and assessment schedule).

· Data collection techniques include more than one of the following:

· interview based self reporting with open or closed questioning;

· interview of parents/carers/significant others; 

· yes/no checklists or four/five/ten-point rating scales; 

· file reviews; 

· observation summaries

· The underpinning assessment method of the tool is actuarial, clinical, or a combination of both.

· Actuarial assessment tools are those which attempt to predict future behaviour based on associated research assessing the empirical and statistical validity of the factors to predict an outcome.  These tools typically gather quantitative information through checklists or clear and discreet scoring systems.

· Clinical assessment tools provide a guide to workers in making a “clinical” judgment about factors which either the tool suggests or the worker identifies that may lead to a risk outcome.  Information gathered is primarily qualitative (Lewis & Webster, 2004; Litwack, 2001).

· Tools gather a mix of static and dynamic risk (and protective) factors depending on the focus of application of the tool:

· A greater emphasis is placed on static factors if the tool is used for predicting recidivism; Static risk factors are those which cannot be changed – such as the age of first “offence” – and those which have typically occurred in the past.  These factors are more relevant when using a risk framework to predict the likelihood of behaviours or situations occurring in the future.

· A greater emphasis is placed on dynamic and protective factors if the tool is used for intervention planning. Dynamic risk factors are those for which change is considered possible – such as employment, housing or peer relations.  These factors are particularly relevant when considering those factors to which support can be targeted.

· Measurements are typically one-dimensional and are of:

· the risk of violence; 

· recidivism; 

· some tools include sections relating to sex offences; 

· Past, present and future factors measured include, but are not limited to: 

Family relationships; 
Parental supervision; 
Living arrangements; 
Academic/vocational skills; 
Employment pattern; 
Financial management; 
Substance abuse; 
Behavioural/emotional stability; 
Attitudes; 
Personality; 
Truthfulness; 
Peer relations; 
Educational or day program activities; 
Leisure/recreation
Number of current convictions; 
Number of prior convictions; 
Number of prior probation periods; 
Number of prior alternative measures, 
Diversion agreements; 
Ever in custody (which includes scoring "police arrest and detention only" and "remanded in custody"); 
Number of prior custody dispositions; 
Weapons use/threat; 
Frequency of violence; 
Severity of violence; 
Victim characteristics; 
Age at first contact with the justice system; 
Prior contacts with child welfare system; 
Age at first contact with child welfare system; 
Suicidal intentions or actions; 
Strengths, gifts and talents;
Adaptive and coping behaviours;
Descriptions of a variety of risk assessments used internationally in the field of Juvenile Justice are listed in the appendix.  A case study is presented in the appendix of the ASSET tool used in the UK.

6.
Current Models - The AS/NZS 4360:1999

The risk matrix described below can be found in the AS/NZS 4360 Risk Management Standard and has been adapted for the ACT Department of Disability, Housing and Community Services.  It provides a useful example of the concepts of a risk framework in an applied tool for measuring risk.

Analyzing risks separates the minor risks from the major risks, and helps decision-makers work out whether or not to treat a risk by reducing, minimizing or eliminating it.  All stakeholders should be involved at this stage, as perceptions vary.  Risk analysis is the combination of an estimate of the likelihood of an identified risk occurring, and the consequence (impact or seriousness) of that risk should it actually occur, thus: Consequence x Likelihood = Level of Risk
	Consequence (impact)

	Level
	Descriptor
	Example Description

	1
	Insignificant
	No physical injury.  No loss to organisation: people/time/money

	2
	Minor
	Attention to physical injury (minor).  Minor disruption to staffing/planned schedule for client.

	3
	Moderate
	Injury/incident necessitating additional time off or treatment.  Financial/social cost to organisation/client.  Disruption to service provision for client

	4
	Major
	Injury/incident necessitating extended time off or treatment.  Major financial loss to client or organisation.  Extended or major disruption to client’s planned service provision.  Transfer to another service area (eg transfer to AED)

	5
	Catastrophic
	Death or severe disability.  Huge financial loss to organisation


	Likelihood (frequency)

	Level
	Descriptor
	Description

	A
	Almost certain
	Was very likely to, did, and is expected to happen in most circumstances

	B
	Likely
	Was likely to, did, and is expected to happen in most circumstances

	C
	Possible
	May have and expected to occur in specific circumstances

	D
	Unlikely
	Occurred and expected to occur in some circumstances, but unlikely

	E
	Rare
	Rarely happened, and not expected to happen; may only occur in exceptional circumstances


Once you have agreed upon and decided a consequence and likelihood for an identified risk, use the matrix below to work out the level of risk:
	Risk Matrix

	Likelihood
	Consequence

	
	Insignificant
	Minor
	Moderate
	Major
	Catastrophic

	A (almost certain)
	L
	M
	H
	E
	E

	B (likely)
	L
	M
	H
	H
	E

	C (possible)
	L
	M
	M
	H
	H

	D (unlikely)
	L
	L
	M
	M
	H

	E (rare)
	L
	L
	L
	M
	M


Legend

E: extreme risk; immediate senior management action required

H: high risk; senior management attention needed

M: moderate risk; management responsibility must be specified

L:  low risk; manage by routine procedures

Adapted from: AS/NZS 4360:1999 Risk Management Standard

7.
Current Models - Micro, mezzo and macro risk factors

Corcoran and Nichols-Casebolt (2004), working and researching in the field of child welfare and protection, have conceptualised risk as classified into micro (individual and family), mezzo (community and neighbourhood) and macro (systemic) categories.  This way of viewing risk is extremely useful for identifying risk and protective factors and related intervention goals. The following table provides examples of how Corcoran and Nichols-Casebolt (2004) have grouped risk and protective factors and intervention goals in relation to child welfare according to the micro/mezzo/macro conceptualisation.   

