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1. Executive Summary
The Youth Partnership Project (YPP) is a place-based project in the Southeast Corridor of
Perth which is trying to do something that most other programs in the youth justice space do
not touch. It is attempting to identify 8-11 year old boys who the research suggests will
inevitably end up in the youth justice system, before they actually do so, and change their
trajectory. Most other programs wait until young people have already shown up in the justice
system before intervening. This program tries to stop that experimentation because the
research tells us that 92% of young people become adult offenders if their first sentence
occurred when aged 10-12 years old.
The YPP recognises that the system is not working to catch these young people early and
instead it provides the support that they need, when they need it, and attempts to change
the outcomes that most people expect. The program uses a place-based approach by
bringing local senior WA police, child protection and education representatives together with
the YPP’s youth work and family support team to identify those young people with unstable
home environments, poor engagement in school, and families with significant criminal
histories, because the evidence tells us that these are the key risk factors for youth justice
engagement. The YPP seeks to deliver a flexible support program founded in extensive
information-sharing and collaboration across those institutions, and attempts to change the
nature of the interactions the boys and their families have with them. Save the Children
Australia operates the backbone organisation underpinning the YPP and has implemented
the Youth Intervention Program (YIP) practice framework used by members of the YPP team
to deliver the appropriate supports to young people and their families.
The risk profile of the 17 young people the subject of this report is summarised as follows:
●
●
●
●

On average, the parents of these boys had 25 prior criminal offences and 93% had at
least one carer with a criminal record. One boy had carers with a combined 80
offences.
On average, there had been 12 child protection reports for each young boy over their
lifetime and 94% of the boys were the subject of at least one child protection report.
One boy had more than 30 child protection reports.
The average school attendance rate of the boys was 79% for the 2 years before
entering the program; 2 boys had attended less than 50% of the time.
There was an average of 6.3 suspension days per boy, with a total of 106.5
suspension days across all participants over the previous 24 months. One boy had
25 suspension days.

This data tells the story of a group of boys who are starting life with significant
disadvantages. However, it is important to observe that the individual experience of these
risk factors varied quite significantly. For example:
●
●
●

There is one boy with 25 suspensions days but almost 30% of the cohort with zero
suspension days.
Two boys had parents committing > 60 offences, but 40% of the cohort had parents
with fewer than 10 offences.
One boy was the subject of 35 reports to child protection, but 35% of the cohort were
the subject of 9 or fewer reports and only 2 boys had been removed into out of home
care at some point in their lives.

And it is even more nuanced than this – for example the one boy with parents without any
criminal history at all, is the same boy with 25 suspension days.
This mixed experience across the cohort posed significant challenges in evaluating the
progress of the cohort at a general level, especially when combined with an extremely small
sample group. Indeed, amongst these 17 boys, only 7 have completed the program (cohort
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4) at the time of writing, and one boy from cohort 5 exited the program leaving a total of 16
boys. The balance of the boys in cohort 5 are 6-12 months away from completion.
The measurement framework designed for the purposes of this program focuses on four key
outcome areas, which align with both the evidence base and the program design:
●
●
●
●

justice outcomes
education outcomes
family outcomes
support system outcomes

As it is too early to comment on the 9 boys in cohort 5 who are in the middle of the program
intervention, we have focused our impact reporting on the 7 boys in cohort 4 who have
completed the program. Further, as the measurement framework was designed after cohort
4 had exited the program, we have made some adjustments to the measurement metrics so
that we could work with the available data.
While the following elevates our findings to summary conclusions, we reiterate that these
conclusions should be treated with caution – they are descriptive only and not statistically
significant. However, they are all supported by greater detail on the distribution of outcomes
to give a fuller picture of the experience and it is our view that a compelling, albeit
preliminary, story of change can still be told.
Justice outcomes
●

Offending: 100% of the cohort have successfully avoided offending behaviour as at
program exit.

●

Protective factors: There has been improvement in the ability to manage socialemotional behaviour (a protective factor) over time.

Education outcomes
●

Attendance rate: Three boys (43% of cohort 4) achieved school attendance rates of
90%+.
While this did not represent an overall change in the number of boys achieving that
attendance, one young boy increased from 77% at baseline to 98% at the end of the
program, while another slipped back to just below 90% at 87%.
At program exit, 4 boys (57% of cohort 4) were attending at rates higher than the
average attendance rate for Aboriginal young people at their respective schools
(which was 83% for both schools). This was one fewer boy than at the start of the
program.

●

Suspensions: there was a decrease of 85 suspension days across cohort 4 over the
program period.
On entry into the program, 6 young people (86%) were issued a total of 86
suspension days (ranging from 9-23 days) over the previous year; by the end of the
program the same number of young people (6 or 86%) had zero suspension days.
The boy who started with 23 suspension days ended up with just 1 day of
suspension in the first semester of 2021.

●

Literacy outcomes: Five of the boys in cohort 4 (71% of the cohort) improved their
reading age by more than two years within the relevant 12-month period. (There are
no recorded results for the other two boys in cohort 4.)
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Family outcomes
●

Child protection outcomes: While there were no new substantiated child safety
investigations or removals into out-of-home care during the program period, there
were two additional children the subject of child protection reports.
While aware of the potential of observation bias, the number of new reports on exit
totalled 7, with 4 of those relating to one boy.

●

Parenting skill outcomes: There was no improvement in the mean PEEM score
between the baseline and the endpoint. However, when broken down into selected
items, the cohort scores did marginally improve between the baseline and endpoint
in 9 out of the 14 items.

Support system outcomes
●

Engagement outcomes: 100% of the young people invited to participate in cohort 4
agreed to participate, and remained engaged till the end of the program period.

●

Systems improvement outcomes: the information-sharing and collaboration between
partners worked well some of the time, but not all of the time. For example, in the
case of one boy, child protection, police and schools worked in ‘lockstep’ to provide
the needed family and domestic violence supports in the home and developmental
learning supports at school. On the other hand, the YPP structure was insufficient to
expedite efforts to obtain stable housing for another family.
Nevertheless, service providers believed that the YIP/YPP approach to identifying
and supporting young people with such complex needs was a significant
improvement on business-as-usual and would ideally be replicated elsewhere if there
was sufficient funding.

Cost savings
Social Outcomes was asked to provide an indication of the government savings which could
be generated by the outcomes achieved by the program. In the absence of statistically valid
findings, an appropriate counterfactual and accurate predictive modelling on the likely
trajectory of these young people, we have only been able to make very broad
approximations based on existing studies. However, our calculations suggest that even the
most conservative estimate of just a 10% decrease in reliance on government services
across the cohort means that the program can pay for itself out of the savings it generates,
and this does not take into account the knock-on benefits of broader systems improvements.
Evidence-based impact measurement framework
Perhaps one of the most important aspects of developing this impact report has been the
creation of an evidence-based impact measurement framework which can be used in the
context of not just the YPP but any preventative, or early intervention, youth justice program.

2. Introduction
The Youth Partnership Project (YPP) is a collaborative initiative between state government
agencies, local government, and the not-for-profit community sector, led by a dedicated
backbone organisation which is hosted by Save the Children. Over the past four year the
partnership has developed a ‘YPP Model’, which is a proactive approach to youth justice. It
incorporates the Youth Intervention Program (YIP), a practice framework developed by Save
the Children, which is used by members of the YPP team in delivering services to young
people and their families.
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While initially it was intended that this report focus on Save the Children’s role in the YIP, it
became apparent that the YPP Model was a fundamental aspect of the YIP framework and
vice versa. The two programs are therefore considered as one for the purposes of this report
and we have referred to the project as the YIP/YPP. 1
The YIP/YPP is different to many other programs in the youth justice space which seek to
target young people who are at the early stages of their criminal offending because it seeks
to identify the young people before they have their first interaction with police – it is therefore
a genuine prevention program rather than an early intervention program. While, in principle,
working with high-risk young children to prevent escalation of problematic behaviours into
criminal behaviours is what government and philanthropic funders say they want, this
prevention focus raises several significant challenges including:
●

developing appropriate criteria for identifying those at greatest risk of entering the
justice system, before they actually do so (see further Section 4);
● providing supports that target the behaviours and environments which create the
most risk and provide opportunities for building the protective factors required to
prevent the young person entering the justice system;
● demonstrating the effectiveness of the program in preventing interaction with the
justice system when some are not old enough to be held criminally responsible within
the measurement period, and in any event where a ‘success’ is moving from ‘zero’ to
‘zero’ justice interactions (see further Appendix B);
● a scant evidence base on the cost savings that can be generated by effective
prevention (see further Section 8).
These challenges, amongst others, highlight the appropriateness of describing the YIP/YPP
as a pilot project and have manifested in significant changes in the program design over
time (see further Section 3). As a result, while the YPP Model pilot commenced in 2017 and
has engaged a total of 36 young people over 5 intake cohorts, this impact report focuses on
the outcomes experienced by the 17 participants engaged in the last two cohorts of Phase 2
of the pilot (cohorts 4 and 5), only 7 of whom (cohort 4) have had sufficient time to complete
the program.
The report describes outcomes in four key areas:
●
●
●
●

justice outcomes
education outcomes
family outcomes
support system outcomes

Whilst the very small sample size necessarily means that the outcomes reported here are
not statistically valid, they do tell a story of the potential of the program. Similarly, while the
estimations of the potential government cost savings generated by the program can only be
considered indicative, they do suggest that the program can pay for itself, at a minimum.
In collaboration with the Save the Children team, Social Outcomes has developed an impact
measurement framework (Section 6/Appendix A) which focuses in on the metrics that are
most meaningful for this cohort and is designed to inform consistent data collection going
forward. However, as the framework was developed almost two years after cohort 4 entered
the program, the current data sets do not match this framework completely.
Finally, we note that Save the Children has also commissioned a process evaluation report
from the Centre for Evaluation Innovation (‘the CEI Report’) 2 focusing on an analysis of the
YIP practice model. While that report covers some similar ground, this report focuses on the
1

While future similar Save the Children YIP projects need not necessarily take the same form of the YPP, some element of
interagency collaboration will likely be a feature
2
Taylor D, Clymer C, Rose V. 2021. Evaluation of the Youth Partnership Project: Final Report, Centre for Evidence and
Implementation, Sydney

Measuring the impact of YIP/YPP - December 2021

6

development of an impact measurement framework suited to a youth justice prevention
program, and gives that framework a ‘test’ run in the context of two cohorts.

