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I. Introduction 

Suffolk County Council Youth Offending Service (YOS) approached Ipswich and Suffolk Council for Racial Equality (ISCRE) to conduct a research project looking into their service. National data surveys have identified a significant over-representation of black and minority ethnic (BME) young offenders receiving custodial sentences and re-offending nationally. ISCRE’s research has aimed to identify any particular issues relating to BME young offending in Suffolk in order to support practitioners to understand the experience of BME young offenders and embed race equality in practice. 

This report has been organized in two main sections according to the research method used. The first section represents a review of data collected by the YOS, which includes statistics and the ASSET of individual cases. The second section represents the experiences of parents, young people and staff working with the YOS. 

Each research method was employed in order to explore different perspectives within the service. These included
: 

· literature review of young offending and ethnicity was conducted to contextualize the statistics of the Suffolk area; 

· a review of BME young offender’s ASSET case files; 

· questionnaire directed to parents/carers of young BME offenders on their experience of working with the Youth Offending Service; 

· interviews with BME young offenders on their experience of the YOS; and 

· interviews with YOS staff on their experience with working with BME young people.

During the research process, two methods were amended. The audit of ASSET cases initially set out to review cases of BME and non-BME young offenders to provide a comparison of their service. This comparative analysis was discarded as there was no appropriate comparative group. Additionally, the study was to include focus groups with YOS staff; however this was cancelled due to insufficient participation among staff and was amended to individual interviews. 

Due to the relatively small numbers of BME young people who come into contact with Suffolk YOS, the base sample for research was small. Compounding this, participation among parents, young people and staff in the research was low. As a result, this research should not be treated as a comprehensive study, but rather as a snapshot of experiences within the service. However, the issues raised in this report provide a base for future discussion and research on BME young offenders and their experience with Suffolk YOS. 

I. Review of Data
This first section represents a review of collected data on youth offending. After a short introduction on research conducted by the Youth Justice Board (YJB), there will be an analysis of statistics provided by Suffolk YOS. The last section of this review of data will look specifically at individual cases of BME young offenders which have been undertaken through the ASSET framework.

National 

In 2004, the YJB published a Race Audit and Action Planning Toolkit for Youth Offending Teams (YOTs). This toolkit was developed to enable YOTs to audit their practice in terms of race equality, and to then produce an action plan with targets to improve practice. The rationale behind the Toolkit was to, ‘ensure that YOTs and secure facilities have action plans in place by April 2005 to achieve equal treatment at local level for comparable offences by different ethnic groups and deliver targeted prevention activity that substantially reduces local differences by ethnicity in recorded conviction rates.’   

The need for such targeting prevention came about from research showing the differential outcomes for young people in the youth justice system on the basis of ethnic background. When the data on all the minority ethnic groups is aggregated, their representation in the total youth offending population is broadly proportional to their proportion of the 10 to 17 year old population.
 However, the representation of young people from different ethnic groups in the youth justice system varies widely. For example, Black and Mixed race young people are substantially over-represented and Asians are under-represented in the system. 

YJB research from 2004 found that disproportionate sentences and disposals were given to BME young people.
 Some findings included: 

· A slightly greater tendency for ethnic minorities to have been committed to the Crown Court

· The higher rate of prosecution and conviction of mixed-parentage young males 

· The higher proportion of prosecutions involved black young males 

· The greater use of the more restrictive community penalties for Asian and mixed-parentage males – especially those aged between 12 and 15

· The greater proportion of black and Asian males that had been remanded in custody before sentence, especially the greater proportion of black males remanded whose proceedings had not resulted in a conviction

Suffolk 
Adhering to YJB guidance, Suffolk produced a Race Audit and Action Plan. The plan charted key statistics on young people and youth justice in Suffolk, YOS staff, and targets to improve outcomes for the future. After talking with YOS staff, it seems as if the Audit and Action Plan has not been revisited since its creation. In addition to this, although YJB guidance from 2001 required that YOTs should have a ‘written equal opportunity policy, strategy and implementation plan to deliver equal opportunity obligations’, there was no known equality policy or race equality impact assessment for Suffolk YOS. The race equality impact assessment for the council contained no reference to the YOS. 

In order to develop a local picture of youth offending, we have analysed statistics provided by Suffolk YOS. From this data we find that Black/Black British and Mixed young offenders are over-represented in the numbers of offences committed. Table 1 below lists the percentages of offences committed by ethnic background for the periods of 2004/05 and 2010/11.
 

In 2004/05, White young offenders committed the majority of offences, followed by Black/Black British, Mixed, Asian/Asian British and Chinese and Other. The ethnicity for 5.1% of young people committing offences was not known in that period.
 When we compare 2004/05 to 2010/11 we find that there was a 50% decrease in the total offences committed, however the decrease was not even across groups. For example, there was no recorded change in proportion of offences committed by white young offenders, and the only decrease in offences committed was by young people of Black/Black British backgrounds (3.5% to 2.21%). There were increases in the proportion of offences for young people classified as Mixed (1% to 6.96%), Asian/Asian British (0.8% to 0.96%) and Chinese or Other (0.1% to 0.34%). 

	Table 1: Total Offences by ethnic group – number and percentage of total (Suffolk); 2004/05 & 2010/11



	
	 
	White
	Mixed
	Asian/Asian British 
	Black/Black British 
	Chinese or Other
	Not Known 
	Total 
	

	2004/05
	Number 
	3874
	43
	34
	153
	3
	220
	4327
	

	
	Percentage of Total
	89.5%
	1%
	0.8%
	3.5%
	0.1%
	5.1%
	100%
	

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	2010/11
	Number 
	1866
	145
	20
	46
	7
	0
	2084
	

	
	Percentage of Total
	89.5%
	6.96%
	0.96%
	2.21%
	0.34%
	0%
	100%
	


In order to gain a full understanding of the implications of these figures, we have compared them to the population by ethnic background. Table 2 below lists the percentage of the 10-17 population by ethnic background for 2004/05 and 2008/09.
 By looking at ethnic groups’ proportion of the population, we are able to see examples of over and under representation in offences committed. 

	Table 2: Percentage of the 10-17 population by ethnic background (Suffolk); 2004/05 & 2010/11

	
	White
	Mixed
	Asian/Asian British 
	Black/Black British 
	Chinese or Other
	Not Known 

	Population (Aged 10-17) 04/05
	95.6%
	2.4%
	0.6%
	0.7%
	0.7%
	n/a

	Population (Aged 10-17) 2008/09
	93.34% 
	2.95% 
	1.59% 
	1.07% 
	1.04% 
	 n/a


For the 2004/05 period, there was an overrepresentation of offences committed by Asian/Asian British and Black/Black British young people in comparison to their proportion of the local population. By the 2010/11 period, there was an overrepresentation of offences committed by Mixed and Black/Black British young people in comparison to their proportion of the location population. 