	Level 
	Risk Factors
	Protective Factors
	Intervention Goals

	Micro: 

Individual & Family Level
	· Difficult temperament

· Low intelligence 

· Unstable or unsafe home

· Parental substance abuse

· Family violence
	· Easy temperament

· Intelligence

· Self esteem

· Monitoring and structure in family

· Parental school involvement
	· Increase child’s self esteem & efficacy

· Build parent capacities

· Increase parental involvement in school

· Assure availability of pre-school programs

	Mezzo: Neighbourhd / Community
	· Economically disadvantaged neighbourhood

· High levels of substance availability

· Substandard housing
	· Social support networks

· Alternative caregivers and supportive persons

· Community organisations
	· Engage family in community support organisations

· Advocate for increased funding for social service in area

· Encourage self-advocacy.

	Macro:

Systemic
	· Poverty

· Unemployment
	· Availability of economic supports such as minimum wage laws; tax incentives; child support policies
	· Assist in pursuing of child support

· Community economic development. 


These authors note that while there might be a direct relationship between micro-level risk and resilience factors and micro level interventions, it is also possible that interventions targeting micro-level risk and protective factors might also be aimed at mezzo or macro levels.

8.
Current challenges to the concept of a risk framework

Criticisms of risk frameworks include:

· The capacity of a risk framework to accurately capture and represent complex situations and to consider factors in context.  Krane and Davis (2000) note, for example, the possibility of a family frequently moving house as a risk factor commonly associated with child abuse or neglect, however when considered in its full context, this behaviour may be an adaptive coping strategy in which a family attempt to move away from potentially abusive situations.  

· The capacity of a risk framework to be multi-dimensional; most risk frameworks consider factors relating to one risk only, such as the risk of recidivism. 

· Potential stigmatisation of risk identification and the possibility for self-fulfilling prophecies.

· Concordant beliefs in the legitimacy of risks identified – risks identified by the literature and support team may not be those identified by the young person.

· The potential invasiveness of subjecting young people who have already experienced multiple assessment to further assessment processes.

· The ambiguity of the operational meanings of concepts related to risk frameworks: “whether the ‘risk’ envisaged is to the safety of the child or refers to the organisational risks involved in managing a service where ineffectiveness can lead to consequences of disastrous proportions” (Johnson and Petrie, 2004, p. 179). 

· The imposition of a managerial framework on the provision of support for people who are marginalised.

· How to incorporate systemic risk and challenge notions of risk being the ‘fault’ or sole responsibility of the individual. 

9.
Risk and complexity assessment in Turnaround 

Developing a model for Turnaround will require us to incorporate the key principles of the program and to take account of the number of agencies involved in the integrated approach which underpins the program.  There are a number of issues that must be considered when developing a risk assessment framework for implementation.  These issues include, but are not limited to:

· What are the risks that are relevant to the support being provided? Risk of future violence? Homelessness?  Poor health?

· How the young person is involved in the risk framework?  Are risks identified and “rated” by the young person themselves, or by those working to support the young person, or by both?

· At what stage(s) of the support process will the risk framework be applied? Referral and intake?  Service review? Service exit? All of these stages?

· In what detail will risk be analysed?

· How are risks “rated” or “scored”?

· How will risks be grouped and categorised? By domain (e.g. family relationship, education)? By consequence (e.g. risk of homelessness)? By level (e.g. individual risks, family related risks, systemic risks)? How does a risk framework incorporate scope to organise multi-dimensional risk? 

· How will we assess and weight individual behavioural risks, system risks, family risks. 

· How will the relationship between risks be considered? 

· Where will information regarding risk be drawn from?

· How does the team (including the young person) ensure the validity of the judgment of risk severity or consequences – that risks or their consequences are not consistently over- or under-“rated”?

We have commenced mapping the various points in the program where risk assessment currently occurs.  This could be expanded and built upon to develop a broad and innovative framework for this program which is based on the principles of the program. Below we tease out some of the elements of developing a risk and complexity framework we might need to consider.  

9.1
What are the risks for young people relevant to the Turnaround Program?

The risks for young people who are referred Turnaround are broad and holistic, and include but are not limited to housing, health, education or employment and involvement in criminal behaviour.  The challenge for a risk assessment framework suitable for Turnaround is that it must consider this broad range of risk and resilience factors.

This broad range of risks considered in the Turnaround program extends the risk framework beyond what is predominantly presented in the literature.  These risk frameworks are typically issue-specific – they are used to determine the likelihood of one particular outcome, such as recidivism or violence.  The multi-faceted risk framework relevant to the Turnaround program presents particular challenges in the need to identify not only a multitude of risk factors, but the also the broad range of consequences of these risks.

Some suggestions relating to this broad range of risks considered in Turnaround are:

· To consider the grouping or categorising of risk.

· To consider the risk framework matrix described in the AS/NZS 4360:1999 Risk Management Standard.  This framework is generic and applicable to a variety of risk situations.

9.2
How is the young person involved in the risk framework? 

In considering the involvement of the young person in the risk framework, the Turnaround program will need to consider issues in particular:

· Potential stigmatisation of risk identification and the possibility for self-fulfilling prophecies.

· Concordant beliefs in the legitimacy of risks identified – risks identified by the literature and support team may not be those identified by the young person.

· The potential invasiveness of subjecting young people who have already experienced multiple assessment to further assessment processes.

9.3
At what stage(s) of the support process is the risk framework incorporated?

There are examples of risk frameworks which have been incorporated into all stages of the support process.  They are commonly part of not only referral and intake (resource allocation), but also for guiding support, measuring outcomes (particularly when some sort of scoring system is incorporated into the risk framework) and in determining exit from a service.  In particular, the literature highlights the varying significance of “dynamic” and “static” risk factors at various stages of the support process (Thompson & Putnins 2003). 