3. The YIP/YPP has evolved over time
The rationale and genesis of the YPP Model is set out in the YPP’s Change the Story report
and is not repeated here. However, the following timeline illustrates that it is has been long
in the making:
Figure 1: YPP Timeline (Source – YPP)

As the timeline illustrates, the YPP Model is clearly intended to be a pilot program designed
to test, learn and adapt over time. The following Figure 2 summarises the changes made as
a result of that learning.
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Figure 2: YPP Model changes over time (Source – YPP)

This impact report relates to Phase 2 of the Pilot when the Youth Intervention Program (YIP)
Practice Framework was introduced, the pilot was expanded from Armadale to include
Gosnells, and the focus shifted to evolving the effectiveness of the intervention.
The key changes in Phase 2 include:
●

●
●

continuing the shift to earlier intervention
o younger age - shift from 10-12 year olds (Years 5-7 at school) to 8-11 year
olds (Years 2-5 at school)
o milder complexity (eg no threshold requirement of past school suspensions,
not currently a person of interest with police)
developing a practice model - the Youth Intervention Project Practice Framework
was developed by CEI and introduced to the program in late 2020. It is credited with
providing increased structure and support for the workers
improving processes between partner agencies (school principals, child protection
workers and police) to provide increasing levels of flexibility, engagement,
information-sharing and collaboration.
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4. Understanding the cohort being measured
While the YIP/YPP has gradually refined the focus of the program from early intervention
with an older highly complex cohort, to prevention with a younger slightly less complex
cohort, the selection criteria for the young people engaged in the program remains broad,
with the result that there is a significant diversity in the experiences and risk profiles across
the small sample group of 17 young people.

Selection process and criteria for cohorts 4 & 5
As the theory of change (see Section 5) highlights, one of the key goals of the YIP/YPP lies
in proactively engaging those children at greatest risk of entering the youth justice system at
an early age. Indeed Phase 1 of the pilot was very much focused on developing a selection
process and selection criteria which would achieve this goal.
Ultimately, the YIP/YPP settled on engaging boys aged 8-11 who:
1. are either related to/associated with criminal offenders OR a witness to an offence –
but not an offender themselves (Indicator 1); and
2. have had some interaction with the child protection system – be it report,
investigation OR removal (Indicator 2); and
3. have a poor attendance record (<59% over 24 months) OR suspensions OR other
critical behavioural incidents at school (Indicator 3); and
who may be experiencing any additional ‘soft’ indicators represented by Indicators 4-8 set
out in Figure 3 below.
Figure 3: Selection criteria (Source - YPP)

The YPP Model highlights that the ‘hard indicators represent those factors which the
evidence base suggests are key risk factors for future criminal behaviours’.3 These factors
reflect our own research.

3

The YPP practice manual cites McAtamney, A. and Morgan, A. 2009. Key issues in antisocial behavior. Canberra: Australian
Institute of Criminology. Retrieved, November 2016. Grgorenko, E. 2012. Handbook of Juvenile Forensic Psychology and
Psychiatry. At the Junction of Personality Theories: Working with Juvenile Offenders. p252-261. E-Book. Retrieved, November
2016. U.S Department of Justice. Office of Justice Programs. Office of Juvenile Justice and Delinquency Prevention. J. David
Hawkins, Todd I. Herrenkohl, David P. Farrington, Devon Brewer, Richard F. Catalano, Tracy W. Harachi, and Lynn
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The model also explains how the YPP Steering Group – which includes representatives from
WA child protection, education and police – works to identify those young people:
1. The Department of Education Regional Office identifies young people meeting
Indicator 3;
2. This list is provided to the Department of Communities – Child Protection and
Family Support, to identify any listed young people who meet Indicator 2;
3. A list of young people identified by both these Departments is provided to WA
Police, who note any young people who also meet Indicator 1;
4. The YPP Team collates the final list and presents to the YPP Steering Committee
who apply a scoring system to decide the final list of potential participants.
We note that each of Indicators 1-3 have very broad internal scope. For example, Indicator 1
treats a young person who might have an older brother with multiple drug offences in the
same way as a young person who has witnessed a crime on the street; Indicator 2 gives
equal weight to a young person who may be the subject of a single child protection referral
with a young person who has been removed into state care; and Indicator 3 puts the same
weight on a young person who may have had a period of low school attendance, as a child
with 15 school suspensions.
While the evidence base suggests that each of these elements are legitimate risk factors for
future criminal activity, the breadth of the risk profile within each of the indicators creates
significant challenges in clearly identifying the risk profile of the cohort. This, in turn, has
implications for program design and for designing an outcomes measurement framework
with relevant metrics, baselines and target levels of change, as discussed further in
Appendix B.

Profile of young people recruited into cohorts 4 & 5
The 17 boys who started in cohorts 4 and 5 had an average age of 8.6 years on entry and
were all under 10 years old. 53% (9/17) are Aboriginal Australians.
The profile of the cohort at the point of entry, measured against the 3 ‘hard indicators’ in the
selection criteria, is as follows.
Table 1: Cohorts 4 & 5 - risk profile
Indicator

Cohorts 4 & 5 - risk profile on entry into the YIP/YPP
On average, the carers of the young people had 25 prior criminal offences

1. Association
with people
with a criminal
history

2. Unstable
home
environment

14/15 (93%) of the young people had at least one carer with a criminal
record (incomplete police records for 2 participants)
●

2/15 (13%) had carers with a combined 60+ offences, with the highest
being 80 (carer#2 had 71 of those offences)
● 2/15 (13%) had carers with a combined 40-59 offences
● 4/15 (27%) had carers with a combined 20-39 offences
● 2/15 (13%) had carers with a combined 10-19 offences
● 4/15 (27%) had carers with a combined 1-9 offences
On average, there had been 12 child protection reports for each young
person over their lifetime

Cothern.2000. Bulletin. Retrieved, November 2016. U.S Department of Justice. Office of Justice Programs. Office of Juvenile
Justice and Delinquency Prevention. Juvenile Violence Research. OJJDP Report to Congress. Characteristics and Patterns of
At-Risk Juveniles and Factors That Contribute to Violence Committed by or Against Juvenile. Retrieved, November 2016.
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Indicator

Cohorts 4 & 5 - risk profile on entry into the YIP/YPP
16/17 (94%) of the young people were the subject of at least one child
protection report over their lifetime.
●
●
●
●

1/17 (6%) was the subject of 30+ reports
2/17 (12%) were the subject of 20-29 reports
7/17 (41%) were the subject of 10-19 reports
6/17 (35%) were the subject of 1-9 reports

12/17 (70%) of young people were the subject of at least one child safety
investigation over their lifetime
●
●

10/17 (59%) were the subject of 1-3 child safety investigations
2/17 (12%) were the subject of 4-5 child safety investigations

2/17 (12%) of young people had been taken into out-of-home-care over their
lifetime

10/17 (59%) of young people were living in homes who had experienced
family violence, according to child protection or police records.
The average school attendance rate over the previous 24 months was 79%

3. Educational
disengagement

●
●
●
●
●
●

2/17 (12%) had attendance rates of < 50%
0/17 (0%) had attendance rates of 50%-59%
1/17 (6%) had attendance rates of 60%-69%
4/17 (24%) had attendance rates of 70%-79%
6/17 (35%) had attendance rates of 80%-89%
4/17 (24%) had attendance rates of 90%-99%

There were 106.5 suspension days across all participants over the previous
24 months with an average of 6.3 days per person
●
●
●
●
●

5/17 (29%) young people had zero suspension days
5/17 (29%) of young people had between 0.5-5 suspension days
2/17 (12%) of young people had between 5.5-10 suspension days
4/17 (24%) of young people had between 10.5-20 suspension days
1/17 (6%) of young people had >20 suspension days (25 days)

Regarding the ‘soft’ indicators, the young people in cohorts 4 & 5 all come from financially
disadvantaged backgrounds and are enrolled in schools with ICSEA (Index of Community
Socio-Educational Advantage) ratings placing them in the lowest quartile of schools in
Australia (ranging from the 9 th to the 21st percentile) (criteria 4).4 Clinical assessments
conducted after the young people entered the program suggest that 100% of the young
people had experienced childhood trauma, 10/17 (59%) had a form of learning disability
(including ADHD, dyslexia, autism), one had an intellectual disability and 10/17 also
experienced a mental illness (including depression and anxiety) (criteria 7).
As noted above, the breadth of the criteria has resulted in a group of children with a broad
range of experiences, generating quite a mixed risk profile. For example:
●
●

4

there is one boy with 25 suspensions days but almost 30% of the cohort (5/17) with 0
suspension days;
two boys had parents committing > 60 offences, but almost 30% of the cohort (4/15)
had parents with fewer than 10 offences;

See myschool.edu.au for ICSEA scores.
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●

one boy was the subject of 35 reports to child protection, but 35% of the cohort (6/17)
were the subject of 9 or fewer reports and only two boys had been removed into outof-home care at some point in their lives.
And it is even more nuanced than this – for example the one boy with parents without any
criminal history at all, is the same boy with 25 suspension days.
It can also be observed that the story told by the ‘headline bolded items’ in Table 1, which
seek to generalise across the cohort, is different to the story told when drilling down on these
numbers. This is the result of working with a cohort experiencing a wide range of factors
each of which has a very broad spread (eg 0-25 suspension days, 0-80 criminal offences,
44%-99% school attendance rates) combined with a sample size which means that just one
child makes up 6% of the intake cohort.
The challenges posed by this mixed risk profile and small sample group, in terms of
designing an impact measurement framework is discussed in greater detail in Appendix B.
The small sample group also means that it will not be possible to report on statistically
significant rates of change across the cohort and the provision of averages or other
aggregated figures will necessarily be weak representations of what is really going on
amongst the cohort. However, the theory of change and measurement framework design
has taken this into account and it remains our view that a compelling, albeit preliminary,
story of change can still be told.