In terms of re-offending, we see there is an over-representation only among Black/Black British groups. Table 3 represents the 93 cases of re-offending by ethnic background for the 2010/11 period in Suffolk. Considering the small sample size, we need to treat these figures with caution; in order to determine whether this overrepresentation is an issue, further analysis would be needed which compared cases over a longer period of time. 

	Table 3: Re-offending by ethnic background (Suffolk); 2010/11

	
	White
	Mixed
	Asian/Asian British 
	Black/Black British 
	Chinese or Other
	Total 

	Cases
	87
	2
	1
	3
	0
	93

	Percent of Total 
	93.5% 
	2.2% 
	1.1% 
	3.2% 
	0.0% 
	100%

	Population (Aged 10-17) 2008/09
	93.34% 
	2.95% 
	1.59% 
	1.07% 
	1.04% 
	100%


Table 4 includes a breakdown for particular offences, by ethnic group.
 Comparing the 2004/05 and 2010/11 period, there was an overall decrease in the cases of Breach of Bail (70, 42), Breach of Order (129, 128) and Racially Aggravated (22, 16). It is important to bear in mind the small sample when comparing across groups – for example, a 12.5% increase could represent 2 cases.

However, when considering the cases by ethnic group, we find that there has not been uniform change across each group. For example, in terms of Breach of Bail, there was a proportional increase among White (95.2%) and Mixed (4.8%) groups. 
There was an overall decrease in cases of Breach of Order. While there was a decrease in overall cases for the White group, there was an increase in cases for every minority ethnic group, with the exception of Chinese and Other. When comparing the 2010/11 Breach of Order cases with the 2008/09 population figures, we find that there is an overrepresentation of cases from Mixed (10.9%), Asian/Asian British (2.3%) and Black/Black British (3.1%) backgrounds as compared with their proportion of the population. 

Racially Aggravated offences contributed a very small portion of the total offences for all groups in 2010/11, at 0.8%. The disproportionately high incidence of cases by Mixed and Black/Black British groups may come as a surprise; 4 cases (25% of total) and 2 cases (12.5% of total) respectively. It is worth noting the shift in Racially Aggravated offences by ethnic category while acknowledging that racially motivated crime can be committed by any ethnic group,.

	Table 4: Percentage of Offence Committed by ethnic group (Suffolk); 2004/05 & 2010/11



	
	 
	White
	Mixed
	Asian/Asian British 
	Black/Black British 
	Chinese or Other
	

	Breach of Bail 
	2004/05 
	88.6%
	0
	1.3%
	8.9%
	0%
	

	
	2010/11
	95.2%
	1.4%
	0%
	0%
	0%
	

	
	

	Breach of Order 
	2004/05 
	93.8%
	1.6%
	0.8%
	3.9%
	0%
	

	
	2010/11
	83.6%
	10.9%
	2.3%
	3.1%
	0%
	

	
	

	Racially Aggravated  
	2004/05 
	95.5%
	4.5%
	0%
	0%
	0%

	
	2010/11
	62.5%
	25%
	0%
	12.5%
	0%


In terms of offences committed, there could be many reasons for the change in figures. For example, there may be an actual rise in actual offences committed by ethnic group. However, with the decrease of cases falling under the ‘unknown’ ethnic category, it is plausible that the change is a result of improved ethnic monitoring. The nearly 7 fold increase in the proportion of offences committed by young people of Mixed backgrounds may be a result of a rise in self-identification as being ‘Mixed’ – as opposed to identifying as a single group (for example, Black/Black British) or being placed in the unknown group. Another reason for the change could be the impact of policing; in the national context we know that black young people are almost twice as likely as their White peers to enter the criminal justice system as a result of police use of stop and search.
 According to the Suffolk Police Authority, over the 2010/11 period people categorized as Black and Mixed were 3.7 and 2.3 (respectively) times more likely to be stopped and searched than people categorized as White.

It is also important to bear in mind that the figures also hide ‘less visible’ minority groups. Suffolk’s Race Audit and Action Plan identified that the current reporting system did not allow for the monitoring of Gypsy/Irish Travellers or asylum seekers, and this would need to be addressed in future monitoring practice. In correspondence with YOS staff, it was clarified that their case management system has 21 ethnicity categories (See Appendix F). In this system they are able to mark cases of young people from Gypsy/Irish Traveller backgrounds. It would be critical for Suffolk YOS to keep additional statistics on young people from Gypsy/Irish Traveller, asylum seeking and migrant backgrounds in order to assess whether there is any overrepresentation among these groups. 

Key Points from Recorded Data
· Suffolk YOS do not have a separate equality policy or have an independent equality impact assessment from the council

· there are clear national trends that show an over-representation of Black and Mixed young people in the youth justice system

· despite the overall decrease in offences committed by young people from 2004/05 to 2010/11, the decrease has not been uniform 

· by the 2010/11 period, there was an overrepresentation of offences committed by Mixed and Black/Black British young people in comparison to their proportion of the location population

· offences committed by the Mixed group represents the largest disproportionality 

· the growing number of young people of mixed ethnic backgrounds and their representation among the offences committed make this a key area for further investigation

· despite being identified in Suffolk YOS Race Audit and Action Plan, it is uncertain whether there are particular concerns in youth justice around Gypsy/Irish Travellers, asylum seekers or migrants due to the lack of recorded data
ASSET Audit 

We conducted a case file audit of 15 young offenders using the Audit developed in Appendix B. During the audit, particular attention was aimed at cataloguing any issues that related to ethnicity, culture and experiences of racism, finding evidence that the young person was consulted in their case, and how the offence related to the intervention plan.

Ethnicity, Culture and Language 

As highlighted in the Literature Review section of this document, incomplete or inconsistent data affects the quality of comparison and analysis of the service on different service users. Best practice in ethnic monitoring states that people should be allowed to self-identify. As people may not define themselves from using standard categories, at the least the person should be presented with the standard list that the YOS uses. If they are unhappy with any of the options, they should be allowed to use a fill-in option. 

Suffolk YOS employs the ethnicity codes suggested by the 2001 Census, however in e-mail correspondence it was clarified that the YOS uses these full 21 ethnicity options rather than the standard 16 plus to fill in fields. Out of the 15 cases, all but 2 were male. The young people fell into the following categories: 3 White British, 7 Mixed, 2 Asian/Asian British, 2 Black/Black British and 1 Any Other Group.