9.4
How are risks “rated” or “scored”?

In considering how risks are “rated” or “scored”, the Turnaround team would benefit from analysing other risk and complexity tools that are  being used, or considered for use in Canberra. Examples of such tools include Barnardo’s’ Looking after Children Tool, the Department of Disability, Housing and Community Services Risk Management Matrix, and the framework employed by the ACT Government Office for Children, Youth  and Family Support, the Practice Guide for the Assessment of Harm and Likely Harm (adapted from the Queensland Department of Families, Youth & Community Care, 1999).
Risk data is typically gathered in both qualitative and quantitative ways.

Qualitative data is typically recorded as a narrative of an event or issue and provides key information relating to the context in which a risk or resilience factor must be considered and “scored”.  There is often space on risk data gathering forms for noting this qualitative data, and there may be a list of issues noted along side this data collection point which are recommended issues for consideration.  For example the ASSET tool used in the UK lists a number of issues to consider when recording qualitative information about a young person’s convictions, including:

· What was the offence?

· Where, when, and with whom was it committed?

· What  methods were used?

· What degree of planning was involved?

· What were the intentions of the young person? 

Quantitative risk data collection incorporates the following methods:

· Yes / no / don’t know data collection – e.g. “is the young person of compulsory school age?”

· Numerically-based data collection – e.g. “number of previous convictions” or “age of first conviction”

· Combined or expanded categories – e.g. questions related to substance use, such as “does the young person use cannabis?” with response categories such as “ever used”, “currently using”, “age at first use”, “not known to have used”. 

· Ratings – e.g. “rate the extent to which a young person’s neighbourhood is associated with the likelihood of further offending” with a rating scale of 1 to 4.

In order to reduce the effects of subjectivity, some assessment tools provide examples of a young person’s situation which would lead to a particular rating.  An example of this is included in text box A.  

As already mentioned, this risk “rating” typically relates to a single-dimension outcome – such as further offending.  The risk rating described in the AS/NZS 4360:1999 Risk Management Standard (included in the appendix) combines the likelihood of an event occurring and the consequence of this event and locates combined rating on a matrix which then identifies a further rating of the risk as either low, moderate, high or extreme.


9.5
In what detail will risk be analysed?

The literature and examples from a wide range of risk frameworks identifies an enormous range of detail of risk assessment.  The level of detail is, of course, determined by the usefulness and application of this information.

9.6
How will risks be grouped, categorised, or conceptualised?

Risks are typically grouped according to life domain, such as:

· Family relationships; 
· Parental supervision; 
· Living arrangements; 
· Academic/vocational skills; 
· Employment pattern; 
· Physical and mental health;

· Substance use; 
· Attitudes and personality; 
· Peer relations; 
· Leisure/recreation
· Previous and current conviction characteristics 
· Strengths, gifts and talents;
· Adaptive and coping behaviours;
The literature also identifies other groupings, such as individual, family, community/neighbourhood, systemic (Johnson & Petrie, 2003; McCarthy, Laing & Walker, 2004).  This grouping identifies the “place” in which the risk – and therefore support focus – is situated. 

For example:

Individual risk factors:

· Personality, behaviours, abilities 

· Substance use

· Engagement 

· Previous experiences 

Family risk factors:

· Presence of stable and supportive family relationships

· Willingness to engage with services

· Lack of trust  

Community / neighbourhood risk factors:

· Limited networks and supports 

· Isolated communities with little access to public transport or infrastructure.

· Cultural aspects 

Systemic risk factors:

· Poor coordination

· Service gaps

· Practice differences 

· Inadequate sharing of information between and within support agencies.

· Ineffective or untimely decision making.

There is a growing acknowledgment of the impact of the contribution of systemic failure as a risk factor.  Johnson and Petrie (2004) provide an example of this from the English Department of Health’s findings from “the recent study of 40 Serious Case Review; three of the six concerns most often expressed in the reports involved organisational practices.  These were inadequate sharing of information (25 reports), ineffective decision-making (21 reports), and a lack of inter-agency working (17 reports) (Johnson & Petrie, 2004, p. 195).

Corcoran and Nichols-Casebolt (2004) provide an excellent description, in relation to the child welfare and protection sector, of a Risk and Resilience Ecological Framework.  This framework groups risk and resilience factors, and goals for intervention into micro, mezzo and macro risk and protective factors in relation to child welfare and protection.  These authors note that by conceptualising risk in this way, a team is better able to identify risk and resilience factors, and to target interventions appropriately.

9.7
How will the relationship between risks be considered?

It is important, considering the holistic approach of the Turnaround program, to attend to the relationship between risk factors.  Ways in which this might be done include to specifically identify and note the following:

· What are the consequences of the risk?  E.g. risk of homelessness, gaol etc 

· What are the factors contributing to this risk (at an individual, family, neighbourhood/community, systemic level)? E.g. ineligibility for public housing, no options for the right service, prior experience etc  

9.8
Where will information regarding risk be drawn from?

Information relating to risk can be drawn from a number of sources, including, but not limited to:

· Interviews with the young person, their family, other involved persons such as teachers, support workers and mental health workers.

· Records and previous assessments.

· Case conferences

· Formal and clinical assessments (when should these be used, what role do they play)

It is important to acknowledge the strength of information which can be gathered in a non-intrusive way for the young person.  

Typical data collection techniques advocate the gathering of information from more than one source to assist in ensuring its validity.

The developers of the ASSET tool note the role of unknown information: 

Ticking ‘don’t know’ should not be seen as either an easy option to reduce the time required for an assessment or as a sign of an inadequate assessment. It is important to use this option constructively by, for example, indicating in the evidence box the reasons why something is not known or giving details of what additional information needs to be obtained in order to reach a decision. This will be useful for other colleagues who may become involved in a case. Details about ‘don’t know’ responses also mean that, when an assessment is reviewed, it is easier to see what new information has come to light and what still needs to be ascertained.