5. The YPP/YIP theory of change
Alongside the learnings throughout the pilot program, there has been an evolution of the
theory of change for the YIP/YPP. The current working theory of change set out below builds
upon the previous iterations by:
●
●
●
●

articulating the problem that the program is trying to solve;
developing hypotheses as to how the program will address that problem;
elaborating on the outcomes that the program expects young people and their
families to experience over time; and
incorporating the key systems improvements sought to generate those individual
outcomes within the one theory of change.

YIP/YPP problem statement and hypotheses as to
how to address it
The problem being addressed by YIP/YPP, and the hypotheses for how the problem is being
solved is illustrated below. It can be seen that there is a focus on addressing the failure of
the current systems to appropriately identify and support young people at risk of
engagement early enough and well enough. The goal is to leverage the genuine
engagement of educational, justice-related and child protection agencies in the YPP to
identify the right kids early enough to constructively and empathetically support the young
people to build their engagement with school, stabilise family environments and develop
positive social networks, in order to prevent exposure to the juvenile justice system.
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Figure 4: Theory of change - problem statement and hypotheses

The problem YIP/YPP are trying to solve is: government institutions (schools, family services, police) currently fail to identify and support young
people with complex needs early, collaboratively and constructively, thereby increasing the risk of engagement in the justice system

Desired Impact: The YIP/YPP prevents young people's exposure to the juvenile justice system

Hypothesis 1: Relationships

Hypothesis 2: Education support

Hypothesis 3: Family support

Hypothesis 4: Youth support

Focussing on a targeted cohort in
a limited geography allows for
deep, early, positive and
coordinated institutional
identification and engagement,
facilitated by strong relationships
amongst providers and between
providers and clients, and a
comprehensive knowledge of the
families and their histories.

Working with schools allows for
early and positively focussed
intervention, which reduces
escalation into youth justice
systems. In particular, supporting
schools with clinical assessments
of young people and the tools to
integrate behavioural and
educational strategies matched
to the young person's social,
emotional and developmental
needs provides a more
empathetic and constructive
response.

Working with families to increase
stability, safety and security at
home reduces escalation into the
child protection system. Where
interaction with child protection
is required, the response is
informed by a deep knowledge of
family circumstances and
coordinated with complementary
support services, and is therefore
more empathetic and
constructive.

Working with young people to
build protective factors like
positive social networks, life skills
and management of socialemotional behaviours, reduces
escalation into offending.
Where interaction with police
occurs, the response is informed
by a deep knowledge of family
circumstances and coordinated
with complementary support
services, and is therefore more
empathetic and constructive.

YIP/YPP theory of change
To solve the identified problem and apply the identified hypotheses, the YIP/YPP program can apply its capabilities to achieve the short,
medium and longer term outcomes described in Figure 5 below.
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Figure 5: Theory of change - short, medium and long term outcomes
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6. The YIP/YPP impact measurement
framework
The following measurement framework builds upon the theory of change and focuses on the
metrics designed to inform Save the Children’s impact reporting to internal and external
stakeholders. Impact reporting has two aspects:
●

●

Impact management - the data you collect to inform yourselves whether your
activities are working the way you expect them to. The metrics for impact
management often focus on short term outcomes and lead indicators of more lasting
change. This is the area where SCA may choose to collect additional data than
proposed in this framework.
Impact measurement - data which focuses on the key impact that is created and
what changes in the lives of your beneficiaries.

Figure 6: Theory of change, impact management and impact measurement

While the focus of this report is on impact measurement, we have also included some of the
lead indicators (or impact management metrics) because cohort 5 has not yet had the
opportunity to complete the program and so it is not possible to report that impact.
We further note that the program may wish to monitor areas outside those specified in the
framework set out in Figure 7 in order to further inform program learning and adaptation and
enhance its impact management.
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The YIP/YPP impact measurement framework (overview)
The more detailed impact measurement framework is set out in Appendix A where the metrics, analytical approach and data sources are also
discussed. However, the following table describes the key areas of impact being measured, the frequency of the measurements (6 monthly)
and the different comparison points over time.
We note that while the 7 participants in cohort 4 were in the program for a total of 20 months (entry December 2019 and exit July 2021), it is
the intention that, in future, the period of time over which the YIP/YPP offers support will cater to the needs of the young boy and the program
design allows for a 24 month intensive program period. Therefore, the timing of the ‘end-of-program’ and ‘post-program’ outcomes may vary.
Figure 7: Impact measurement framework (overview)
Impact Management

Impact Measurement

(Baseline and shorter term lead indicators)

(Longer term outcomes)

Short term outcomes

Intermediate outcomes

End-of-program outcomes

Post-program outcomes

(0 & 6 months)

(12 & 18 months)

(24 months or program exit)

(30 months or 6 months after exit)

Educational support
School attendance rate in cohort at
baseline and 6 months

Change in school attendance rate Change in school attendance rate
compared to baseline and previous compared to baseline
periods

Change in school attendance rate
compared to baseline and program exit

School suspensions in cohort at
baseline and 6 months

Change in school suspension days Change in school suspension days
compared to baseline and previous compared to baseline
period

Change in school suspension days
compared to baseline and program exit

School engagement at baseline and 6 Changed school engagement
Changed school engagement
months
compared to baseline and previous compared to the baseline
period

Changed school engagement
compared to the baseline and program
exit
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Impact Management

Impact Measurement

(Baseline and shorter term lead indicators)

(Longer term outcomes)

Short term outcomes

Intermediate outcomes

End-of-program outcomes

Post-program outcomes

(0 & 6 months)

(12 & 18 months)

(24 months or program exit)

(30 months or 6 months after exit)

Literacy and numeracy skills at
baseline and 6 months

Changed literacy and numeracy
Changed literacy and numeracy
compared to baseline and previous compared to the baseline
periods

Changed literacy and numeracy
compared to the baseline and program
exit

Youth support
For those at age of criminal
responsibility
●

Police cautions/diversions at 6
months

For those at age of criminal
responsibility
●
●

For those at age of criminal
responsibility
●

Change in police
cautions/diversions
Reoffending

●
●

For those at age of criminal
responsibility

Change in police
cautions/diversions
Reoffending since first caution
Convictions

If sufficient sample size, comparison
with proxy admin baseline on
reoffending
Protective factors for preventing entry
into juvenile justice system

●
●
●

Change in police
cautions/diversions
Reoffending since first caution
Convictions

If sufficient sample size, comparison
with proxy admin baseline on
reoffending

Change in protective factors
Change in protective factors compared Change in protective factors compared
compared to baseline and previous to baseline
to baseline and program exit
period
Family support

Child Protection and Family Support
(CPFS) interactions
●
●
●

Reports
Substantiated investigations
Removals/reunifications

Change in CPFS interactions
●
●
●

Reports
Substantiated
investigations
Removals/reunifications

Change in CPFS interactions
●
●

Change in CPFS interactions

Substantiated investigations
Removals/reunifications

●

Removals/reunifications
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Impact Management

Impact Measurement

(Baseline and shorter term lead indicators)

(Longer term outcomes)

Short term outcomes

Intermediate outcomes

End-of-program outcomes

Post-program outcomes

(0 & 6 months)

(12 & 18 months)

(24 months or program exit)

(30 months or 6 months after exit)

Parenting skills

Family housing stability for next 12
months

Change in parenting skills
Change in parenting skills compared
compared to baseline and previous to the baseline
period

N/A

Change in family housing stability
for next 12 months

N/A

N/A

Systems support

Client engagement and retention

Client retention

Client retention

Systems improvement – processes

Systems improvement – practise

Systems improvement – change

●
●

Protocols for sharing
information between
providers
Protocols for collaboration
amongst providers

●

Case studies illustrating
information sharing and
collaboration amongst
providers

●
●
●

Providers articulate
improvements
Providers advocate for change
beyond YIP/YPP
Caregivers report trust in
system

Systems improvement – change
●
●

Caregivers report ongoing trust
in system
Young people report positive
experiences

As this report is for the purposes of impact measurement (rather than impact management), the following Section 7 describes the end of
program outcomes only. However, because the impact measurement framework was only developed as part of this impact reporting process,
there are some areas where we have had to adjust the metrics to use currently available data sets. Those adjustments are described in
Appendix A.
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7. Program impact
Clarification of sample size, data timing and
reporting implications
As can be seen from the impact measurement framework set out above, it is the intention
that the metrics making up the impact measurement are the outcomes achieved as at
program exit and then 30 months later, so that the results reflect the cumulative impact of
the program intervention.
As noted above, the 7 young people making up cohort 4 began the program in
December 2019 and exited the program approximately 20 months later in July 2021.
Those 7 boys attended two different schools (4 at School A and 3 at School B). As
they are the only young people who have ‘exited’ the program, the summary impact
reporting relates only to them. However, there has been insufficient time to track the
post-program outcomes.
Given the overall sample size, we have also described the 12-month achievements of the
young people in cohort 5 to demonstrate progress. Ten young people began the program in
September 2020 as cohort 5. One exited the program after 11 months because he moved
out of the school area, and thus the cohort reduced to 9 young people for the purposes of
reporting. The 9 participants attended 3 schools (2 at School B; 2 at School C and 5 at
School D).
All of the data used for the purposes of impact reporting has been provided by Save the
Children and while it has been analysed by Social Outcomes, the accuracy of the data has
not been independently verified by us. The data is current as at September 2021. All other
data usage clarifications are included in notes in the data tables.