By auditing the cases, the researchers found that despite having a standard list, there were inconsistencies in recording ethnicity in and across cases. For example, the most inconsistencies in recording were found among the Mixed group, which represented seven cases. In three of those cases it was specified to ‘Mixed White and Black Caribbean’, three were identified as ‘Mixed’ only, and one was identified as Any Other Mixed Background. In two of the ‘Mixed’ only cases, information in the case file clarified that the young people were of Mixed Black backgrounds (though, not specified). Further, one of these cases was recorded as ‘Mixed’ in the first instance and ‘Black Other’ in their Vulnerability Management Plan. In one case the young person, identified as ‘African’, under normal ethnic monitoring would be aggregated into the Black/Black British group. However, when reviewing the case file it seemed plausible that the young person could have been categorised as Mixed White and Black African. 
In three cases, the young people were identified as White British in the first instance. However, when reviewing the case file it became apparent that the young people may identify as Gypsy/Irish Traveller. In two instances this ethnic identification was consistent with recorded evidence in the file that the young person stated they had been discriminated against because of their ethnic background/heritage in the past. However in one case the young person’s ethnicity was speculated by the key worker through their observation of the young person’s home and family.

The Race Audit and Action Plan stated that, ‘information regarding travellers, refugees and asylum seekers is not currently recorded,’ which then results in the ‘inability to research offending by this group of young people; because they are not a separate group on the database.’ It was recommended that ‘ethnicity data for both these groups needs to be recorded on the database and then analysed at the end of a 12 month period.’ As these cases were suggested for review for the purposes of this research despite being categorized as White British, Suffolk YOS must have implemented a system which monitors for Gypsy/Irish Travellers. However, it is not clear how this system is implemented or recorded from the perspective of someone outside of the service.

In terms of language needs, there were two cases during the audit which recorded the need for an interpreter. One case was to communication with the young person and another case was to communication with the young person’s parents. In the case of communicating with the parents, a family member (sibling) was used for interpreting. This practice contradicts guidance from the Youth Justice Board, which states whenever possible an interpreter should be used rather than a family member – especially in cases of sensitive information. 

Racism, Discrimination and Interventions
One theme the researchers identified for the audits was whether the case files recorded young people’s experiences of discrimination or racism. In 9 of the 15 cases there was recorded evidence that the young person either felt they were victim of discrimination or unfair treatment, though it was not always clear whether this was due to their racial or ethnic background. The experiences of discrimination/racism were recorded to have occurred in school or when the young person was out generally. Unfair treatment was mostly cited by police use of frequent stop and search. 

Two of the cases related directly to previous experiences of racism and at least three more cases referenced that racism had affected the young people’s behaviour and actions. One case mentioned that the young person had been the victim of racism in the past; however he said that these experiences had not impacted his behaviour. Despite the evidence in the case file that many of the young people had felt they had been discriminated against, there was only one case that noted the presence of racial tensions in the Neighbourhood section of the ASSET. 
In addition to checking for indicators of racism, the researchers noted whether the young person’s experiences of discrimination or racism were in their intervention plan. There were two cases in which the offence was a response to racism. These were reflected in the intervention plan through activities to build resilience in thinking and behaviour and/or with managing anger and coping with discrimination. In three other cases, the intervention plan took in account previous treatment through activities that would help the young person respond to different situations (such as bullying) – even though there was no written evidence that the offence was a result of racism. 

One case directly related to helping the young person of a migrant background to learn about British gender norms and non-discrimination. This case contained evidence that the key worker had very thorough discussions with the young person on their life, family and culture, which was discussed sensitively throughout the file. The file was clearly labelled when updated which aided with following the progress of the case. From the case file it seemed that the key worker involved provided a great deal of support to the young person to reduce their risk of re-offending. 

Consulting Young People 

The ‘What do YOU think’ form provides an opportunity for consulting and including the young person in their intervention. The areas of the form cover risks in the young person’s life that could lead to re-offending. A National Children’s Bureau report found that on the whole, young people and practitioners respond well to the ‘What do YOU think’ form, despite being a formal process covering a limited amount of information. This report suggested that the ‘What do YOU think’ form should be completed at various stages of the young person’s time with the YOT, in order to record changes in their circumstances.
 

During the audit of cases, we found in many case notes there was evidence that the young person was consulted on different aspects of their personal experience, circumstances and opinions. 

However, despite representatives of Suffolk YOS considering the ‘What do YOU Think’ section is mandatory, we found that 11 out of 15 cases had either had their forms sent to probation because the case had been transferred or there was no record that they had been completed at all.
Key Points from ASSET Audit 

· The YOS should ensure that monitoring young people of all backgrounds is consistent and detailed as possible following national best practice of self-identification. Young people should be consulted in identifying their background from a list, and if not sufficient, be allowed a write-in option. 

· There is a particular importance for monitoring those identifying as mixed, as these young people have the greatest overrepresentation in offences committed. Having more information on their heritage can help provide a deeper understanding of the quantative data. 

· As these national categories do not include smaller groups, namely Gypsy/Irish Travellers, asylum seekers, and people of migrant backgrounds, it may be necessary for key workers to complete the ASSET according to the national model, but identify an area within the ASSET to include this relevant information. 

· The YOS should ensure that in cases where English is not the first language of the young person or their parent/carer, a professional interpreter is used. 

· Discrimination, racism and unfair treatment may be experiences that the YOS should address with BME young people in case it impacts their thinking, behaviour and risk of re-offending

· The ‘What do YOU think’ form should be completed by the young person at least once during their time working with the YOS. In cases where young people refuse to complete the form, this should be noted in their case file.  

II. Experiences of Parents/Carers, Young People and YOS Staff 
This next section seeks to give context to the first section of this report. The researchers sought the experiences of the following key stakeholders: parents/carers, young people and the YOS staff. These groups were identified as having important perspectives on the service, from the side of use and provision. However it would be misleading to only conceive of these responses in terms of ‘service’ – it is important to note that often relationships develop based on the motivation for helping these young people out of the youth justice system. 

Parents/Carers Questionnaire 

A questionnaire was sent out to the parents and carers of the young people whose cases may be audited for this research. From the responses, all of the parents/carers were happy with the service and they felt their child/young person was treated fairly. It is important to bear in mind that only four questionnaires were returned to ISCRE; due to such a small sample, the results can not be held to be representative of parents and carers’ views and experiences. 

These responses have been summarized below according to the question prompted: 
· None of the respondents reported difficulties in communicating with the YOS.

· None of the respondents felt that they or their child/young person was treated negatively or differently because of their ethnic/cultural background. 