9.9
Ensuring validity of risk judgment

There is a large disparity in the amount of evidence which supports empirical associations between risk factors and outcomes.  For example, in the field of juvenile justice, this research has been thoroughly conducted and despite methodological difficulties a number of factors have been empirically linked with recidivism or violence.  However, in the field of child welfare and protection, very little research has identified empirical links between identified risk factors and outcomes of child abuse or neglect, primarily because of the cultural determination of parenting practices:

Though risk assessment systems aim to enhance the effectiveness of child protection investigations and service provision, as well as filter out high risk cases from the rest, such systems may foster and reproduce often concealed relations of gender, race, and class (Krane and Davis, 2000, p.35).

The two primary difficulties with valid use of risk frameworks are:

· the possibility of a false negative where risk factors are not identified or are “under-rated

· or false positive where risk factors are “over-rated” – often due to a lack of consideration to the context in which the risks occur. 

This paper has aimed to inform all of the RAP members, the Turnaround team  and the research consultants of the most relevant evidence on risk and complexity assessments and of the implications for developing a risk and complexity assessment approach within the program which also respects the innovative nature of the program and the principles which underpin it. 
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Appendix

A.1
Examples of risk assessments from the field of juvenile justice 

The following table lists risk assessments currently referred to in the literature as used with young people who are marginalised are described in the table below:

	Name
	Where Used
	Description

	SECAPS

Secure Care Psychosocial Screening

Ref: R1
	Australia
	· Used in SA since 1994 and also in ACT

· Self report

· Standardised

· Administered by trained non-psychologist staff

· For youths in secure care

· 30 minutes

· has accompanying electronic database for entering data and producing statistical reports

· allows for objective comparison over time or between youths

· items: background, sight and hearing, natural family / residence, literacy, numeracy, time telling, nonverbal intelligence, drugs and alcohol, current mood, self-destructiveness, social relationships, aggressiveness, tattoos, school/employment, attention/restlessness…

· Standardised:  has been field-trialed and has reliability and validity empirical findings correlating it to recidivism.

· Strengths: brief 

· Weaknesses: self report only

	Australian Adaptation of the Youth Level of Service / Case Management Inventory

Ref: R1
	Australia
	· Commercially available instrument

· Links factors associated with offending with case planning

· For use by juvenile justice officers and other professional staff working with young offenders

· prior and current offences, family and living circumstances, education/employment, peer relations, substance abuse, leisure/recreation, personality/behaviour, attitudes/beliefs, major strengths.

· Focus on dynamic risk factors

· Used by NSW Department of Juvenile Justice

· Interviews with young person and collateral sources of information – e.g. interviews with parents/caregivers, previous reports etc.

· Accompanying computerised process.

· Standardised: Has reliability and validity data

	ASSET (R2)
	UK
	· see http://www.youth-justice-board.gov.uk/PractitionersPortal/Assessment/Asset.htm
· Asset is a structured assessment tool to be used by Youth Offending Teams (Yots) in England and Wales on all young offenders who come into contact with the criminal justice system. It aims to look at the young person’s offence or offences and identify a multitude of factors or circumstances – ranging from lack of educational attainment to mental health problems – which may have contributed to such behaviour. The information gathered from Asset can be used to inform court reports so that appropriate intervention programmes can be drawn up. It will also highlight any particular needs or difficulties the young person has, so that these may also be addressed. Asset will also help to measure changes in needs and risk of reoffending over time.

	ONSET (R2)
	UK
	· see http://www.youth-justice-board.gov.uk/PractitionersPortal/Assessment/ONSET.htm 

· The ONSET referral and assessment framework was designed by the Centre for Criminological Research, University of Oxford, at the request of the Youth Justice Board. It is being piloted with the 13 pilot Youth Inclusion and Support Panels, but, once validated, could equally apply to the Youth Justice Board's other crime prevention initiatives for children and young people, for example Youth Inclusion Programmes and Junior YIP.

· ONSET promotes the Youth Justice Board’s prevention strategy by helping to identify risk factors to be reduced and protective factors to be enhanced. It also provides information which might be helpful in selecting appropriate interventions for those identified as needing early intervention. When collated, the information on ONSET can also be used for monitoring and enable targeting of specific sub-groups where applicable or provide progress data to steering groups for example.   

· The guidance notes relate specifically to the completion of the ONSET forms. An IT version of the paperwork is currently in progress and will be joined to existing case management systems as far as possible. ONSET is a four stage process: 
consent
referral and verification
assessment (including Over to YOU! child and parents/carers self-assessment)
planning, action and review.

	HCR-20 (R4)
	Various 
	· a structured assessment guide

· The HCR-20 is a broad-band violence-risk assessment instrument. The conceptual scheme of the HCR-20 aligns risk markers into past, present, and future. It consists of 10 historical factors, 5 clinical items designed to reflect current dynamic correlates of violence, and 5 risk management items that focus attention on situational, post-assessment factors that may aggravate or mitigate risk. The HCR-20 takes its name from these three scales - historical, clinical, and risk management - and from the number of items.

	VRAG – Violence Risk Appraisal Guide (R4)
	Various
	· No information. 

	Youth Risk Assessment – Youth Classification
	used in Department of Justice, British Columbia, Canada
	· see http://canada.justice.gc.ca/en/ps/rs/rep/rr03yj-4/rr03yj-4_a2.html & http://canada.justice.gc.ca/en/ps/rs/rep/rr03yj-4/rr03yj-4_a1.html 

· The Youth Risk Assessment is used for classification; it is administered when a youth is sentenced to custody. It consists of three sections: Institutional management, Escape risk, and Public safety concerns

	Youth Needs Assessment/Youth Case Plan,
	used in Department of Justice, British Columbia, Canada
	· see http://canada.justice.gc.ca/en/ps/rs/rep/rr03yj-4/rr03yj-4_a2.html & http://canada.justice.gc.ca/en/ps/rs/rep/rr03yj-4/rr03yj-4_a1.html 

· Youth Needs Assessment is conducted once a youth is admitted to custody in British Columbia. This tool consists of nine dynamic factors rated on a four-point scale ranging from the factor seen as an asset to the community to considerable need for improvement. They are as follows: 

Family relationships 

Parental supervision 

Living arrangements 

Academic/vocational skills 

Employment pattern 

Financial management 

Substance abuse 

Behavioural/emotional stability 

Attitudes 

· This form also contains a space for rating escape risk.

