Australasian Juvenile Justice Administrators’ Conference

Minutes of Meeting held on 5 & 6 November 2003

Mecure Hotel

Quay Street

Brisbane

Theme: quality Reviews

Attendee’s Day one:

Mary McKinnon (Chair) (Victoria), Bernadette McGinnes (SA), Steve Bayliss (Tasmania), Annette Wells (WA), Frank Duggan (ACT), David Sherlock (NSW), Garry Page (QLD), Julie Davis (NT), Andrew Cumberland (QLD), Kevin Bell (QLD), Pam Phillips (QLD), Cath Scott (QLD)

Attendee’s Day Two:  
Mary McKinnon (Chair) (Victoria), Bernadette McGinnes (SA), Steve Bayliss (TAS), Annette Wells (WA), Frank Duggan (ACT), David Sherlock (NSW), Garry Page (QLD), Julie Davis (NT)

Apologies: Krystina Johnstone (NZ)

	Item
	Agenda Title
	Discussion

	Day 1.

	1.
	Welcome
	Garry Page welcomed every one to the AJJA Conference and acknowledged Mary McKinnon as chairperson.

Mary announced that unfortunately the state representative from New Zealand is unable to attend



	2.
	Criminal Trajectories
	Dr Mark Lynch, Deputy Director, Research and Prevention Crime and Misconduct Commission Queensland gave a power point presentation on the subject of Criminal Trajectories.  The discussion centred around the follow up of a 1994/95 cohort of young people who offended during that period and received a supervised order involving intervention from the Department of Families.  They were followed up with a view to finding out what proportion of young persons entered the adult correction system.  A copy of Dr Lynch’s presentation is electronically attached to these minutes.

Issues raised by conference participants in the ensuing discussion: - diversion; dealing with structural factors beyond the department’s control; need for whole-of-government approach; importance of early intervention; replication of results in other jurisdictions; how results might differ post Forde; sharing definitions of problems between different government departments; crime prevention; how can we make the results work for us, need to make representations to Treasury re the need for resources to initiate creative strategies.



	3.
	Youth Justice Modelling Project
	Dr Anna Stewart, Senior Lecturer in the School of Criminology and Criminal Justice, Griffith University and Michael Livingstone from the Office of Economic and Statistical Research/Queensland Treasury presented a power point presentation on the subject of modelling techniques in the youth justice system.  The presentation provided a demonstration of how a mathematically conceived model could predict certain outcomes in relation to various youth justice or early intervention initiatives.  Dr Stewart’s presentation is electronically attached to these minutes.  Issues raised by conference participants in the ensuing discussion: - effects on policy formation including the potential usefulness of the modelling technique to screen out unhelpful initiatives; use of the technique to argue for resources by providing a logical rational approach; implications for crime prevention measures and ‘knock-on’ effect to the youth justice system.



	4.
	Quality Review of Detention Centres
	David Sherlock (NSW).

David provided a paper for conference participants which outlines the measures which NSW is taking to monitor compliance with the Australasian Standards for Juvenile Custodial Facilities.  Quality reviews take place twice per year at each centre and one of the main benefits is an increased awareness of the way in which centres operate.  This kind of quality assurance will also be translated to community operations.  New manuals are being written for both community and custodial operations. 

Issues raised by David’s paper: - the issue of ensuring a degree of uniformity across centres including bench marking activities differentiating between industrial and operational issues in the centres as a result of the quality assurance framework availability of reports, prioritisation of issues including a clear focus on problem areas.

Adam Tran is the contact person in the NSW department:- adam.tran@djj.nsw.gov.au.
Steve Bayliss (Tasmania).

Tasmania has a relatively new centre which is being developed in accordance with the ‘standards’ though currently there are still gaps.  Areas of development include:-

· case management and the development of a case management team;

· recruitment of a case management co-odinator;

· focus on high risk young persons;

· interface with the community;

· regular meetings with office of children’s commissioner’

· staff development via courses eg Certificate IV and degree level courses;

· key worker concept;

· case conferencing of incidents in centres to improve communications and dialogues;

· development of the learning centre being built on site.

Other issues: because the department is part of Health and Human Services sometimes it is difficult to get issues on the agenda.  The Ombudsman is not visiting the centre yet.

Cathleen Scott (QLD)

Cathleen presented a power point which provided an overview of Queensland’s Quality Performance Framework.  An electronic version of this presentation is attached to these minutes. 

Bernadette McGinnes (SA)

Currently there is no legislation around the process.  In SA the process has been influenced by the Services Excellence Framework which focuses on organisational improvement including development of:

· leadership;

· communication;

· working together; and

· partnership.

There is a self-assessment component and the framework does apply to SA’s secure care facilities.  Altogether there are 11 sites, two of which are secure care sites.  Action plans are formulated and audits take account of the ‘Standards’.  The process is still emerging

Mary McKinnon (Victoria)

Mary presented and distributed a paper which contains the elements of Victoria’s Quality approach to Juvenile Justice.         Other issues raised include:-

· The Department’s Quality Service project is working to develop a Service Excellence Framework (similar to the developments in SA) designed for direct service delivery at the regional level.  In this context the developments in quality assurance in the custodial sphere are part of a bigger framework which is under development.