· None of the parents felt that the ethnicity of their child/young person’s YOS worker had an impact on their involvement with the YOS 

· For the question on whether the YOS has taken in consideration the child/young person’s ethnic/cultural needs

· One was blank

· One did not think their ethnic/cultural needs were considered, but that they were still treated fairly

· One felt they treated their child/young person fairly

· One person felt that the YOS was helpful with their child/young person’s specific needs

· For the question on whether the YOS can improve their service for children/young people of different backgrounds

· Three responded that there was no more that they could do 

· One responded that education on cultural backgrounds may help with building rapport, but that the service was excellent 

Key Areas from the Parents/Carers Questionnaire 
· One respondent felt that their child/young person’s needs were not considered but that they were still treated fairly. The difference between not having their needs met but still treated fairly may warrant further consideration of what makes up a fair or equal service. 

· The surveys which were returned were all positive. This may be an indication of parents/carers having a good relationship with their child/young person’s case worker, which would then compel them to complete and return a voluntary survey.

Interviews with Young People  
Four interviews were conducted with young people – three male and one female – who had been in contact with the Ipswich YOT.
 The young people were asked questions that were organized into an interview schedule which covered their current situation, their community, and their experience with the YOS (Appendix E). The responses have been summarized to present a snapshot of the possible experiences of BME young people with the Suffolk YOS.

Current situation 

All the young people described themselves as having a mixed ethnic background in some way – Mixed (White British and African), Mixed Caribbean (Jamaican and St. Lucian) and two were Mixed White and Black Caribbean. All the interviewees felt that they could identify with their ethnic backgrounds however none of the interviewees felt that they had any particular cultural needs. 

Community 

The interviewees had a mixed response about their local communities. Two described their area as nice while two other interviewees felt that people could be racist, singling out older people. Three cited being victims of racism either by people in the community, the police, and at school by peers and one citing low teacher expectations for black students. Despite the examples of the presence of racism, three respondents felt that BME people in their area were treated fairly. 

Experience with YOS

All four interviewees stated that they had good relationships with their key worker and they felt that they were treated fairly by the YOS. One interviewee acknowledged that even though he knew not all white people were racist, that all the people in positions of power in the youth justice system who ‘sent him down,’ were white. Despite feeling like this, he didn’t feel that the ethnicity of his key worker was important because regardless of their ethnic background, all his past key workers were there to help him. The other three interviewees also felt that the ethnicity of their key worker was unimportant. Another interviewee felt she might be able to relate to a black worker about racism, but emphasised the honest and comfortable relationship she had with her most recent key worker.  

The interviewees were asked whether they felt specific interventions were needed for BME young people. The responses were mixed; one felt that it wasn’t necessary as they were already treated equally; one said yes but did not know what that would mean in practice, while another said it might be good to mix with other black people. 
Key Issues from the interviews with Young People
· Young people felt that they were treated fairly by the YOS, and had good relationships with their current key worker. This is positive, as research has found that, ‘Unless the relationship between the worker and the young person is based on trust, openness and cultural awareness, it is unlikely that the intervention will be able to promote a positive sense of self in the young person’
 
· The young people did not feel that the ethnic background of their key worker was important. Wider research into this area has not been conducted and so there is no clear evidence as to how much young people would prefer youth justice staff to share their ethnic background

· Research has shown that YOT staff are the positively regarded authority figures for young people which is important as it has implications for responding positively to their intervention

· The YOS may consider incorporating the suggestions of their young people in planning intervention strategies as a way of capturing lessons from other people’s experiences and creating shared ownership in intervention plans

Interviews with Staff 

Two YOS staff members who work as case workers volunteered to be interviewed for the research. These staff members were asked questions (Appendix D) on their perceptions to offending relating to BME young people, the service for these young people and whether the service could be improved. Their responses offer insight into the kinds of issues that may emerge when working with BME young offenders.

The interviewees reflected on their experiences working with young offenders from different gender and ethnic backgrounds. While they were not able to say from their own experience whether certain offences are associated to young BME offenders, they both acknowledged that there are cases of differential treatment in terms of sentencing. These examples of differential treatment could be due to race, but in terms of sentencing, appearance of being middle class with parents present at hearings could be a factor in differential outcomes. In terms of risk factors associated to BME offending, they both cited exclusion from mainstream education and racism in terms of differential treatment by the police and being victim of racial abuse or violence. 

When asked about the service provided to BME young people, both interviewees spoke from their previous experience. They both emphasised the importance of listening to their young people/client and treating them fairly by taking in account their individual needs and personalities. 

While ASSET has no direct questions that relate to BME young people, both interviewees found ways of incorporating the needs of BME young people into assessment. The second interviewee felt that having separate questions to do with ethnicity may reinforce difference between White and BME people in interventions, and that instead the worker should acknowledge particular needs in every section. The first interviewee felt that there could be a direction question on prejudice in the self-esteem section, but suggested creating guidance on how to include specific needs or backgrounds in individual plans. Both interviewees stated that they found ways of incorporating specific needs and circumstances into ASSET by having discussions with the young person. These responses were similar to those found by YJB research, where some practitioners felt that ASSET was a good framework but its usefulness for meeting young people’s needs was determined by how the practitioner completed it.

Within Suffolk YOS, there are no specific services provided for BME young offenders. When asked about whether having a separate service would benefit these young people, one felt it would ‘make things worse’ and another felt that it may be beneficial if the young people could have a choice in who they want their key worker to be (i.e. similar ethnic background) and separate provision would ‘be a positive thing if the young people wanted to engage in it.’ YJB research was inconclusive as to whether separate provision was wanted by young people or whether it was more effective to decrease risk of offending.

Both interviewees felt that the service they provide is quite good and emphasised this was regardless of the ethnic background of their young person. They had differing views on diversity related training. One felt that if it was being offered, that it should be different from previous training sessions and that it should look at diversity holistically rather than having different training sessions that are about different ethnic groups. Another interviewee felt that key workers should undergo training to address possible stereotypes and assumptions they may hold, and that training should be statutory and revisited every three years.
Key Issues from the interviews with Staff 
· Neither of the interviewees felt that there were particular offences associated with BME young offenders 
· Both interviewees cited school exclusions and experiences of racism as risk factors that could lead to offending  
· ASSET was seen as an effective framework for BME young offenders, as long as the key worker kept individual needs and circumstances in mind  
· Neither interviewee felt that there was a need for separate services for BME young people, however one felt that it should be presented as an option so young people had the choice 
· From the two interviewees, the content of training should change and be updated, however present a holistic approach to equality and diversity 
VII. Conclusions 

This report sought to identify any particular issues relating to BME young offending in Suffolk in order to support practitioners to understand the experience of BME young offenders and embed race equality in practice. In order to achieve this, a variety of research methods were used to gain a national and local picture of BME youth offending and to find out the experiences of Suffolk YOS key stakeholders – young offenders, their parents/carers and the staff that work with them. 