	Youth Community Risk/Needs Assessment,
	used in Department of Justice, British Columbia, Canada
	· see http://canada.justice.gc.ca/en/ps/rs/rep/rr03yj-4/rr03yj-4_a2.html & http://canada.justice.gc.ca/en/ps/rs/rep/rr03yj-4/rr03yj-4_a1.html 

· The Youth Community Risk/Needs Assessment is used to help case managers decide what the appropriate level of supervision should be for a youth who has been sentenced to a period of community supervision. It is considered a decision-making aid, not a substitute for skill and experience-based decision making. Sections A and B of the form provide a framework for consideration of current needs dimensions and historical risk factors. The domains (or factors) within each of those areas are ones that are likely to be relevant for the majority of youth. Completion of each of the items allows the case manager to consider each issue in an organized way so that none are overlooked, as well as provide a record of the youth's situation at a given point in time. The tool consists of three sections. Section A, the Contemporary Needs Assessment, includes nine dynamic factors which are rated on a four-point scale. They are as follows: 

Family relationships 

Parental supervision 

Living arrangements 

Educational/employment/day program activities 

Peer relations 

Substance abuse 

Leisure/recreation 

Personality/Behaviour 

Attitudes
· Section B. Historical Risk Assessment (static factors) evaluates 13 items rated on subjective four-point scales. They are as follows: 

Number of current convictions (none - three or more) 

Number of prior convictions (none - three or more) 

Number of prior probation periods (none - three or more) 

Number of prior alternative measures, Diversion agreements (none - three or more) 

Ever in custody (which includes scoring "police arrest and detention only" and "remanded in custody") 

Number of prior custody dispositions (none - three or more) 

Weapons use/threat (no/yes) 

Frequency of violence (none, low, medium, high) 

Severity of violence (none, low, medium, high) 

Age at first contact with the justice system (16-17, 14-15,12-13, 11 or younger) 

Prior contacts with child welfare system (none, youth or family services, in care agreement or youth agreement, temporary or continuing custody agreement) 

Age at first contact with child welfare system 

· The instrument also contains a section for special factors that indicate that an additional assessment is required. These factors are sex offender, violent offender, mentally disordered, addictions, child protection, youth agreement, other factor. 

· The third section of the tool, Additional Case Planning, consists of a 32-item yes/no checklist of evaluative criteria for the probation officer to use to assess the youth's character and an 11-item yes/no checklist to assess the caregiver(s). At the end of each of the sections, the case manager is asked to consider the information from the various rated items, as well as any other relevant information that is available, before making an overall rating of current needs and historical risk factors. If insufficient information exists on any of the items contained in the tool, probationers are to indicate thus and omit the item. 

· The revised version of this tool contains a fourth section, Section D, entitled Additional Sex Offender Reoffence Management Considerations. This section contains a 13-item checklist rated on a three-point scale (no, possible/not verified, and yes). Items include, prior sexual offending, multiple types of sexual offences, use of force in sexual offences, increase in frequency in sexual offences, increase in seriousness of sexual offending, younger victim, same sex victim, family member victim, non-family member/acquaintance/friend victim, stranger victim, access to potential victims, inadequate plans to avoid reoffence, unmotivated to participate in treatment. The additional considerations for sex offenders include a range of personality characteristics and situational determinants (i.e., private access to the internet, the use of chat rooms, pornographic use of the internet, and caregiver denial).

	Offender Risk Assessment Management System (ORAMS)
	used in Department of Justice, Manitoba, Nunavut & Northwest Territories, Canada
	· see http://canada.justice.gc.ca/en/ps/rs/rep/rr03yj-4/rr03yj-4_a2.html  & http://canada.justice.gc.ca/en/ps/rs/rep/rr03yj-4/rr03yj-4_a1.html
· The ORAMS consists of a set of tools developed by Manitoba Corrections to assess the different risks offenders pose. It is intended to enhance an institution's ability to identify inmate risk factors and to respond with appropriate security and programs. The ORAMS includes five risk/need assessment scales that can be used with young offenders and a Risk Management Review. The first two are used with young offenders. The Secondary Risk Assessments can be used with youth or adult offenders.

Inmate Security Assessment (ISA) - Young Offenders 

The objective of the ISA is to obtain information to assess a young offender's threat to him/herself and others in an institution. This includes the potential for dangerous behaviour such as suicide, assaults on other inmates or staff, and escape risk. It is completed upon admission to an institution, for security reasons, and also assists decisions relating to institutional placement or transfer. 

Primary Risk Assessment (PRA) - Young Offenders 

The PRA is a modified version of the Youthful Offender - Level of Service Inventory (YO-LSI). It is used to predict a young offender's risk to reoffend in any type of offence (as opposed to specific types of offences such as sexual or general assault). This information is then used to determine the degree and type of supervision and to assist in the formulation of a case plan. It is designed to be administered upon admission to a correctional system or when preparing pre-sentence reports. (See YO-LSI for more detailed description.)                  

· Secondary Risk Assessment - General Assault (SRA - General Assault)

This scale is to be completed for an offender convicted of an assault offence other than a partner assault or sexual assault. This assessment is to be completed upon the offender's admission to the correctional system or when preparing court reports. It is used to (a) determine the offender's risk to assault anyone; (b) identify the problem areas that contribute to assault offending; (c) match the type and level of supervision and interventions to offender risk; and (d) assess an offender's suitability for work placements, community temporary releases, or early release.