Justice system outcomes
Offending outcomes
There has been 100% success in avoiding offending behaviour as at program exit.
This result pertains to the 6 young people who had exited the program by August 2021 who
were aged 10+ on exit, and therefore capable of being held criminally responsible.
Of the 9 young people in cohort 5, one has been issued a caution 12 months after entering
the program. No young person has been convicted of an offence.
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Building protective factors
Through YPP I came to know how to use some problem-solving
techniques to manage conflicts.
YIP/YPP participant
I know zones of regulation and how they work. It helps me to be calm
in the class and I always try to keep myself in the green in and out of
class.
YIP/YPP participant
As discussed further in Appendix A, the Youth Outcomes Star measurement tool has not yet
been applied by YIP/YPP, and so we have not been able to assess the effectiveness in
building protective factors in the way suggested by the measurement framework. However,
the CEI Report did analyse the results of the Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire (SDQ)
which was used to measure the ability of the young people to manage their social-emotional
behaviour - one key protective factor.
While CEI highlights the need to be cautious interpreting the results given the small sample
size, their report found that the number of young people in the cohort falling into the highest
risk category (‘substantial risk of clinically significant problems’) decreased from 36.4% at
baseline to 17.6% at the endpoint. Conversely, the number of participants in the lowest risk
category (‘clinically significant problems in this area are unlikely’), grew from 54.5% to
70.6%. This suggests improvement in the ability to manage social-emotional
behaviour across the two cohorts, over time.
CEI also compare the performance of cohorts 4 and 5 against the results of the West
Australian Aboriginal Children’s Health Survey (WAACHS) which used the SDQ to measure
the emotional and behavioural health of Aboriginal children aged 4-17. They note that the
YIP/YPP result of 70.6% in the lowest risk category was slightly better than the WAACHS
Aboriginal population norms (64.6%) and slightly worse than the non-Aboriginal norms
(74.9%).

Education outcomes
Attendance outcomes
Three young people (43% of cohort 4) achieved school attendance rates of 90%+.
While this did not represent an overall change in the number of young people
achieving that attendance, one young boy increased from 77% at baseline to 98% at
the end of the program, and another slipped back to just below 90% at 87%.
The proportion of young people who were attending at rates higher than the average
attendance rate of Aboriginal children at the school (which was 83% at both School A and
School B) remained stable at School B (1/3 or 33%). At School A, whereas all four young
people started above the school average, one young boy slipped from 85% to 76%
attendance at exit.
While the average cohort attendance rate at each school is not particularly meaningful when
splitting a small sample of 7 to an even smaller sample of 4 and 3, those results show that in
School A the average cohort attendance rate slipped a little but remained above the school
average, and at School B the average cohort attendance improved from below the school
average to just above the school average.
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Table 2: Attendance rate data - cohort 4
Metric

Entry5 # / %

Exit6 # / %

Change # / %

Attendance rate 90%+

3 / 43%

3 / 43%

0 / 0%

Attendance rate 80-89%

3 / 43%

1 / 14%

-2 / -29%

Attendance rate 70-79%

1 / 14%

3 / 43%

+2 / +29%

Attendance rate <70%

0

0

0

Proportion of cohort attending
above average school attendance
rate7

School A:
4 / 100%

School A:
3 / 75%

School A: -1 / -25%

School B:
1 / 33%

School B:
1 / 33%

School B: 0 / 0%

School A: +7.3%

School A: +5.4%

School A: -1.9% but
still above at exit

School B: -2.1%

School B:
+1.4%

School B: +3.5% to
above at exit

School A (av 83%): 4 young people
School B (av 83%): 3 young people
Average cohort attendance rate8
compared to average school
attendance rate

For cohort 5, the range of attendance rates at program entry was 18%-100% and 12 months
later was 47%-100%. Those two extremes were both experienced at School D. As there are
only two young people at each of Schools B and C any change within those schools will be a
change of either 50% or 100%. As noted elsewhere, this spread of attendance results in
such a small sample means that any generalised quantitative results (like % change) must
be treated with great caution. Nevertheless, there has been some improvement with two
more young people attending at least 90% of the time and one more boy moving up to the
80%-89% range.
Table 3: Attendance rate data - cohort 5
Metric

Entry9 # / %

12 months10 # / %

Change # / %

Attendance rate 90%+

1 / 11%

3 / 33%

+2 / +22%

Attendance rate 80-89%

1 / 11%

2 / 66%

+1 / +11%

Attendance rate 70-79%

4 / 44%

1 / 33%

-3 / -33%

Attendance rate <70%

3 / 33%

3 / 33%

0

School B: 0/0%

School B: 1/50%

School B: +1 /+50%

School C: 0/0%

School C: 2/100%

School C: +2
/+100%

Proportion of cohort above school
average
School B (av 83%): 2 young
people
School C (av 78%): 2 young
people

5

The entry rates refer to attendance rates in the 6-month period prior to entry (S2 2019)
The exit rates refer to attendance rates in the 6-month period prior to exit (S1 2021)
7
The school average attendance rate is the average attendance rate for Indigenous Students at the school as at Term 3 2019
(the most recently reported attendance rates).
8
Note that the average cohort attendance rate is the average cohort attendance for the kids at that school. At School A at
baseline= 90.34%, at exit=88.35%. At School B at baseline= 80.93%, at exit=84.43%
9
The entry rates refer to attendance rates in the 6-month period prior to entry (S1 2020)
10
The 12-month mark rates refer to attendance rates in the 6-month period prior to the 12-month mark (S1 2021)
6
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Metric

Entry9 # / %

12 months10 # / %

Change # / %

School D (av 82%): 5 young
people

School D: 1/20%

School D: 2/40%

School D: +1/+20%

Average cohort attendance rate11
compared to average school
attendance rate

School B: -8%

School B: -2%

School C: -3%

School C: +12%

School D: -27%

School D: -8%

School B: +6% but
still below at exit
School C: +15% to
above at exit
School D +19% but
still below at exit

Suspension outcomes
The reduction of suspension outcomes is a highlight of the educational outcomes for
the cohort – with a decrease of 85 suspension days across cohort 4 over the program
period.
On entry into the program, 6 young people (86%) were issued a total of 86 suspension
days (ranging from 9-23 days) over the previous year; by the end of the program the
same number of young people (6/86%) had zero suspension days.
The boy who started with 23 suspension days ended up with just 1 day of suspension in the
first semester of 2021.
While it is beyond the scope of this report to analyse the reasons behind this dramatic
improvement, it may well be that the hypothesis in the theory of change which relates to
education support has played out in the case of suspensions. That hypothesis posits that
‘supporting schools with the tools to integrate behavioural and educational strategies
matched to the young person’s social, emotional and developmental needs provides a more
empathetic and constructive response’ to issues that arise at school.
Table 4: Suspension data - cohort 4
Metric

Entry12 # / %

Exit13 # / %

Change # / %

0 suspension days

1 / 14%

6 / 86%

+5 / +71%

0.5-5 suspension days

0 / 0%

1 / 14%

+1 / +14%

5.5-10 suspension days

1 / 14%

0 / 0%

-1 / -14%

>10 suspension days

5 / 71%

0 / 0%

-5 / -71%

Total suspension days across the cohort

85

1

-84

The starting point for cohort 5 is significantly different with just 1 suspension day in total on
entry (albeit that this data only covers the 6 months prior to entry rather than 12 months prior

11

School B average cohort attendance at baseline= 75%, at 12 months=81%; School C at baseline=75%, at exit=90%; School
D at baseline=55%, at exit=74%.
12
The suspension figures on entry cover the 12-month period prior to entry (S1+S2 2019)
13
The suspension figures on exit cover the 6-month period prior to exit (S1 2021)
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for cohort 4). Total suspension days increased to 4, at 12 months (all incurred by the same
boy). The boy who received the 4 suspension days started with zero.
Table 5: Suspension data - cohort 5
Metric

Entry14 # / %

12 months15 # / %

Change # / %

0 suspension days

8 / 89%

8 / 89%

0 / 0%

0.5-5 suspension days

1 / 11%

1 / 11%

0 / 0%

5.5-10 suspension days

0 / 0%

0 / 0%

0 / 0%

>10 suspension days

0 / 0%

0 / 0%

0 / 0%

Total suspension days across the cohort

1

4

+3

Literacy outcomes
While there was no standardised approach to measuring changes in reading ability across
the cohort throughout the relevant measurement period, the PM Benchmark Literacy
Assessment16 tool was used with 15 of the 17 young people across the two cohorts upon
entry and then again 12 months later.
According to those results, 100% of those 15 young people increased their reading
abilities to some extent and five of the young people in cohort 4 improved their
reading age by more than two years within the relevant 12-month period. We have no
results for the other two young people in cohort 4.

