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Includem welcomes the opportunity to further contribute to the work of the Committee.   
(For an overview of Includem please see evidence submitted to the Committee in 
March)  
 
Committee question 1: How can public spending best be focussed over the 
longer term in trying to prevent, rather than deal with, negative social outcomes? 
Scottish, UK and international evidence confirms that the best way to prevent a 
continued cycle of reoffending is to keep young people, especially 16/17 year olds out of 
prison1. However good the services and supports are within a custodial setting it is an 
artificial environment and removes the young person from the reality of their family and 
community.  
 
Currently  in Scotland the number of places in Polmont Young Offenders Institution for 
males aged 16 to 21 has increased from 400 to over 750 which is a move in the 
opposite direction. A separate facility (Blair House)  within Polmont  for 16/17 year olds 
has been developed and is driving some innovative work in  prison services which 
recognises their status as children under Human Rights legislation and reflects the wide 
range of needs and disadvantages which characterise this group,. The Scottish Prison 
Service are to be congratulated for their vision and commitment. 
 
However this situation is the embodiment of what Dame Anne Owers Chief Inspector of 
Prisons terms the “paradox of inspection”. Whilst the prison environment for 16/17 year 
olds should be as positive and constructive as it can be (within the very definite limits 
and constraints of  a prison environment) it should never be considered a positive option 
for this age group. 
 
Prison  should certainly never be used as a vehicle to meet the welfare and educational 
needs of these young people. Yet, due to the combination of perverse financial 
disincentives which apply across different parts of the children and adults, youth and 
adult justice segments of the system and differing degrees of statutory requirement for 
access to/ entry into services this misuse of prison and consequently of public funds  is  
an increasing risk. 
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The perverse incentive to imprison:  

 young people under 16 who commit offences are mostly dealt with by the 
Childrens Hearing system.  

 Services available for a young person who is on a supervision order are  
determined by and are also the financial responsibility of the Local Authority. If 
the Childrens panel identify a condition for the order requiring a service support 
the actual availability of this will have already been partly determined by the 
Council‟s strategic financial allocations across all its responsibilities. 

 Legally, young people who are already on a supervision requirement before the 
age of 16 can be maintained on this order with the associated welfare focused 
interventions until the age of 18 in order to continue to continue to address 
“needs and deeds” and prevent relapse. They retain the status of Looked after 
Children with consequent duties and costs the responsibility of the local 
authorities 

 However at age 16 young people who offend can also be channelled into the 
adult justice system via the courts and are then at  very high risk of 
imprisonment  

 If a young person is being  dealt  with in the Court  system and the Sheriff‟s 
decision is to award a custodial sentence, the Scottish Prison Service must  
provide this. None of these costs are attributed to the Local Authority.  

 
Hence, in the short term there is a perverse financial disincentive for Local Authorities to 
provide continued welfare based support services for 16/17 year olds. If these young 
people  are taken off their supervision orders and subsequently reoffend they will be 
picked up by a different system which will then bear the costs. 
 
However, given that most of these young people sent to prison will return to their 
communities on release from custody – and as noted are likely to reoffend at a 55 % 
rate2 - Local Authorities will in practice continue to bear costs  in terms of damage to 
victims and communities  
 
Includem‟s experience shows that tackling offending and associated poor education, 
unemployment and lack of occupation, all early indications of negative social outcomes 
in young people, can reduce the public spending required in their adulthood.  
 
This therefore requires funding and service decisions based on „systems thinking‟ rather 
than focussed on individual departmental or agency budgets. If local authority funding 
decisions continue to be made only in relation to a particular departmental budget, 
taking little or no account of the wider cost to the public purse, youth justice supports 
are withdrawn from a young person at the end of a Supervision Requirement, the young 
person is at risk of relapse into offending behaviour and entrenchment in the adult 
criminal justice system with associated high and life long costs. 
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Committee question 2: What evidence can you provide from the UK and abroad to 
show that promoting preventative spending has been effective? 
A recent paper from the Edinburgh Study of Youth Transitions and Crime3 highlights 
important issues in relation to preventative measures. This study was a 10-year 
longitudinal programme of research on pathways into and out of offending for a group of  
around 4,300 young people.  
 
This  study identified that school exclusions and being caught up in the justice system in 
itself increases the likelihood of reoffending, and of continued  imprisonment. Whereas 
those young people who were not excluded from school and whose offending or 
antisocial behaviour did not trigger charge and conviction within the criminal justice 
system were considerably more likely to grow out of youthful offending and find stable 
work and family relationships.   
 