· Secondary Risk Assessment - Partner Abuse(SRA - Partner Abuse) 

This scale is to be completed for young offenders convicted of a partner assault or for those who have a history of assaulting their partners. This assessment is to be completed upon the offender's admission to the correctional system or when preparing court reports. It is used to (a) determine an offender's risk to reoffend in a partner assault; (b) identify the problem areas that contribute to partner assault; (c) determine levels and types of supervision and program services for partner abusers; and (d) assess an offender's suitability for work placements, community releases, or early release.



	Family Assessment Tool
	used in Department of Justice, New Brunswick & Ontario, Canada
	· see http://canada.justice.gc.ca/en/ps/rs/rep/rr03yj-4/rr03yj-4_a2.html  & http://canada.justice.gc.ca/en/ps/rs/rep/rr03yj-4/rr03yj-4_a1.html
· A recent tool developed in New Brunswick for use in the Intensive Support and Supervision Program (no other information provided).

	Youth Offender – Level of Service Inventory,
	used in Department of Justice, New Brunswick & Ontario, Canada
	· see http://canada.justice.gc.ca/en/ps/rs/rep/rr03yj-4/rr03yj-4_a2.html  & http://canada.justice.gc.ca/en/ps/rs/rep/rr03yj-4/rr03yj-4_a1.html
· The LSI-OR is a standardized instrument used by the Ontario Ministry of the Solicitor General and Correctional Services with adult offenders and Phase II (aged 16 and older) young offenders. It is used to assess risk of recidivism, need for correctional programs to reduce recidivism, and responsivity factors that impact on case plan goals. The tool includes a checklist that produces a detailed survey of the risk, needs, and responsivity factors that are to be used in the formulation of a case plan.   It is composed of the following sections: 

Part A:              General Risk/Need Factors, which includes a 43-item scale 

Part B:               Specific Risk/Need Factors 

Part C:              Prison Experience: Institutional Factors 

Part D:              Risk/Need Summary 

Part E:               Risk/Need Profile 

Part F:               Other Client Issues 

Part G:              Special Responsivity Considerations 

Part H:              Program/Placement Decision 

Part I:                Disposition/Sentence Length 

Part J:               General and Specific Risk/Need Factors 

Part K:             Progress Record 

Part L:              Discharge Summary



	Competency Base Assessment,
	used in Department of Justice, New Brunswick & Ontario, Canada
	· see http://canada.justice.gc.ca/en/ps/rs/rep/rr03yj-4/rr03yj-4_a2.html  & http://canada.justice.gc.ca/en/ps/rs/rep/rr03yj-4/rr03yj-4_a1.html
· This tool is designed to ascertain the strengths, talents, and gifts of a young offender.

	Youth Level of Service / Case Management Inventory (YLS/CMI)
	used in Department of Justice, Newfoundland, Ontario, Prince Edward Island, Yukon, Labrador and Nova Scotia, Canada
	· see http://canada.justice.gc.ca/en/ps/rs/rep/rr03yj-4/rr03yj-4_a2.html  & http://canada.justice.gc.ca/en/ps/rs/rep/rr03yj-4/rr03yj-4_a1.html
· The YLS/CMI is a standardized instrument for use by professional workers in assessing risk of recidivism, need for correctional programs to reduce recidivism, and responsivity factors that impact on case plan goals. The tool includes a 42-item checklist that produces a detailed survey of youth risk and needs factors that are to be used in the formulation of a case plan. The instrument is designed to be used with young offenders (Hoge and Andrews 2002).   It is composed of the following seven sections: 

Part I:               Assessment of Risk and Need 

Part II:               Summary of Risk/Need Factors 

Part III:            Assessment of Other Needs/Special Considerations 

Part IV:            Your Assessment of the Client's General Risk/Need Level 

Part V:              Contact Level 

Part VI:            Case Management Plan 

Part VII:           Case Management Review

· Youth Level of Service/Case Management Inventory - Screening Version

· This is a short version of the YLS/CMI that is designed to provide an initial screening of risk and need levels in young people. The purpose of the tool is to determine whether or not further assessment is appropriate. Ideally the collection of this instrument is to be based on a file review and interviews with the youth, parent, and collateral sources. The tool contains eight items: 

History of conduct disorder 

Current school or employment problems 

Some criminal friends 

Alcohol/drug problems 

Leisure/recreation 

Personality/behaviour 

Family circumstances/parenting 

Attitudes/orientation 

· The first six items require a yes/no response. Items seven and eight are rated on a four-point scale ranging from zero (a satisfactory situation) to four (a very unsatisfactory situation with a very clear and strong need for improvement).

	Adolescent Chemical Dependency Inventory
(ACDI); 


	used in Department of Justice, Nova Scotia, Canada
	· see http://canada.justice.gc.ca/en/ps/rs/rep/rr03yj-4/rr03yj-4_a2.html  & http://canada.justice.gc.ca/en/ps/rs/rep/rr03yj-4/rr03yj-4_a1.html
· ACDI: Adolescent Chemical Dependency Inventory (ACDI) - Corrections Version II

· The ACDI - Corrections Version II is designed for juvenile court, juvenile probation, and juvenile department use. It is used to screen substance (alcohol and other drug) use and abuse, overall adjustment and troubled youth concerns.   It is a self-report test for juvenile (14 to 17 years) assessment, which includes 7 scales and 140 items. Intervention, treatment, and probation recommendations are to be made for each of the scales. The 7 scales included in Version II are as follows: 

Truthfulness Scale 

Violence (Lethality) Scale 

Adjustment Scale 

Distress Scale 

Alcohol Scale 

Drugs Scale 

Stress Coping Abilities Scale 

	Pride in Delinquency Scale; 

Leisure Assessment Tool
	used in Department of Justice, Nova Scotia, Canada
	· see http://canada.justice.gc.ca/en/ps/rs/rep/rr03yj-4/rr03yj-4_a2.html  & http://canada.justice.gc.ca/en/ps/rs/rep/rr03yj-4/rr03yj-4_a1.html
· The PID scale was developed to complement the CCS as a measure of criminal attitudes. The PID is a 10-item, self-report instrument that assesses an individual's degree of comfort (i.e., pride versus shame) about getting involved in specific criminal behaviour.