Case study demonstrating a shift in school engagement
As Appendix A sets out in greater detail, the Connections, Capacities and Meanings (CCM)
tool has not yet been administered across the cohort and so to describe the impact of the
program on school engagement we have included the story of a boy who entered the
program with very significant risk factors and gradually improved the way he engaged at
school.
It is fitting that this is the place in the impact report that we have the opportunity to more fully
describe the complexity of the experiences of these children, as that complexity frequently
‘spills out’ in behaviours that take place at school. Particularly for young people who come
from unstable homes, school becomes the place where peer networks are built, or not; it is
the place where young people gain self-confidence or lose it; it is the place where they see
their positive potential or give up on their aspirations; it is the place where they gain the
basic skills they need to survive, or they do not. It is also an environment where a group of
motivated and equipped teachers and other professionals have an opportunity to gather
around a struggling child and give them the support they need to emerge from their
complexity. Making the most of this opportunity is core to the YIP/YPP theory of change.
The CCM tool attempts to capture many of the protective factors which can be built at
school, however even when the YIP/YPP does have access to CCM results, we recommend
that case studies remain part of the impact reporting to ensure that a fuller story of the range
of circumstances which impact on school engagement can be told. While each story will be
different, the story of Kenny (not his real name) illustrates how the YIP/YPP team and its
partners can work together to address a young person’s barriers to learning. We note that

14

The suspension figures on entry cover the 6-month period prior to entry (S1 2020)
The suspension figures at 12 months cover a 6-month period (S1 2021)
16
See: https://cengage.com.au/primary/browse-series/pm/pm-benchmark-literacy-assessment
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some of the details of this case study have been changed to protect the identity of the young
person in the program. The quotes, however, are real.

Kenny’s story
Kenny is a 9-year-old Indigenous boy who has been the subject of 12 child protection
reports. He lives with his two younger sisters, his 15-year-old cousin and his mother.
Kenny’s father, who is currently in prison, has been convicted of 24 offences, 13 of which
are drug-related and three of which are violent offences. Kenny’s mother has been convicted
of 6 offences and suffers from mental illness. Kenny’s cousin has been convicted of 3
offences.
School suspensions and attendance
Kenny had been on suspension for 14 days in the year before he came into the program,
and had only attended school 61% of the time. The school was concerned about his growing
disengagement.
He was often in quite a negative mindset when he came into school…he’d be quite
distressed and anxious, and that translated straight over into anything we were doing
in class…. You could tell that if he was in a negative mindset that he would have a lot
of difficultly engaging with anything that we were doing
Diagnosing, managing and catering to a learning disability
Kenny has been on his school’s radar since he started there. The school principal and
teachers knew he came from an unstable family environment and were concerned about the
impact on Kenny’s learning capacity. More specifically, the school suspected that Kenny
might have a learning disability but needed a medical diagnosis in order to get him the
necessary supports.
When Kenny came into the program, the YIP/YPP staff worked to gain the trust of Kenny’s
mother and supported her to attend the medical appointments necessary to obtain a
diagnosis.
…it was only yesterday that we received the final medical assessment which will give
him access to [the support he needs] … and so that’s something that we have been
trying for many years to do, and that’s a significant step forwards…
Ultimately Kenny was diagnosed with autism, ADHD and anxiety, and was prescribed
medication to manage his conditions. However, Kenny’s mother struggled to manage his
medication regime consistently and, as a result, Kenny’s behaviours were sometimes erratic
and disruptive:
[The school called the YPP saying that Kenny] was not at school on Thursday and
then today presenting as anxious, crying and agitated… again querying his meds
and concerned for his wellbeing... we went to pharmacy and the script was not
collected….
The YIP/YPP worked closely with Kenny’s mother, child protection staff and the school to
improve management of the medication with the result that:
[Kenny] has engaged more positively in the last couple of days this week…This is
linked to his medication.
When Kenny entered the program at 8 years old his reading level was equivalent to 5-6.5
years old and one year later it had increased by two years to the level of a 7-7.5 year old.
While Kenny is still on a modified learning program and his academic progress is behind his
peers he has progressed greatly since entering the YIP/YPP program:
[Kenny] has shown significant’ improvement academically, linked to how he has
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engaged and how his confidence has been built up.
Building friendships
Building peer connections and feeling included are two key aspects of the CCM tool. Before
he started in the program, Kenny was struggling to maintain friendships but by the end of the
year that had started to turn around:
At the beginning of the year, there were complex issues which were manifesting in
‘physical niggling’ of peers which alienated some of the positive relationships he
had…In the last two terms, these have been building back up, as this behaviour has
resolved. Last week he spoke about one of the things he is going to miss [from] this
year is a friendship he’s made with another student... which is a big step for [Kenny],
as he hasn’t had that solid friendship that he can rely on.
Building trust with teachers and other adults
It is unsurprising that Kenny had difficulty trusting adults.
At the start of the program, he was quite withdrawn and standoffish... he had lots of
issues trusting people working with him and engaging in learning tasks…
However, over time, Kenny began to feel valued and open up to the YIP/YPP team and the
trust built there started spilling over to trust in the school teachers:
[The participants] really look forward to the YPP sessions, and it’s really helped their
confidence, it’s really helped their general demeanour in class and I think that links
really closely to behaviour as well…it’s clear that they are cared for and that they are
listened to and if they’ve got any problems or anything they need to talk about, then
they are going to be listened to… and for someone like [Kenny] that’s really important
to build up that trust and know there are people that are here to help you and to build
you up.
Increasing participation in learning activities
The teachers started noticing increased participation in class activities which they attributed
to his increased happiness:
His general demeanour has improved significantly - He comes into school just
happier! You can see him, when he comes in that he’s feeling happier and he’ll have
a smile on his face, he’ll be more willing to talk to you. And that has translated
straight into the classroom, he’ll be a lot more likely to participate in whole class
activities, and in terms of every new learning activity we give him, he’ll be a lot more
open to trying it. For example, the class was playing a whole class game … which
required a lot of interaction between students and free form discussion. Normally
[Kenny] would have withdrawn from that - wouldn’t have even stayed in the room
because of the noise and stress. Last week, not only did he sit with the group – he
participated … and that’s something I don’t think he would have been able to do at
the beginning of the year.
Building stability at home
For a time, Kenny’s family faced eviction and the stress of the housing situation had a direct
impact on Kenny’s school attendance:
[Kenny’s mother] stated she still hadn’t taken [him] to school because she keeps
being rejected for houses and didn’t need the hassle.
The housing stress also impacted on Kenny’s mother’s parenting capacity.
It is extremely frustrating that [Kenny’s mother] appears to want to do the right thing
by the children but without the [parenting supports] in place … the family are all
declining, resulting in school attendance, mental wellbeing and safety being
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impacted.
The YIP/YPP brokered housing support services which ultimately helped the family find
alternative accommodation and worked with intensive family supports services to ensure
that Kenny’s mother got the help she needed to provide a more stable home environment.

Family outcomes
Child protection outcomes
While there were no new substantiated child safety investigations or removals into
out-of-home care during the program period, there were two additional children the
subject of child protection reports. While aware of the potential of observation bias,17 the
number of new reports on exit totalled 7, with 4 of those relating to one boy.
Table 6: Child protection data - cohort 4
Metric

Entry18 # / %

Exit19 # / %

Change # / %

Zero CPFS interaction maintained

5 / 71%

3 / 43%

-2 / -29%

New reports to CPFS

2 / 29%

4 / 14%

+2 / +29%

New substantiated Child Safety
Investigations (CSI)

0 / 0%

0 / 0%

0 / 0%

New removal into out-of-home care

0 / 0%20

0 / 0%

0 / 0%

New restoration to family

0 / 0%

0 / 0%

0 / 0%

In relation to cohort 5, four families were the subject of a total of 8 new child protection
reports at the 12-month mark, 3 of which were in relation to one boy. There were no new
substantiated child safety investigations or removals.
Table 7: Child protection data - cohort 5
Metric

Entry21 # / %

12month22 # / %

Change # / %

Zero CPFS interaction (maintained
from entry)

7 / 78%

4 / 44%

-3 / -33%

New reports to CPFS

2 / 22%

4 / 44%

+2 / +22%

New substantiated Child Safety
Investigations (CSI)

0 / 0%

0 / 0%

0 / 0%

New removal into out-of-home care

0 / 0%

0 / 0%

0 / 0%

New restoration to family

0 / 0%

0 / 0%

0 / 0%

In the context of YIP/YPP, ‘observation bias’ refers to the possibility that the participants in YIP/YPP may be the subject of a
higher number of child protection reports during their participation in the program, because there are a number of mandatory
notifiers and other professionals who are ‘observing’ the family. We note however that in WA, only suspected sexual abuse
falls under mandatory reporting requirements.
18
The child protection figures on entry cover the 6-month period prior to entry (July-December 2019)
19
The child protection figures on exit cover the 6-month period prior to exit (Jan-June 2021)
20
While one child was in OOHC prior to entry, there were no new removals within the first 6 months.
21
The child protection figures on entry cover the 6-month period prior to entry (Jan-June2020)
22
The child protection figures at the 12-month mark cover the previous 6-month period (Jan-June 2021)
17
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Parenting skill outcomes
The CEI Report analysed the outcomes of the Parent Empowerment and Efficacy Measure
(PEEM) tool used to measure family functioning across cohorts 4 and 5.
The CEI Report firstly compared the mean overall scores of the YIP/YPP to the mean scores
in PEEM validation study and found them to be ‘broadly comparable’. However, we note that
there was no improvement in the mean score as between the baseline and the
endpoint (albeit that the mean scores increased at the midpoint and then fell back down).
CEI also benchmarked the results with 14 selected items in the PEEM against the Footprints
in Time23 longitudinal study of Indigenous children. CEI found that ‘individual item scores
were consistently lower than those in the Footprints in Time study’. However, when broken
down into selected items, the cohort scores did marginally improve as between the
baseline and endpoint in 9 out of the 14 items.