The research sample for this study was small, in part due to the relatively small numbers of BME young people who come into contact with Suffolk YOS and in part due to lack of volunteers to participate in the research. Therefore, while this research does not present a comprehensive survey, it provides a picture of the different experiences of BME young people who come into contact with Suffolk YOS. The issues raised in this report provide a base for discussions on embedding race equality in the YOS and future research on BME young offenders and their experience with Suffolk YOS. 

Nationally there are patterns of overrepresentation of particular ethnic groups in youth offending. In Suffolk, despite the overall decrease in offences committed by young people from 2004/05 to 2010/11, the decrease has not been uniform across groups. In the period of 2010/11 period, there was an overrepresentation of offences committed by Mixed and Black/Black British young people in comparison to their proportion of the location population, with offences committed by the Mixed group representing the largest levels of disproportionality. 

Through the audit of case files, the researchers found an inconsistent delivery of ethnic monitoring, especially for people of Mixed and Gypsy/Irish Traveller backgrounds and of interpretation services.  In addition, despite the cases recording consultation with young people, the majority of the ‘What do YOU think’ forms were either with probation or had no evidence of being completed.   

The views of parents/carers and young people towards YOS staff was, on the whole, positive. Parents/carers and young people felt that the YOS staff treated young people fairly and had good relationships with their key workers. Even though only one young person suggested an intervention activity for young BME offenders, the YOS may consider consulting the young people who have used their services in devising intervention strategies for future young offenders.

Neither of the staff members interviewed during the research felt that there were particular offences associated with BME young offenders, however felt that school exclusions and experiences of racism could be potential as risk factors to offending. In terms of accommodating diversity, the interviewees felt that ASSET was an effective framework for BME young offenders, as long as the key worker kept individual needs and circumstances in mind. Neither felt that there was a need for separate services for BME young people; however one felt that it would be good to be able to provide them with a choice. 

Although there is a low base population of BME young offenders, the YOS should be prepared for working with more diverse clients. For example, the statistics show a steep rise in offenders from Mixed backgrounds, which present a clear need for accurate ethnic monitoring and understanding of some issues that people from mixed backgrounds – and indeed many minority ethnics groups - may face, including resilience against racism and promoting positive identities. 

While parents/carers and young people felt that they were treated fairly by YOS, the figures suggest that BME young people may not be treated fairly throughout the youth justice system. Despite creating a Race Audit and Action Plan in 2004, the YOS have not continued to use the plan. Additionally, despite a YJB requirement that YOTs have a ‘written equal opportunity policy, strategy and implementation plan to deliver equal opportunity obligations’, this information was not known to exist in correspondence with YOS staff. In order to address the proportional rise of offences committed by BME young people and disproportionate re-offending rates among Black/Black British groups, Suffolk YOS should devise a strategy which can help to reduce offending rates overall, but in particular BME groups. To do this, YOS can chose to embed providing an equitable service – one that takes in account individual circumstance or disadvantage – across the YOS. From the testimonies of the stakeholders, it appears very good work can be found within the service that focuses on equity, however to further progress, a service that is tailored to meet individual needs should be taken up by all key workers. The research has found that refreshed and holistic training and consulting young people for future interventions are two ways this could be achieved.   
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APPENDIX A: Questionnaire for Parents/Carers
The Role Suffolk Youth Offending Service (YOS) workers play in promoting equality
This questionnaire aims to identify the experiences of parents/carers of Non White British young people who have had contact with Suffolk YOS.
Please answer the questionnaire as accurately as you can as this information can help Suffolk YOS address any inequalities you feel are present within Suffolk YOS.
This questionnaire will be kept confidentially in accordance with the Data Protection Act.

1. Please indicate which ethnic group you consider yourself to belong to?

White

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 White – Irish 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 White - European 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Other White

Black
 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Black or Black British – Caribbean 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Black or Black British – African 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Other Black

Asian


 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Asian or Asian British – Indian 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Asian or Asian British – Pakistani 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Asian or Asian British – Bangladeshi

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Chinese 

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Other Asian

Mixed

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Mixed – White & Black Caribbean

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Mixed – White & Black African

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Mixed – White & Asian

 FORMCHECKBOX 
 Other Mixed

Other 

If you have selected ‘Other’ for any of the above please state which group you consider yourself to belong to:
2. Is English your 1st language 

Yes
 FORMCHECKBOX 

No  
 FORMCHECKBOX 

Have you experienced any difficulties in communicating with Suffolk YOS? Please explain: 

3. At any point have you felt your child/young person has been treated differently by Suffolk YOS (either positively or negatively) because of their ethnic/cultural background? Please explain:
4. At any point have you felt you have been treated differently by Suffolk YOS (either positively or negatively) because of your ethnic/cultural background? Please explain:
5. Do you think the ethnicity of your child/young person’s YOS worker had any impact on their involvement with Suffolk YOS? Please explain:
6. Do you think Suffolk YOS has taken into consideration your child/young person’s ethnic/cultural needs? Please explain:
7. Is there anything Suffolk YOS can do to improve their service for children and young people from different ethnic/cultural backgrounds? Please explain:
8. Any other comments? Please explain:
APPENDIX B: ASSET Race Equality Audit 

ISCRE Race Equality Audit 

Please ‘Save As’ this document by: the date, your initials, area, case of the day. Example: <<140611.JS.North.01>>

Name of Case Manager (CM)      

 FORMTEXT 
     
Initials of Young Person’s (YP) Case File Being Audited      
Core Profile

Monitoring
· Religion      
· Language      
· Ethnic group      
· Nationality/Citizenship      
· Is there a difference between the identification made by the CM and YP?      
	Assessment 
	Intervention needed?
	How does the Intervention address the Assessment need? 

	Offence details

What was the offence? 
	
	

	Offence analysis

Is there any indication of experience of discrimination or there was a racial motivation?

      
	
	

	Criminal History

· Number of previous convictions      
· Time since last conviction      
· What disposals and dates (if any)?      
	
	

	Care History 

· Accommodated by voluntary agreement from parents      
· Subject to a care order      
· Remand to local authority accommodation      
· Any relevant details      
	
	


Core Profile Numbered Sections

In this section, please quote any references to race/ethnicity/culture made by the CM in the evidence section. If there is no relevance, then leave this blank.
	Assessment 
	Intervention needed?
	How does the Intervention address the Assessment need? 