The most effective strategies are therefore to divert young people away from the system 
and provided welfare and education/training  interventions to address the problems 
which underpin their offending behaviour, The study emphasises the importance  of the 
young person having “a close one to one relationship with a key worker who acts as an 
advocate ….and crucially it involves continuity in who that key worker is” 
 
The study argues for caution in directing the gaze of criminal justice at the early 
preschool years as their findings highlight the difficulties agencies have in assessing 
which specific youngsters will end up with a chronic record of convictions. Indeed study 
findings show that early identification of at-risk children and families runs the risk of 
stigmatizing and labelling children and creating a self-fulfilling prophecy. Conversely, the 
most serious of young offenders are generally not identified in the early years and are 
not known to welfare or criminal justice agencies until too late.   
 
Includem have 10 years of experience of working exclusively with the most vulnerable, 
challenging and difficult to engage young people. Includem‟s understanding of how 
young people become involved in persistent patterns of challenging and harmful 
behaviour and our methods are based upon 7 years of original research by Glasgow 
University on Includem‟s Intensive Support Services4 and are being developed in the 
context of current research into desistance, resilience and effective practice in reducing 
offending which affirms the validity of our approach.   
 
The Glasgow University Hill et al (2006) study and accompanying evaluation reports on 
Includem‟s services shows that these most damaged and troublesome young period 
require sustained support beyond any initial superficial improvement as they can easily 
relapse into offending. Rigorous research shows that a period of 18 to 24 months 
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including tapering transitional support is required to embed change. This study showed 
the risk of reoffending reduced by 65%.  
 
Hence development of a model to provide transitional support to overcome the relapse 
or „wash out‟ effect.  This approach with young people with a high risk of re-offending 
combines cognitive work to build resistance to „temptation‟ and crisis support to 
overcome interpersonal or accommodation crises, so that situations did not increase 
both the young person‟s vulnerability and the likelihood of re-engaging with criminal 
activity.  
 
The Hill et al study also highlighted the increased public value when services dealing 
with offending by young people also attend to their welfare needs, not simply because 
this is contributing to  their unlawful deeds, but because this helps them to overcome 
long term disadvantage and become more socially included moving into adulthood.A 
current example is of Glasgow City Councils ‟s Intensive Support and Monitoring 
Service (ISMS) which reduces the use of secure care by the Children‟s Hearings 
System and in that respect continues to provide excellent value for money 5.  
 
Key findings are that the positive impact of ISMS is sustained across the test periods of 
6 months and 24 months since leaving the service. This is the first published evidence 
that the effects of the service provision remain long after the service is withdrawn. There 
is a 59% reduction in the volume of offending in the 6 months after intervention 
compared to the 6 months prior to the service. Importantly 24 months after completion 
of the service this reduction has been sustained. The use of secure care in Glasgow 
has fallen dramatically since the introduction of ISMS, at least for young people 
admitted through Children‟s legislation, and risk of re-offending (as assessed by the 
YLS/CMI assessment6) was substantially reduced during ISMS. Young people who 
have been through ISMS show a sustained reduction in offending, in the short and 
longer term.  
 
With ISMS estimated at £1,000 per week, and the cost of secure care in excess of 
£5,000 per week, this reduction should in theory have saved the council considerable 
sums. However an unintended consequence of the reduced use of secure care has 
been an increased availability of beds, an opportunity which has been used by 
sentencers for young people on remand: with the costs of this being borne by the Local 
Authority rather than the criminal justice system ( as described under question 1) . 
 
This increased use of secure for remands in Glasgow was directly addressed by the 
launch of the „ISMS as an alternative to remand‟ service in June 2009. This service was 
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set up to address the issue of increasing remands7 and has also undergone a positive 
evaluation. 
Committee question 6: How do we ensure that we monitor the impact of 
preventative spending over the longer term and shape budgets accordingly? 
There needs to be a level playing field in transparency of costs in comparing services 
delivered in house and contracted out, ensuring that overheads for services delivered in 
house are included in any costing structure. 
Committee question 7: Is the effectiveness of a preventative spending 
programme influenced by whether the relevant services are provided by the 
public, private or voluntary sector?  
The strength which voluntary sector agencies with experience in preventative youth 
justice work have (including also for example Barnardos, Action for Children) is in being 
able to utilise their non statutory status in developing effective relationships with young 
people and families who are mistrustful of state intervention.  
 
Also The holistic principles ,values and ethos which underpins the voluntary sector‟s 
work with people in society who are most in need ensures delivery of interventions 
which fit with the evidence base on why and how young people desist from offending.8 
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