Case study on housing stability
Placement into stable housing is not an explicit support area in the YPP Model, nor is it
specifically funded other than through brokerage. This is the reason it has not been included
as an impact measurement metric in the framework, other than as a lead indicator of
protective factors. However, as the YPP reported that significant effort has been put into
establishing stable housing for a number of families in the cohort, and in the absence of
fuller data on the other protective factors, we have included the story of Matt (not his real
name) to illustrate the program’s efforts in this area. We note that some of the details of this
case study have been changed to protect the identity of the young person in the program.
The quotes, however, are real.

Matt’s housing story
Matt is an 8-year-old Indigenous boy who lives with his younger brother, older sister and
father, who has 12 recorded criminal offences. His mother recently died of a drug overdose.
His father also struggles with drug misuse. The family is currently receiving intensive family
support services from child protection. Prior to entering the program, Matt had been issued
13 suspension days by the local school and had a 70% attendance rate at school.
A year after the death of Matt’s mother, the Department of Communities-Housing wanted to
move the family out of their current public housing accommodation to a smaller house in a
different area. The family were devastated as they had a strong local support network and
history with the location. The YPP/YIP and the child protection partners agreed that moving
the family out of the area would cause significant instability for Matt and his siblings and that,
in particular, moving schools could seriously impact on the progress that Matt was making,
with his attendance increasing dramatically over the past year (reaching 94% when he
exited the program) and zero suspensions issued.
YIP/YPP’s child protection partners supported Matt’s father to make the relevant applications
and empowered him to advocate his case. They also collaborated with a representative from
the Department of Communities-Housing to lobby for the family to stay in their current
housing. Ultimately the request was granted and Matt stayed in place.
Matt’s sense of safety and the family’s trust in the range of support services grew when the
request was granted.
I loved keeping our house after [Mum] passed away and staying safe in the same
neighbourhood I feel safe. (Matt)
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Department of Social Services. (2015). Footprints in Time: The longitudinal Study of
Indigenous Children - Report from Wave 5. Canberra: Australian Government.
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The work that the team did to empower Matt’s father in the context of the housing, rubbed off
into other areas of family life:
Dad has now started advocating for himself with the school and for his children
(Caseworker)

Service system outcomes
Unlike the other categories where the end of program outcomes are the culmination of a
consistent approach to impact measurement, there are five distinct areas of inquiry
regarding the systems outcomes:
1.
2.
3.
4.
5.

Engagement (from entry to exit of program)
Systems improvement – processes (short term only)
Systems improvement – practice (medium term only)
Systems improvement – provider and caregiver perspective (exit from program)
Systems improvement – young person’s perspective (post-program)

While only two of those are the focus of the end of program outcomes (items 1 and 4), as
this is the first impact report, we have covered each of the areas briefly.

Service engagement outcomes
100% of the young people identified to participate in cohort 4 consented to engage
and remained in the program for a full 18-month period. This is an impressive result
given the levels of mistrust in the system and the barriers experienced by many in this
cohort.
In cohort 5, 10 of the 12 people identified to participate consented to engage and 9 of those
young people are still in the program.
One of those who did not engage in cohort 5 was no longer living with the carer who lived
within the relevant geographical location. The other chose not to engage despite
encouragement from the YPP Team and relevant school.
The boy who exited the program after 11 months did so because the only stable
accommodation available to his primary carer was outside the relevant geographical
location. The YIP/YPP was instrumental in supporting the family to find this stable
accommodation, and the boy was referred to alternative supports.

Systems improvement - processes and resources to support
information-sharing and collaboration
As the theory of change highlights, one of the key purposes of the YIP/YPP is for schools,
child protection and police to work together in a way that the young people and their families
get the right supports at the right time delivered in a way that is effective for them. Amongst
other things, this involves vastly improved information-sharing and collaboration between
service providers and, in particular, between schools, child protection and police. This allows
the relevant parts of the system to understand the complete story of the young people and
their families, and work together to apply their expertise and address the complexities of the
cases. It also requires significant investment in building trusting relationships with the
families.
The Steering Committee for the YPP includes representatives from the Department of
Communities – Child Protection and Family Support and Housing, the Western Australia
Police Force (WAPOL), the Department of Education, the City of Gosnells and Save the
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Children Australia. The Memorandum of Understanding signed by those parties states as its
purpose:
The Youth Partnership Project (YPP) is a strategic project, bringing state government
agencies, local government and the not-for-profit community sector to work better
together to improve outcomes for young people with complex needs….The group will
work together to provide effective and transparent decision making and advice to
ensure the successful implementation of the YPP Model.
The MOU includes a commitment to the following shared principles:
Figure 8: YPP Steering Committee Principles
Principles of Working in Partnership

Principles of working with young people and families

Collaborative

Trauma-informed

Relationship-focused

Strength-based

Courageous

Culturally responsive

Evidence-informed

Youth-centred

Dynamic

Family and community inclusion

Accountable

Relationship-based

The information-sharing protocols clarify that:
Information and data will be shared between Steering Committee members to
improve outcomes for children, young people and families and better coordinate the
delivery of services. It will also facilitate the following:
•
•

Identify potential program participants;
Understand the family history of potential participants to ensure they meet the
project criteria;
• Monitor the impact of the participants engagement with the program…
Once selected, Save the Children will obtain consent from the children and families
to share relevant data and information between the members of the Steering
Committee in order to facilitate the provision of holistic support…
A specific agreement with WA Police goes into further detail to commit to:
Information sharing and continuous communication
●
●
●

Identify young people with complex needs at risk of engaging with tertiary service
and subsequently in the justice system early
Share crucial information to address needs and concerns in a client-focused and
holistic manner
Ensure communication with and between stakeholders, organisations and clients
is continuous, purposeful and transparent

Improve collaboration and partnerships
●
●

Increase connectedness and alignment of youth partner organisations, including
staff working directly with young people and systems that support young people
Support sharing and access to resources (including human resources) and
funding that build collaboration.
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Save the Children, as the backbone organisation, ensures the YPP Team are resourced
appropriately and dedicates staff time to facilitating regular communications between parties.

Systems improvement in practice
The theory of change makes clear that it is not enough to write protocols for improved
information sharing and collaboration; those processes need to be executed well for it to
mean anything.
As anticipated in the measurement framework, the Save the Children team provided
information drawn from case notes, Steering Committee meeting minutes and an interview
with a staff member, regarding the cases of three randomly selected young people (15% of
the cohort), to illustrate the way the information sharing and collaboration is working in
practice.
Those notes clearly indicated that a substantial element of the program’s work lies in
supporting the young people and their families to identify and attend a large range of
services outside of the program itself. Those services include mental health and counselling
services (both youth and adult), AOD support services, suicide prevention services,
domestic and family violence services, legal services, employment services, parenting
support groups, community youth groups, recreational camp opportunities, sporting clubs,
nutrition services, educational psychologists and emergency relief amongst other things. The
notes suggest that the Save the Children team accompanied clients to several of these
meetings and facilitated the sharing of information to help build trust and improve the
experience of clients with these various providers.
The case studies also reveal a substantial amount of time placed on advocating for clients
within and between the Department of Communities (both Child Protection and Family
Support and Housing areas), and Department of Education. Some of the case notes suggest
that the institutional presence on the Steering Committee facilitated a quicker resolution to
some crises than would normally be expected.
For example, in the case of one family, when the team leader became aware of a family and
domestic violence situation, it was quickly escalated within child protection because of the
strong relationships between partners. Once the escalation was made, appropriate supports
were provided to the young person and the parents. In that same case, the team worked
closely with child protection and the school to ensure that the boy could get the medical
diagnoses he needed to get support for the developmental challenges he was facing:
The YPP agencies and [Save the Children] staff were brought into lock step in their
management of [the boy]. We shared info about the diagnosis with school and parent
– working for consistency of approach across everyone.
There were also notes suggesting that at other times the communication and collaboration
between partners was less than ideal. For example:
[Child Protection and Family Services] are aware, but not involved (or had little
information to share) as they thought there was a lot of community/family support
around. School has the most information about him, but still don’t know him well.
Communication continues to be a key challenge. Everyone has a piece of
information, but not enough information.
However, upon realising these gaps, the YPP provided additional funding to the school to
hire an education assistant to support this young boy and others in the YPP program. The
results were significant:
[He] has probably raised 3 levels of reading...he’s probably been non-compliant with
any of the testing in the past...without that support though that never would have
happened...schools just don’t have the funding
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Another less-than-ideal example of collaboration occurred in the context of a housing crisis:
In [Steering Committee] meetings, we’d raise the family’s desperate need for secure
housing and they never got back to us. The system is under a lot of pressure. They
didn’t have answers for us. There were roadblocks and [we had to] do it through
more ‘traditional ways’.
However, after the team orchestrated a concerted lobbying effort in collaboration with a
Department of Housing officer, the family was ultimately placed in permanent housing, albeit
outside the geography served by the program:
A highlight this month has been that the … Family have got a “forever house”
through the National Partnership Agreement on Housing (which was raised at the
Steering Committee several months ago). They are moving into a Dpt. Housing
property … with ongoing Mission Australia support. This is a really good outcome,
and there are lots of other promising things for this family despite ongoing challenges
including needing to relocate schools.
On the basis of the case notes provided to us, it appears that the leverage of having the
Steering Committee and operational partners ‘inside the tent’ works well sometimes, and not
at other times. However, when the communication and collaboration fall short, the Save the
Children team appear to have found ways to adapt to, or change, the support system to
address the weaknesses and have ultimately supported the young people to achieve the
outcomes they needed.