	1. Living Arrangements

a. Who has the YP been mostly living with over the last six months?      
b. Is it unsuitable      
c. Deprived household      
d. Living with known offenders      
e. Evidence      
f. Is there any noted difference between the ethnic/cultural background of the YP and the people they live with? If so, Explain      
	     
	     

	2. Family and Personal Relationships

a. Which family members has the YP been in contact with over the last six months?      
b. Significant adults fail to communicate with or show care/interest with YP?      
c. Evidence      
d. Is there any noted difference between the ethnic/cultural background of the YP and other family they have contact with? If so, Explain      
	     
	     

	3. Education, training and employment

a. Current ETE situation      
i. Evidence      
b. Educational qualifications      
c. Vocational/practical qualifications      
d. Severe lack of English?      
i. Evidence      
e. Bullied      
f. Poor relationship with teachers/tutors/etc      
i. Evidence      
	     
	     

	4. Neighbourhood 
a. Isolation/lack of accessible transported      
b. Racial/ethnic tensions      
c. Evidence      
	     
	     

	5. Lifestyle

a. Evidence      
	     
	     

	6. Substance use

a. Any correlation to offence and substance misuse? If so explain      
b. Evidence      
	     
	     

	7. Physical health

a. Any relevant health issues to be considered? If so explain      
b. Evidence      
	     
	     

	8. Emotional and Mental Health

a. Any relevant mental health issues to be considered? If so explain      
b. Evidence      
c. Any referrals to mental health services? Evidence      
d. Any relevant history of self-harm/suicide? Explain      
	     
	     

	9. Perception of Self and Others

a. S/he has difficulties with self-identity      
b. S/he has inappropriate self-esteem      
c. Sees him/herself as a victim of discrimination or unfair treatment      
d. Displays discriminatory attitudes towards others      
e. Evidence      
	     
	     

	10. Thinking and Behaviour

a. Evidence      
	     
	     

	11. Attitudes to Offending 

a. Evidence      
	     
	     

	12. Motivation to Change

a. Evidence      
	     
	     

	13. Summary of Dynamic Risk Factors

a. Asset Score

b. Any other relevant information      
	     
	     

	14. Positive Factors

a. Community factors – young person receives strong support from cultural and ethnic communities      
b. Any relevant evidence      
	     
	     

	15. Indicators of Vulnerability 

a. Evidence/related notes from management plan      

	     
	     


Risk of Serious Harm 

Evidence/related notes from management plan 

     
What Do You Think

Please outline any information from this section that is relevant to the YP’s cultural/racial/ethnic/language/religious background

     
Assessment Evaluation (ISCRE)

1. Is there evidence that the following issues (and their impact) have been assessed throughout? (Race, ethnicity, culture, religion, language, nationality)

     
2. If there was a language barrier, was an interpreter used? 

     
3. Is there any evidence that there was active engagement to carry out the initial assessment with the YP?

     
4. Is there any evidence there was active engagement to carry out the initial assessment with the parent/carer? 

     
5. Is there evidence that any diversity issues relating to parents/carers has been taken in account to help maximize the possible engagement in the assessment? (examples: different ethnic background, first language; etc)

     
6. Is there evidence that information about academic ability has been accessed from education records and where any difficulties have been identified they have further been explored? 

     
7. Is there evidence that information about school exclusions/managed moves/mid-term transfers have been accessed from education records and that this history has been further explored?

     
8. If there is evidence of any mental health assessments, is there evidence that these have been accessed?

     
9. Has the CM assessed the learning style of the YP?

Even if a formal tool is not used, evidence that consideration has been given to the YP’s individual needs will suffice (in particular numeracy/literacy, any disabilities, special needs, and interests).

     
Final Warning Profile

Was a final warning profile been used in conjunction with the core profile and are there any significant CM recordings?  

     
Intervention 

1. Is there evidence in the case file that the CM has taken in account the YP’s culture/religion/ethnicity/language/literacy when devising exercises/activities?

     
2. Is there evidence that interventions that have been delivered have reflected any diversity issues identified? 

E.g. was an interpreter used, did material take into account dyslexia?

     
Notes

1. Does anything in particular stand out in this case?

     
2. Comments on the tone/language used by the CM.

     
APPENDIX C: Interview Questions for Young People  

Current situation

· Name and where you live?

· What is your ethnic and or faith background?

· How much do you identify with your ethnic/faith background?

· Do you feel you have any particular cultural needs?

Community
· How do you perceive your local community?

· Do you feel that ethnic minorities are treated fairly where you live?

· Do you feel that you are treated fairly? Why? (if why not, could be opened to either offending history or ethnic background)
· Do you feel that you have been discriminated against because of your ethnic background? Describe a situation/example

Experience with YOS

· What kind of relationship do you have with your key worker

· Is the ethnicity of your key worker important? Why?

· How much input did you have in your intervention plan?

· Is there a need for BME specific interventions? Why?

· Was there a racist element to any of your offending history by you or another person? If yes how has this affected your attitude and behavior?

· What are your goals while you are with YOS?

· How are your activities with YOS helping you reach your goals? 

· Do you feel that you have been treated fairly or with respect by the YOS? Why?

APPENDIX D: Interview Questions for Staff 
1. Are there any types of offences that you feel are more associated with BME offenders than white ones?
2. What are the significant risk factors associated with BME offending?
3. How useful is ASSET in allowing you to meet the needs of BME young people?
4. Does Suffolk YOS provide any specific services exclusively to BME offenders?
5. Can you rate the overall service you provide for BME offenders from 1-5?
6. Do you believe you have been adequately trained to meet the needs of BME offenders?
7. What areas around training would you like to see covered regarding BME offenders?