	Drug Abuse Screening Test;
	used in Department of Justice, Nova Scotia, Canada
	· see http://canada.justice.gc.ca/en/ps/rs/rep/rr03yj-4/rr03yj-4_a2.html  & http://canada.justice.gc.ca/en/ps/rs/rep/rr03yj-4/rr03yj-4_a1.html
· The DAST is a 28-item screening instrument for drug addiction other than alcohol. It provides a quantitative index of the severity of problems related to drug abuse.

	Criminal Sentiments Scale;
	used in Department of Justice, Nova Scotia, Canada
	· see http://canada.justice.gc.ca/en/ps/rs/rep/rr03yj-4/rr03yj-4_a2.html  & http://canada.justice.gc.ca/en/ps/rs/rep/rr03yj-4/rr03yj-4_a1.html
· The CSS is a 41-item, self-report questionnaire that measures key dimensions of criminal sentiments. It is designed to identify the antisocial attitudes, values, and beliefs that may play a role in the maintenance of antisocial behaviour. Using 5-point agreement scales, the offender reports on attitudes towards the law, courts, and police; tolerance for law violations; and identification with other criminals.  

	Static-99 


	used in Department of Justice, Nunavut, Canada
	· see http://canada.justice.gc.ca/en/ps/rs/rep/rr03yj-4/rr03yj-4_a2.html  & http://canada.justice.gc.ca/en/ps/rs/rep/rr03yj-4/rr03yj-4_a1.html
· The Static-99 is an actuarial instrument designed to estimate the probability of sexual and violent recidivism among adult males who have already been convicted of at least one sexual offence against a child or non-consenting adult. The Static-99 is intended to be a measure of long-term risk potential. Given its lack of dynamic factors, it cannot be used to select treatment targets, measure change, evaluate whether offenders have benefited from treatment, or predict when (or under what circumstances) sex offenders are likely to recidivate. It is not recommended for adolescents (under 18 years at time of release), female offenders, or offenders who have only been convicted of prostitution, pimping, public toileting (sex in public locations with consenting adults), or possession of indecent materials. 

· The scale contains the following 10 items: 

Prior sexual offences 

Prior sentencing dates 

Any convictions for non-contact sex offences 

Current convictions for non-sexual violence 

Prior convictions for non-sexual violence 

Unrelated victims 

Stranger victims 

Male victims 

Young 

Single

	Crime Cycle Package (CCP); 


	used in Department of Justice, Yukon, Canada
	· see http://canada.justice.gc.ca/en/ps/rs/rep/rr03yj-4/rr03yj-4_a2.html  & http://canada.justice.gc.ca/en/ps/rs/rep/rr03yj-4/rr03yj-4_a1.html
· The CCP is a risk/need assessment instrument designed to assist in security and case planning decisions. In the Yukon where it is used, it is specifically designed to supplement the Youth Level of Service/Case Management Inventory (YLS/CMI). It includes four sections: 

Crime Cycle Questionnaire

The crime cycle questionnaire is a comprehensive conversation-based interview guide completed with the youth. It extrapolates risk areas identified in the YLS/CMI. It is completed prior to sentencing following a youth's admission of guilt. It can be completed in whole or in part, depending on risk areas identified in the YLS/CMI, or requested by the court. Generally, a court ordered pre-sentence report will include the complete questionnaire. It can be used when information is lacking to fully complete the YLS/CMI.   

Social History Questionnaire

The Social History Questionnaire is a comprehensive conversation-based interview guide completed with the parents of a young offender. It identifies parental concerns, and includes information on familial history, stages of development, and biological and environmental concerns. It is also used to confirm information obtained from the youth in the Crime Cycle Questionnaire. It is completed prior to sentencing following a youth's admission of guilt or when the court orders a pre-sentence report. 

Crime Cycle Summary

This tool summarizes and categorizes the Crime Cycle and Social History Questionnaires in order to develop the case management team. It highlights needs and allows for intervention strategies to be assigned to each needs area. 

Youth Case Plan

The Youth Case Plan is a working document used for case management planning. It identifies needs, case management team responsibilities in meeting those needs, and sets time limits for services to be in place.

	Security Risk Questionnaire
	used in Department of Justice, Yukon, Canada
	· see http://canada.justice.gc.ca/en/ps/rs/rep/rr03yj-4/rr03yj-4_a2.html  & http://canada.justice.gc.ca/en/ps/rs/rep/rr03yj-4/rr03yj-4_a1.html
· The Security Risk Questionnaire was developed by the Yukon Youth Services Assessment Coordinator to assess a youth's immediate risk of harm to him/herself, harm to other residents, harm to staff, and risk of escape. It is used to determine the level of custody in an institution.

	Structured Assessment of Violence Risk in Youth;
	used in Department of Justice, Yukon, Canada
	· see http://canada.justice.gc.ca/en/ps/rs/rep/rr03yj-4/rr03yj-4_a2.html  & http://canada.justice.gc.ca/en/ps/rs/rep/rr03yj-4/rr03yj-4_a1.html
· The SAVRY is used to make assessments and recommendations about the nature and degree of risk that an adolescent may pose for future violence. It is composed of 24 risk items and 6 protective items.