Systems improvement from the provider perspective
If the YIP/YPP processes do indeed produce better results for the young people and their
families, then those processes should be adopted beyond the YIP/YPP to improve the
service system more broadly. A school Principal and a member of the Steering Committee
who works for Child Protection, were asked the questions set out in the impact
measurement framework with a view to understanding the service provider perspective on
how the YIP/YPP approach compares to business-as-usual service provision.
Noting that this is only the perspective of two partners, the view of these providers suggest
that the YIP/YPP approach is a significant improvement on business-as-usual service
provision. To convey their perspective more authentically, we have extracted relevant
excerpts from their interviews.

Do you think the clients are better off under the YIP/YPP program approach
than they would have been under the BAU interactions with your agency?
Participants are better in different ways, including social, academic, attendance,
interactions with others… we are better off too…it’s supporting our network and our
processes and the teams that we have here [at the school] – and the teachers… I
know he’s appreciated the ongoing support at the classroom level. (Principal)
Business-as-usual is defiantly interacting with agencies in isolation, not together…in
the YPP, senior agency leaders [are] brought together to troubleshoot issues…It’s
not just case coordination – it’s actually doing the required work, which is different to
the default position of case coordination (Child Protection)
[I’ve been involved in other interagency groups] …we had police and the same sorts
of parties around the table, and it was just a talk-fest. They were talking about things
in general and nothing really happened and there wasn’t exchange of
information…whereas here, because we’ve identified a group of kids – and using
police information, education department information, CPFS information - you’ve got
buy-in from those groups, because the central thing is that there is a purpose there.
(Principal)
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In YPP Steering Committee Meetings, CPFS, Housing & Education sit there with
computers to provide real time access to information sharing, which is extraordinary
(Child Protection)
The connections are there for me, as a principal. I can contact [the District Director
Child Protection] quite happily, and if I’m worried about a CPFS thing I’ll be emailing
the CPFS person and I’ll just cc him into it and …you know that something is going to
get done, because I suppose, he knows where we’re coming from, he knows that
we’re not just being frivolous or anything but that it’s a serious concern that we’ve
got. (Principal)

What is the key reason why you believe the client is better off?
There’s been that bigger wrap around service created by YPP... A lot more
discussion and focus on those kids... and the family level involvement – we try to
have that, but we aren’t’ going to be doing the same things and getting into the house
and working the families…The strength, if you like, is the relationships that has been
built up with [the team] with those families, that they can actually go in… in a ‘gentle
– hard way’… They can actually go in with some accountability and some buy-in from
those families to actually make things happen – to broker services, and to actually
get things to happen (Principal)
YPP has added extra people available to provide support to families at a secondary
intervention level (Child Protection)
So, I would sit with the [YPP case workers] and go through the briefings every week
or couple of weeks just on how we are going with kids and I would pass over
information – they would pass over information – and I know that that family are
going to hear the same message; messages that I would like passed on … They
[families] are talking to me more freely (Principal)
[YPP means that the kids have] gained the attention of more senior workers than
would otherwise be the case (Child Protection)
The communication has been very honest and open. It hasn’t been secret squirrel
stuff, and ‘we can’t share that’…And it’s been very helpful, because schools have a
whole heap of information about families and some of it’s quite scary…We had a
meeting here yesterday with CPFS and the behaviour centre people, and I knew
things about that family that CPFS didn’t know, and it helped to broker some services
for them, because it’s sort of…everyone can see that that case is quite serious
(Principal)

Do you think this approach should be replicated in other services? Have you
initiated discussions about implementing a similar approach in other
programs?
The Shared Identification Process is key and is being used elsewhere – such as
Target 120. Target 120 has also taken on the approach of having a coordinator
(which was part of the requirements) but adding youth workers alongside of this...
this was based on learnings from the YPP (Child Protection)
We've never had a service like this duplicated from the education department ever –
and it works.… and sadly it would just be get the funding to keep the thing going. We
would probably put different kids on the table at different times – we could talk about
a family and get more accountability, and see how we are coordinating (Principal)
Funding challenges have been significant detraction. This has impacted momentum
through impacts on commitment of partners agencies and the YPP workforce. YPP
was at its peak when senior local operational people were involved and it was a “time
of plenty” – resources weren’t so stretched (Child Protection)
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Education has probably sat at the table with the least resources other than what
schools have in their one-line budget to contribute at an individual school level, which
has disappointed me a little bit because when it comes down to the money there is
an equity issue to roll out programs and duplicate across the whole system, and it
doesn’t have to be that, it can just be a focus in this particular area for a while
(Principal)
YPP is good because it is transferable, and place based. So it will be locally driven. It
relies on flexible, good people (Child Protection)

Additional questions to inform future systems change
While it is beyond the scope of this report to draw out the broader systems design
implications of the initial findings, the evidence currently available suggests that there is still
much to learn about what works well in redesigning the support system for families with this
profile. For example, there are suggestions in the interviews that the distinction between the
YPP and other inter-agency efforts is that the YPP is ‘more than a talk-fest’ and that the
people around the table ‘do the work’. What does ‘doing the work’ look like from a systems
design perspective? Who needs to be around the table for this to happen? What resourcing
needs to occur for this to work well?
Considering questions like these could have significant implications for the successful
replication of a model like this and so we would encourage the Steering Committee to
consider the following questions upon completion of Phase 2 of the pilot, to further inform
the evidence base.
•

What does information-sharing across agencies and providers look like when it is at
its best, in detail? Why does information-sharing across agencies and providers
improve service delivery? Why does it improve the service experience for the young
people and their families (if in fact the final surveys suggest it does)?

•

What does collaboration across agencies and providers look like when it is at its best,
in detail? When does it work well? When does it not work?

•

What level of organisational seniority is required of Steering Committee members for
it to be most effective? What operational partners need to be part of the system and
what level of seniority there?

•

What is the nature of the funding and/or resourcing challenges which have arisen?
What additional funding and/or resourcing is required and where does it need to sit?

8. Indicative cost savings
It is notoriously difficult to develop a clear cost-benefit equation when working on a
preventive program with a young, vulnerable cohort with complex needs, as the most
significant cost savings are intimately linked with future projections as to what negative
consequences may be avoided over a person’s lifetime. Any ‘proof’ of whether the program
is working to circumvent those predicted trajectories can only be observed well after a
program has ended – usually through a longitudinal study. The value of effective prevention
and the cost-benefit ratios arrived at will naturally be impacted by the accuracy of the
predictive economic modelling regarding the short and long term direct and indirect costs.24
And that economic modelling relies upon the establishment of a reliable administrative
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See for example Kym Dosseter, Cost-benefit analysis and its application to crime prevention and criminal justice research,
Australian Institute of Criminology Reports, Technical and Background Paper 42 (2011).
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baseline (or ‘do nothing’ scenario) and research which predicts the likely frequency of justice
interactions of boys as young as 8 years old who demonstrate the risk factors of this cohort.
We have not been able to locate any directly applicable baselines, research or modelling –
most likely because there are so few programs working at such an early intervention stage
which have been evaluated. This means we cannot compare the outcomes experienced by
this cohort within the measurement period against a baseline of what young people with the
cohort profile would experience over the same period, if the program did not exist, and we
cannot therefore accurately measure the ‘uplift’ generated by the program. This creates
significant challenges in estimating cost savings generated by the program.
Nevertheless, there are some ‘almost there’ models that we can apply to make some broad
approximations. We reiterate, however, that these figures must be used with caution. They
have been calculated in the absence of a counterfactual and on the basis of incomplete
impact data in relation to the cohort. The models we refer to do not explicitly reflect the
circumstances of the YIP/YPP cohort nor the intervention, and neither of the studies were
developed in a Western Australian context. So, these figures are only intended to provide a
crude indication of the potential uplift generated by the program, and do not represent a
fresh, or robust, cost-benefit analysis.

Applying the Their Futures Matter Insights report
In our view, the modelling which most closely reflects the characteristics of this cohort, albeit
at a slightly older age range, is the NSW Government Their Futures Matter Insights Report
generated from a long-term data linkage study. The Their Futures Matter Report estimated
that a young adolescent (10-14 years old) who had:
● contact with the justice system and/or child protection system; or
● parents who were at risk of interacting with the justice system; or
● experienced mental illness, AOD or domestic violence
will cost the NSW government an average of $344,000, or $257,000 for a non-Aboriginal
person and $684,000 for an Aboriginal person.
Fifteen percent, or $51,000, of the average costs are long-term justice costs and the
remainder relate to health, housing and unemployment costs.25. For example:
●
●
●
●
●
●

30% of the young people in this group are predicted to interact with the justice
system at some point in their lives (2.1 times more likely than the comparison group
and 3.4 times more likely to enter custody);
10% are expected to use social housing as adults (3.4 times more likely than the
comparison group);
only 48% are predicted to finish school, compared to 63% in the comparison group;
5% are expected to be admitted to hospital for AOD-related events (2.5 times more
likely);
35% are expected to use mental health services (2.3% more likely);
welfare costs are 1.8 times as high as the comparison group.