APPENDIX E: Full Statistics on Offences Committed by Ethnicity, 2004/05 and 2010/11 

	Offences by ethnic background (2004/05 & 2010/11)

	 
	White
	Mixed
	Asian or Asian British
	Black or Black British
	Chinese or other
	Not known
	Total
	 

	Offence type 
	Number of offences and % of total offence type 
	Number of offences as % for the category
	Number of offences and % of total offence type 
	Number of offences as % for the category 
	Number of offences and % of total offence type 
	Number of offences as % for the category
	Number of offences and % of total offence type 
	Number of offences as % for the category
	Number of offences and % of total offence type 
	Number of offences as % for the category
	Number of offences and % of total offence type 
	Number of offences as % for the category
	Total number of offence type  and % of all offences in audit area 

	Year
	2004/05
	2010/11
	2004/05
	2010/11
	2004/05
	2010/11
	2004/05
	2010/11
	2004/05
	2010/11
	2004/05
	2010/11
	2004/05
	2010/11
	2004/05
	2010/11
	2004/05
	2010/11
	2004/05
	2010/11
	2004/05
	2010/11
	2004/05
	2010/11
	2004/05
	2010/11

	Arson
	42
	13
	1.1%
	0.7%
	0
	0
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0
	0
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0
	2
	0.0%
	4.3%
	0
	0
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0
	0
	0.0%
	0.0%
	42
	15

	
	100.0%
	86.7%
	
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	
	
	0.0%
	13.3%
	
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	
	
	1.0%
	0.7%

	Breach of bail 
	70
	40
	1.8%
	2.1%
	0
	2
	0.0%
	1.4%
	1
	0
	2.9%
	0.0%
	7
	0
	4.6%
	0.0%
	0
	0
	0.0%
	0.0%
	1
	0
	0.5%
	0.0%
	79
	42

	
	88.6%
	95.2%
	
	
	0.0%
	4.8%
	
	
	1.3%
	0.0%
	
	
	8.9%
	0.0%
	
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	
	
	1.3%
	0.0%
	
	
	1.8%
	2.0%

	Breach of Conditional Discharge 
	41
	18
	1.1%
	1.0%
	1
	3
	2.3%
	2.1%
	0
	0
	0.0%
	0.0%
	2
	2
	1.3%
	4.3%
	0
	0
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0
	0
	0.0%
	0.0%
	44
	23

	
	93.2%
	78.3%
	
	
	2.3%
	13.0%
	
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	
	
	4.5%
	8.7%
	
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	
	
	1.0%
	1.1%

	Breach of order
	121
	107
	3.1%
	5.7%
	2
	14
	4.7%
	9.7%
	1
	3
	2.9%
	15.0%
	5
	4
	3.3%
	8.7%
	0
	0
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0
	0
	0.0%
	0.0%
	129
	128

	
	93.8%
	83.6%
	
	
	1.6%
	10.9%
	
	
	0.8%
	2.3%
	
	
	3.9%
	3.1%
	
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	
	
	3.0%
	6.1%

	Criminal damage
	516
	219
	13.3%
	11.7%
	10
	7
	23.3%
	4.8%
	3
	0
	8.8%
	0.0%
	14
	9
	9.2%
	19.6%
	0
	0
	0.0%
	0.0%
	17
	0
	7.7%
	0.0%
	560
	235

	
	92.1%
	93.2%
	
	
	1.8%
	3.0%
	
	
	0.5%
	0.0%
	
	
	2.5%
	3.8%
	
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	
	
	3.0%
	0.0%
	
	
	12.9%
	11.3%

	Death/Injury by reckless driving 
	0
	0
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0
	0
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0
	0
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0
	0
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0
	0
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0
	0.00%
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0
	0

	
	n/a
	0.0%
	
	
	n/a
	0.0%
	
	
	n/a
	0.0%
	
	
	n/a
	0.0%
	
	
	n/a
	0.0%
	
	
	n/a
	0.0%
	
	
	0.0%
	0.0%

	Domestic burglary
	71
	82
	1.8%
	4.4%
	0
	11
	0.0%
	7.6%
	0
	2
	0.0%
	10.0%
	5
	2
	3.3%
	4.3%
	0
	0
	0.0%
	0.0%
	1
	0
	0.5%
	0.0%
	77
	97

	
	92.2%
	84.5%
	
	
	0.0%
	11.3%
	
	
	0.0%
	2.1%
	
	
	6.5%
	2.1%
	
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	
	
	1.3%
	0.0%
	
	
	1.8%
	4.7%

	Drugs offences 
	163
	102
	4.2%
	5.5%
	1
	5
	2.3%
	3.4%
	0
	1
	0.0%
	5.0%
	5
	2
	3.3%
	4.3%
	0
	1
	0.0%
	14.3%
	9
	0
	4.1%
	0.0%
	178
	111

	
	91.6%
	91.9%
	
	
	0.6%
	4.5%
	
	
	0.0%
	0.9%
	
	
	2.8%
	1.8%
	
	
	0.0%
	0.9%
	
	
	5.1%
	0.0%
	
	
	4.1%
	5.3%

	Fraud and forgery 
	28
	14
	0.7%
	0.8%
	0
	0
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0
	0
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0
	0
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0
	1
	0.0%
	14.3%
	0
	0
	0.0%
	0.0%
	28
	15

	
	100.0%
	93.3%
	
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	
	
	0.0%
	6.7%
	
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	
	
	0.6%
	0.7%

	Motoring offences
	760
	131
	19.6%
	7.0%
	6
	17
	14.0%
	11.7%
	0
	2
	0.0%
	10.0%
	25
	2
	16.3%
	4.3%
	0
	2
	0.0%
	28.6%
	123
	0
	55.9%
	0.0%
	914
	154

	
	83.2%
	85.1%
	
	
	0.7%
	11.0%
	
	
	0.0%
	1.3%
	
	
	2.7%
	1.3%
	
	
	0.0%
	1.3%
	
	
	13.5%
	0.0%
	
	
	21.1%
	7.4%

	Non-domestic burglary 
	96
	35
	2.5%
	1.9%
	1
	4
	2.3%
	2.8%
	2
	0
	5.9%
	0.0%
	3
	1
	2.0%
	2.2%
	0
	0
	0.0%
	0.0%
	1
	0
	0.5%
	0.0%
	103
	40

	
	93.2%
	87.5%
	
	
	1.0%
	10.0%
	
	
	1.9%
	0.0%
	
	
	2.9%
	2.5%
	
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	
	
	1.0%
	0.0%
	
	
	2.4%
	1.9%

	Public order 
	258
	183
	6.7%
	9.8%
	1
	12
	2.3%
	8.3%
	8
	0
	23.5%
	0.0%
	11
	2
	7.2%
	4.3%
	0
	1
	0.0%
	14.3%
	7
	0
	3.2%
	0.0%
	285
	198

	
	90.5%
	92.4%
	
	
	0.4%
	6.1%
	
	
	2.8%
	0.0%
	
	
	3.9%
	1.0%
	
	
	0.0%
	0.5%
	
	
	2.5%
	0.0%
	
	
	6.6%
	9.5%

	Racially aggravated
	21
	10
	0.5%
	0.5%
	1
	4
	2.3%
	2.8%
	0
	0
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0
	2
	0.0%
	4.3%
	0
	0
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0
	0
	0.0%
	0.0%
	22
	16