· Lack of legislation to drive this approach.

· The Children’s Advocate does not cover young persons in the juvenile justice system.

· Monthly inspections by the Ombudsman – tends to get involved in smaller issues.

· Whole-of –government approach.

· Reviews of operations manuals to include

· standards and guidelines;

· client feedback;

Service reviews to include standards around child deaths.

Consciousness raising amongst staff about quality issues including the 10 steps to quality mentioned in the discussion paper.

Julie Davis (NT)

Quality issues come under the responsibility of the Juvenile Justice Board of Management.  There are 4 community members, two of which are from Aboriginal communities.  They report directly to the Minister and are able to easily interview children in detention centres.  This system appears to be effective in keeping centres on track.  Also official visitors visit at least once a month and report to the Minister.  The system is embedded in legislation.  Julie discussed the very significant impact, which the inclusion of 17 year olds has had on the centres.  This has led, for example, to the building of a medium security area within a detention centre to accommodate the 17 year olds and to separate them from younger detainees.

The inclusion of 17 year olds has had an impact on staffing with a consequent HR review.  Auditing is not measured directly against the ‘Standards’ but it will be.  Currently management committees in the detention centres are finding it difficult to move forward because of a range of industrial relations issues. 

Frank Duggan (ACT)

Process of quality assurance commenced approximately 2 years ago when the department was part of corrections.  This is no longer the case so there have been interruptions to the process.  The process included the involvement of external consultants who applied a range of standards and indicators.  Staff and children were interviewed.  The department has a number of audit mechanisms which include:-

· fortnightly visits by official visitors;

· the involvement of the Ombudsman

· involvement of the Children’s Services Council;

· Involvement of the Community Advocate;

· The Indigenous official visitor;

· An active legislative assembly

· The Auditor General

As mentioned earlier there is now a need to develop a response about where the department needs to be heading in terms of quality assurance after the interruptions caused by frequent organisational change.



	5.
	State Reports
	Frank Duggan (ACT)

Frank reported as follows:-

· Phenomenal number of young people on remand with 80% of remand admissions occurring after 5pm

· Low proportion of young people on committal are currently subject to family service orders

· Some young people refusing to apply for bail, feeling that they are better off in detention

· High breach rate this year – bail as well as children on orders

· Review of Children and Young Persons Act
· Publications including:

· Sentencing and Review Restorative Issues Discussion Paper

· Recidivism Research

· Developing a Blueprint for Action for Young People at Risk

· Profile of Young Offenders in the ACT

· What Works

· Mapping ACT Government Funded Programs for Young People at Risk

· Turning Lives Around

Copies of these publications can be obtained via Frank Duggan.

A youth interactive register has also been developed.  This is a website that can be accessed by young people and enables them to have a say about issues that affect them.

Bernadette McGinnes (SA)

· Juvenile Justice Committee has been set up as a cross government advisory body

· Recognition by government of a range of gaps in the system and a review of the entire youth and family services budget.  This has led to a massive workload management exercise.  Review should be completed by December.  More resources might be forthcoming.  In the meantime the review is creating a great deal of work for the department.

Annette Wells (WA)

· Large number of young people on remand – some 1500 – 1600 per year but only a relatively small proportion of these receive a sentence, approximately 200.  Problem appears to lie in the refusal of bail by police.  The issue is a significant one because young persons have to be transported long distances to remand facilities, which is also very costly.

Discussion issues arising out of state reports:-

Workload management and caseloads eg in Victoria caseloads are between 12-16, in WA they are around 25, as they are in Qld

	Day 2

	1.
	National Minimum Data Set
	Jeff McKenzie from AIHW began his presentation by acknowledging the traditional owners of the land.  Along with Kerry Carrington, also from AIHW, Jeff gave a power point presentation which provided an overview of the proposal to develop a national Minimum Data Set for Juvenile Justice.  He also presented a report on the Pilot Test and recommendations of the DWG. Electronic versions of these presentations are attached to these minutes.

Issues arising: - A question was asked if it is possible to include time between episodes of offending.  It is possible.  Also appears that young people involved in diversionary activities eg. conferencing are missing from the data.  Providing States and Territories have reliable data then such activities are not difficult to include.



	2.
	Discussion about further development of NMDS
	Following the above presentations State and Territory representatives discussed (in the absence of AIHW reps) whether they would support the further development and funding of the NMDS Project.  Responses were as follows:

SA:  Does not support the further development of the NMDS at this time but may participate.

NSW:  Fully supportive – sees it as the logical way forward.
QLD:  Would not like to see the project come to a halt.  Supportive of further development and continuation.

WA:  Supports further development.
VIC:  Supportive but development will need to be staggered to allow for systems to be re-vamped.

ACT:  Fully supportive.

NT:  Hasn’t participated in the trial but supportive of further development.

TAS:  Supportive, collection of data may need to be staggered especially in relation to detention centre data.

In summary all jurisdictions except SA are fully supportive. 