	Risk Needs Assessment – Case Management Review
	used in Department of Justice, Ontario, Canada
	· see http://canada.justice.gc.ca/en/ps/rs/rep/rr03yj-4/rr03yj-4_a2.html  & http://canada.justice.gc.ca/en/ps/rs/rep/rr03yj-4/rr03yj-4_a1.html
· The RNA is a 42-item standardized instrument used by the Ontario Ministry of Community, Family and Children's Services with Phase I (aged15 and under at the time of the offence) young offenders. It is adapted from the YLS/CMI. (See YLS/CMI for a more detailed description.)


A.2
Case study – ASSET 

The following is a description of one section of the ASSET tool used by the Youth Offending Teams in England and Wales.  The information presented here has been drawn from http://www.youth-justice-board.gov.uk/PractitionersPortal/Assessment/ASSET.htm.  ASSET is a multi-instrument information gathering tool used to assess both the likelihood of a young person reoffending and to guide support provision.  

Instruments contained within ASSET include:

· Core profile form

· “What do you think?” form

· Intervention form

· Final warning form

The core profile form is described here.

A.2.1
ASSET Core profile

With clear instruction given by the “Core Profile Guidance” document, the core profile gathers key information such as:

· Name, date of birth, contact details, “ethnic classification”.

· Indication of the sources of information (such as  interview, family, school, police, victim, solicitor, general practitioner, mental health service, secure unit, voluntary organisation, etc.) and comments about this information.

· Qualitative details of current offence.
· Quantitative / tick-box details of age at first conviction, number of convictions, involvement with child protection agencies, family/living situation, family/personal relationships, engagement in education / training, experience of bullying/being bullied, the neighbourhood, lifestyle, substance use, physical health, emotional and mental health, perception of self and others, thinking and behaviour, attitudes to offending and motivation to change.

· Presence of positive factors – such as individual factors, family factors and community factors.

· Presence of vulnerability indicators – such as the behaviour of others, events or circumstances (e.g. anniversary of loss).

· Indicators of serious harm to others

· At various stages throughout the instrument, the assessor is asked to rate the association with the item and likelihood of further offending.

This risk framework is highly recommended to the Turnaround team for further analysis.

Text Box A: Guidance for ratings – from the ASSET risk assessment framework


� HYPERLINK "http://www.youth-justice-board.gov.uk/PractitionersPortal/Assessment/Asset.htm" ��http://www.youth-justice-board.gov.uk/PractitionersPortal/Assessment/Asset.htm� 





At the end of each section you are asked to rate the extent to which you think this issue is associated with the likelihood of further offending by the young person. This question is not an overall assessment of the extent to which a section is problematic; it is very specifically focused on the link to offending. This must be borne in mind when filling in the form.


When giving a rating it may be helpful to consider the following questions.


• Was this issue linked to past offending? If ‘yes’, do you think it is more, less or equally significant now?


• Has this issue a direct or an indirect link with his/her offending?


• Is this issue always relevant to his/her offending behaviour or only on certain occasions?


• Is the effect on offending behaviour likely to be immediate or over a longer period?


• Is this issue problematic enough to lead to offending by itself or is it only likely to contribute to offending behaviour when certain other conditions exist?





The extent to which a section is associated with the likelihood of further offending is rated on a 0-4 scale.


0 Not associated at all


1 Slight, occasional or only a limited indirect association


2 Moderate but definite association – could be a direct or indirect link. May be related to some offending, but not all. Tends to become offending related when combined with other factors.


3 Quite strongly associated – normally a direct link, relevant to most types/occasions of his/her offending


4 Very strongly associated – will be clearly and directly related to any offending by the young person. Will be a dominant factor in any cluster of offending-related problems.





Examples of ratings of 1 or 2 of the extent to which the young person’s family and personal relationships are associated with the likelihood of further offending.


The young person looks up to an older brother who is criminally active, but as yet there is no evidence of them offending together or of the brother trying to directly involve him/her in offending.











Examples of information sought about current offence:


What were the young person’s personal and social circumstances at the time?


What were the young person’s motives?


What were the young person’s attitudes?


Does the young person have any particular attitudes / beliefs which might have influenced the offence (e.g. a belief that certain types of behaviour are justified, racial motivation, triggers, disinhibitors?)





Examples of information sought about the neighbourhood in which the young person lives


Obvious signs of drug dealing and/or usage


Isolated location / lack of public transport


Lack of age-appropriate activities


Racial or ethnic tensions


Other problems (lack of amenities such as shops or post office, opportunities to sell stolen goods, red light district, tension between police and local community) 





Examples of information sought about personal relationships


Evidence of family members or carers with whom the young person has been in contact over the last six months being involved in criminal activity


Evidence of family members or carers with whom the young person has been in contact over the last six months being involved in heavy alcohol misuse


Evidence of family members or carers with whom the young person has been in contact over the last six months being involved in drug or solvent misuse


Significant adults fail to communicate with or show care/interest in the young person


Inconsistent supervision and boundary setting


Experience of abuse (i.e. physical, sexual, emotional, neglect)


Witnessing other violence in family context


Significant bereavement or loss





Examples of information sought about positive individual factors


Education/training/work experience that enhances confidence and self-esteem (e.g. good at certain subjects, demonstrates practical skills, recognition of achievements)


Has obtained qualifications that will help him/her to obtain employment


Has some friends who are not involved in offending, model positive social behaviour etc.


Positive and constructive things to do in his/her spare time 


A sense of self-efficacy (e.g. that she/he can take action to change things, displays optimism)


A goal, ambition, sense of direction or something to ‘aim at’ in life


Opportunities for ‘turning points’ (e.g. change of school, moving to a new area, new social opportunities)


Resilience (e.g. copes well with difficulties, knows where to seek help, seems to spring back quickly from adversity)


Has engaged well with previous interventions (e.g. from YISP, YIP, Positive Activities or other initiatives, interventions by other agencies)
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