	
	95.5%
	62.5%
	
	
	4.5%
	25.0%
	
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	
	
	0.0%
	12.5%
	
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	
	
	0.5%
	0.8%

	Robbery 
	24
	15
	0.6%
	0.8%
	0
	3
	0.0%
	2.1%
	0
	3
	0.0%
	15.0%
	9
	2
	5.9%
	4.3%
	0
	0
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0
	0
	0.0%
	0.0%
	33
	23

	
	72.7%
	65.2%
	
	
	0.0%
	13.0%
	
	
	0.0%
	13.0%
	
	
	27.3%
	8.7%
	
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	
	
	0.8%
	1.1%

	Sexual offences 
	18
	44
	0.5%
	2.4%
	3
	1
	7.0%
	0.7%
	0
	0
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0
	0
	0.0%
	0.0%
	0
	1
	0.0%
	14.3%
	0
	0
	0.0%
	0.0%
	21
	46

	
	85.7%
	95.7%
	
	
	14.3%
	2.2%
	
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	
	
	0.0%
	2.2%
	
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	
	
	0.5%
	2.2%

	Theft and handling
	771
	304
	19.9%
	16.3%
	8
	25
	18.6%
	17.2%
	8
	1
	23.5%
	5.0%
	25
	4
	16.3%
	8.7%
	2
	0
	66.7%
	0.0%
	33
	0
	15.0%
	0.0%
	847
	334

	
	91.0%
	91.0%
	
	
	0.9%
	7.5%
	
	
	0.9%
	0.3%
	
	
	3.0%
	1.2%
	
	
	0.2%
	0.0%
	
	
	3.9%
	0.0%
	
	
	19.6%
	16.0%

	Vehicle theft 
	120
	29
	3.1%
	1.6%
	2
	6
	4.7%
	4.1%
	0
	1
	0.0%
	5.0%
	4
	1
	2.6%
	2.2%
	0
	1
	0.0%
	14.3%
	2
	0
	0.9%
	0.0%
	128
	38

	
	93.8%
	76.3%
	
	
	1.6%
	15.8%
	
	
	0.0%
	2.6%
	
	
	3.1%
	2.6%
	
	
	0.0%
	2.6%
	
	
	1.6%
	0.0%
	
	
	3.0%
	1.8%

	Violence against the person 
	618
	459
	16.0%
	24.6%
	7
	24
	16.3%
	16.6%
	10
	7
	29.4%
	35.0%
	32
	10
	20.9%
	21.7%
	1
	0
	33.3%
	0.0%
	19
	0
	8.6%
	0.0%
	687
	500

	
	90.0%
	91.8%
	
	
	1.0%
	4.8%
	
	
	1.5%
	1.4%
	
	
	4.7%
	2.0%
	
	
	0.1%
	0.0%
	
	
	2.8%
	0.0%
	
	
	15.9%
	24.0%

	Other
	136
	61
	3.5%
	3.3%
	0
	7
	0.0%
	4.8%
	1
	0
	2.9%
	0.0%
	6
	1
	3.9%
	2.2%
	0
	0
	0.0%
	0.0%
	7
	0
	3.2%
	0.0%
	150
	69

	
	90.7%
	88.4%
	
	
	0.0%
	10.1%
	
	
	0.7%
	0.0%
	
	
	4.0%
	1.4%
	
	
	0.0%
	0.0%
	
	
	4.7%
	0.0%
	
	
	3.5%
	3.3%

	Total 
	3874
	1866
	100%
	100%
	43
	145
	100%
	100%
	34
	20
	100%
	100%
	153
	46
	100%
	100%
	3
	7
	100%
	100%
	220
	0
	100%
	0.00%
	4327
	2084

	
	89.5%
	89.54%
	
	
	1.00%
	6.96%
	
	
	0.80%
	0.96%
	
	
	3.50%
	2.21%
	
	
	0.10%
	0.34%
	
	
	5.10%
	0.00%
	
	
	100%
	 


APPENDIX F: Ethnicity Codes, as used by Suffolk YOS  

1. White

2. British

3. Irish

4. Any Other White background

5. Mixed

6. White & Black Caribbean

7. White & Black African

8. White & Asian

9. Any Other Mixed Background

10. Asian or Asian British

11. Indian

12. Pakistani

13. Bangladeshi

14. Any Other Asian Background

15. Black or Black British

16. Caribbean

17. African

18. Any Other Black Background

19. Chinese or Other Ethnic Group

20. Chinese

21. Any Other

� The Appendices of this report contain the questionnaire to parents/carers (Appendix A), the ASSET Race Equality Audit (Appendix B), the interview questions to the BME young offenders (Appendix C) and the interview questions to YOS staff (Appendix D), statistics on offences committed by young offenders in Suffolk for 2004/05 and 2010/11 (Appendix E) and the ethnicity codes used by Suffolk YOS (Appendix F). 


� YJB (2010) Exploring the Needs of Youth Black and Minority Ethnic Offenders and the Provision of Targeted Interventions. London: Youth Justice Board. 


� Feilzer, Martina & Hood, Roger. (2004) Differences or Discrimination –  The summary of the report on minority ethnic young people in the youth justice system. London: Youth Justice Board. 


� The local area statistics of young offenders of BME backgrounds has been included in this report to give an indication of the local experience. We have used Suffolk YOS’ Race Audit and Action Plan as a baseline for comparison between 2004/05 – 2010/11 period. We have used this as it was the first data analysis of its kind and included future targets. The full data set is included in Appendix E. 


� The lack of known ethnicity identified in the Suffolk Race Audit and Action Plan – both in terms of offences for 2004/05 (5.1%) and in a proportion of cases overall (13.5%) – has affected the quality of analysis with more recent data.


� 2008/09 is the most recent data available for this cohort


� The inclusion of these particular offences was requested in a meeting with YOS representatives. Data for all offences can be found in Appendix E


� For more information regarding racially motivated offending, see: YJB (2010) Racially Motivated Offending and Targeted Interventions. London: YJB. 


� YJB (2010a): 23 


� Suffolk Police Authority (2001) Stop, Search and Encounter. Appendix A: Figure 7: Ratio of BME/White Stop & Searches by District and ethnicity – Apr 2010 to Mar 2011 compared to same period in previous year  


� Hart, Di and Thompson, Chris. (2009) Young People’s Participation in the Youth Justice System. London: NCB


� More interviews had been scheduled, however there were 4 missed meetings and 1 decided to withdraw their participation in the research


� YJB (2010a): 28 


� Ibid., 25 


� Ibid., 24


� Ibid., 89


� For more see section ‘Service provision for BME offenders’ in YJB (2010a)
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