Some issues in terms of the interpretation of components such as ‘most serious offence’, data translation and the collection of data about diversionary measures such as conferencing.  Reporting to NCSIMG will take place in December 2003



	3.
	Recommendations in relation to the development of the NMDS
	Recommendation 1.  Establishment of NMDS. The AJJA endorse the Juvenile Justice National Minimum Data Set proceeding from the evaluation phase to implementation as an ongoing collection.

Endorsed but views of SA are noted.

Recommendation 2.  Timing of the Implementation. AJJA agree in principle that the implementation of the JJ NMDS takes place at the earliest possible time within the 2003-04 year.

Endorsed.  Report to NCSIMG in December 2003.  Will need to await a recommendation from this body

Recommendation 3.  Management of the NMDS. The AJJA endorse the creation of a permanent committee (Data Management Committee) with the delegation to implement the JJ NMDS and manage the performance of the data custodian and all data issues that arise in the course of dealing with and reporting on the JJ NMDS. 

Endorsed

Recommendation 4.  Data Custodian. The AJJA identify an independent body that will be appointed to perform the functions of the JJ NMDS Data Custodian.

Options considered were to

a) Tender

b) Go with AIHW

Preferred option is to go with AIHW.

Victoria to consider being the lead state in terms of contracting with AIHW

Recommendation 5.  Contractual arrangements with the Data Custodian. The AJJA agree that the Data Custodian should be appointed for a period of three years.

Endorsed

Recommendation 6. Data ownership. The AJJA agree that:

a) Jurisdictional data remain the property of each jurisdiction and not be disclosed by the Data Custodian to any party without the express permission of the data-providing jurisdiction.

b) The Data Custodian and the JJ departments should have joint and full rights to any material produced by the Data Custodian.

c) No party should disclose or publish any material without the express permission of the AJJA.

a) Endorsed

b) Recommended that data custodian does not have full and equal rights to the material

c) Recommended that states be allowed to disclose or publish their own material as they see fit without reference to AJJA

Recommendation 7.  Privacy and confidentiality. The AJJA should ensure that the selected Data Custodian has the knowledge, experience and capacity to guarantee that all legislated obligations relating to the privacy and confidentiality of JJ data are met.

Endorsed

Recommendation 8.  Reporting-national. The AJJA endorse the production of a national annual report of JJ data by the Data Custodian. In the first year’s pilot report the content, structure and format will be the subject of negotiation between the data management committee and the Data Custodian.

Endorsed but add “and approved by AJJA.”
Recommendation 9.  Reporting-jurisdictions. JJ NMDS reports on individual jurisdictional data are to be provided annually by the Data Custodian to each jurisdiction, following the production of each final national annual report.

Endorsed

Recommendation 10. Ongoing development of the NMDS and Indicators. The AJJA authorise the data management committee to oversee the ongoing development of the JJ NMDS and Indicators as specified in the arrangement with the Data Custodian.

 Endorsed

It was agreed that Mary McKinnon discuss the recommendation and the above amendments with AIHW.  At this point in the proceedings the representatives from AIHW were invited to rejoin the meeting.  Representatives were informed that AJJA is proposing that AIHW become the data custodian.  Mary McKinnon explained that this will be dependant on:

a) A further exploration that the selection process meets legal and contractual requirements.

b) Enhanced information and subsequent agreement regarding costs.

c) Further discussion about amendments to the recommendation contained in the report

Mary McKinnon will follow up with AIHW after the  meeting with  NCSIMG in December 2003



	3.
	CSMAC Agenda
	Still awaiting minutes from last CSMAC meeting



	4.
	DUCO
	Item put on the agenda by Garry Page. DUCO made contact with DoF re: the research they wish to undertake.  Garry canvassed opinion/responses of other jurisdictions.

Tasmania:  Will provide access to selected staff members.  Intend to participate with conditions.

NSW:  Support with conditions.

SA:  Agree in principle.  Will have to look at proposals closer.

ACT:  Refused until amendments to survey questionnaire.

Victoria:  Some issues with the questionnaire.  Time line not clear.

WA:  To be clarified

NT:  To be clarified




	5.
	Information Sheet
	Some minor amendments suggested.  State reports to be emailed to the state organising the conference who will then distribute to other jurisdictions. The revised Information Sheet is attached.



	6.
	AJJA Work Plan
	· Next election of chairperson due May 2004

· Next meeting 12-13 May 2004, South Australia

· Theme: - Risk Needs Analysis Tools/Workload Analysis.  What do we do with these tools?

· Also re-visit ‘Standards for Community Services’ 



	7.
	Interstate Transfers
	Garry distributed a paper on the topic asking participants to nominate somebody in their department to liaise with Leanne Beikoff. States were requested to email Leanne at Leanne.Beikoff@families.qld.gov.au.



	8.
	QLD Premier’s Policy Scan
	Garry distributed this for information



	9.
	New Business`
	Meeting Dates:

Future Meeting Dates were confirmed as:

· May 2004 – SA

· Nov 2004 – NZ

· May 2005 – NT

· Nov 2005 – ACT
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