The young people in the YIP/YPP tick all of the boxes in terms of the characteristics of this
vulnerable group albeit that they are slightly younger and our cohort is in Western Australia.
So, assuming that the per person cost of the YIP/YPP program is approximately $50,000,
each young person who avoids offending altogether will at the very least cover their costs by
saving $51,000 in justice costs alone.

NSW Government Their Futures Matter, Forecasting Future Outcomes Stronger Communities Investment Unit — 2018
Insights Report.
25
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The challenging aspect of calculating the longer-term savings generated by the YIP/YPP lies
in estimating which of these long-term outcomes will be avoided or reduced due to the
participation of the young people in the YIP/YPP, given that we can only track the outcomes
over a maximum anticipated 30-month measurement time period. However, in light of the
fact that over the current measurement period:
●
●

100% of cohort 4 have avoided any offending; and
there has been a substantial reduction in school suspensions in cohort 4, and initial
signs of improved school engagement across both cohorts
we can reasonably argue that at least some of the young people in that cohort will enjoy
better outcomes than they might otherwise have done.
For the purposes of estimating the savings generated by cohort 4’s involvement in YIP/YPP
and the corresponding outcomes as described above, we have calculated three scenarios –
high, medium and lower levels of savings:
●
●
●

High savings (30%): the young people in cohort 4 reduce their predicted reliance on
government services by 30% over their lifetime (ie government will save 30% of the
costs that they would otherwise have expended);
Medium savings (20%): reliance on government services reduces by 20%;
Low savings (10%): reliance on government services reduces by 10%.

The selection of these three figures is based in the evidence suggesting the need for modest
expectations on improvements in the area of justice and recidivism – keeping in mind that
the relevant evidence concerns people who are already in the justice system as distinct from
our cohort who have not yet done so.26
Table 8: Estimated savings for cohort 4 – 30%, 20% and 10% scenarios
Cultural
identity

# Young
people

Estimated
life costs

Cohort life
costs (100%)

30 %
savings

20%
savings

10%
savings

Aboriginal

3

$684,000

$2,052,000

$615,600

$410,400

$205,200

NonAboriginal

4

$257,000

$1,028,000

$308,400

$205,600

102,800

Total

$3,080,000

$924,000

$616,000

$308,000

As the total costs of the program for cohort 4 is approximately $350,000 (or $50,000 per
person), this generates the cost-benefit ratios set out in Table 9. Those calculations suggest
that even at the lowest estimates, the program almost pays for itself, and in the
medium case every $1 spent on the program generates $1.70 in savings.
Table 9: Estimated cost-benefit ratios

26

Scenario

Cost

Benefit (savings)

Cost:Benefit Ratio

30% savings

$350,000

$924,000

1 : 2.6

20% savings

$350,000

$616,000

1 : 1.7

10% savings

$350,000

$308,000

1 : 0.9

Programs and policies in the area of recidivism recognise the complexity of reducing reoffending behaviours. For example,
the Queensland Youth Justice Strategy targets 5% reduced reoffending, the Aspire SIB in SA working with the long term
homeless is targetting 15% reduced convictions, and the Peterborough SIB in the UK achieved 9% reduction in reoffending.
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Applying the Mitchell Institute report
An alternative, or additional, approach could be to apply the 2017 Mitchell Institute report,
Counting the costs of lost opportunity in Australian education (Mitchell Institute report). This
approach achieves similar results in terms of a cost-benefit ratio albeit that we have applied
to cohort 4 only.
The Mitchell Institute report calculated that for each young person leaving school before
Year 12 the average lifetime fiscal cost to Australian governments is $334,600, and the
lifetime average social cost is $616,200 over the adult years (25‐64) taking into account
lower earnings of early leavers across their working life, the cost of crime and the marginal
tax burden.27 The evidence base highlights that one of the key purposes of focusing on
educational engagement in the YIP/YPP is to maximise the likelihood of school completion,
thus we can argue that improved educational engagement outcomes will improve school
completion rates.
The only concrete results so far in terms of school engagement relate to the suspension
outcomes in cohort 4. We can therefore argue that the 6 young people in cohort 4 who
dramatically reduced their school suspension days are more likely to complete school than
before they entered the YIP/YPP.
Taking a similar approach as above we have applied the three potential scenarios in Tables
10 and 11 using the figures for the lifetime average social cost only.
Table 10: Estimated savings for cohort 4 – 30%, 20% and 10% scenarios
Young people with improved
education outcomes

Estimated lifetime
social costs

30 %
savings

20%
savings

10%
savings

6

$684,000

$1,109,160

$739,440

$369,720

Table 11: Estimated cost-benefit ratios
Scenario

Cost

Benefit (savings)

Cost:Benefit Ratio

30% savings

$350,000

$1,109,160

1 : 3.2

20% savings

$350,000

$739,440

1 : 2.1

10% savings

$350,000

$369,720

1 : 1.1

These calculations deliver slightly more positive results than Their Futures Matter, with even
the 10% scenario generating a positive cost-benefit ratio (1:1.1). Thus, even at the lowest
expectations, the program more than pays for itself and if the program reaches
moderate expectations every $1 spent on the program returns $2.10 in benefits.

Applying the CBA from the Transition to Success
Program (Queensland)
A third option is to use the evaluation of a Queensland Youth Justice program - Transition to
Success (T2S) - which was designed to prevent at-risk young people aged 15-17 years old

27

Lamb, S. and Huo, S. Counting the costs of lost opportunity in Australian education. Mitchell Institute report No. 02/2017.
Mitchell Institute, Melbourne. Available from: www.mitchellinstitute.org.au
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from entering or reengaging with the youth justice system. That study found that for every
$1 spent on the program there was $2.13 in benefits to government due to the resulting
avoided costs of custody, supervision and crime arising from reduced reoffending 12 months
after completing the program.28
As the risk of chronic reoffending is higher for the cohort of offenders aged 10-14 than it is
for first offenders aged 15-17, 29 one could argue that the potential economic benefits
may be greater for the YIP/YPP cohort if the program can continue to achieve such low
levels of interaction with the justice system, assuming a similar cost basis. Other benefits
discussed in the evaluation, which were not taken into account for the purposes of the costbenefit calculation, included: increased education, employment and wellbeing outcomes for
the young person and improved connection and relationships with family and the community
more broadly.

9. Reflections and recommendations
The YIP/YPP epitomises a pilot project at the cusp of making significant discoveries about
how best to: prevent children at significant risk of entering the justice system from fulfilling
their predicted criminal pathways; and improve the systems to support those outcomes. The
program has been operating in a research vacuum – with very few existing programs
working in this prevention space. The only thing that does seem clear is that there are no
simple answers, and so there has been significant investment in developing processes,
practice frameworks and relationships and in adapting the model depending on what has
been learned over the preceding period. However, the ability to make big discoveries has
been hampered by the small scale and short period of time over which data has been
collected. Added to this has been the challenge of identifying meaningful trends amongst a
cohort with such varied starting points.
In many ways the program is stuck between a rock and a hard place. One of the key
strengths of the program appears to be the focus on building deep relationships and
collaboration both between clients and service providers, and between the service providers
themselves. And the theory of change anticipates that this strength will be better realised
when the scale of the program is local and targetted. Perhaps a first step in addressing this
conundrum is to gradually build up the both the size of the cohorts and the number of
cohorts who go through the program. And perhaps the model can be expanded to other
locations. These are options canvassed in the CEI Report. Either way, we would suggest a
further tightening of the eligibility criteria for future cohorts so that there is more uniformity in
the starting point for the key impact measures of school attendance, school suspension and
child protection interactions, for example.
There may also be some benefit in partnering with government and/or a university to explore
the possibility of a longitudinal study which tracks the experiences of the young people in the
YIP/YPP as against a comparable cohort. This would fill a gaping hole in the research on:
(a) how best to prevent that first step into the justice system; and (b) the different trajectories
experienced as a result of effective intervention.
In the shorter term, the program will benefit from collecting the post-program data for cohorts
4 and 5 over the next 12-18 months so that at least the results can reflect a cohort of 16
rather than 7, and include data that is more representative of the ongoing benefits
experienced by the young people in the program.
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Deloitte Access Economics, Transition to Success: Evaluation Report, Department of Child Safety, Youth and Women,
February 2019.
29
Sentencing Advisory Council, Reoffending by Children and Young People in Victoria, December 2016 pp30-31
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Going forward, we recommend that the program collect all of the data suggested in the
measurement framework set out in Appendix A to better inform future design and reflect
future outcomes.
In summary, the YIP/YPP team have worked diligently over the last five years to design and
test a preventative program that could deliver outcomes that are of vital importance to the
WA government and to young people at risk of a bleak future. The outcomes that have been
observed, whilst created for a small cohort, have the potential to improve the futures of many
more young people who would otherwise fall into patterns of offending and intergenerational
disadvantage. While additional investment will be required to test these outcomes at scale,
this investment can potentially pay for itself with just a 10% reduction in the interaction with
government systems and reliance on government services, and therefore an investment that
may be worth making.
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Appendix A: Detailed impact measurement framework including metrics,
analytical approach and data sources
Detailed impact measurement framework
Impact Management
(Baseline and shorter term lead indicators)
Short term outcomes
(0 & 6 months)

Intermediate outcomes
(12 & 18 months)

Impact Measurement
(Longer term outcomes)
End-of-program outcomes
(24 months or program exit)

Post-program outcomes
(30 months/6 months after exit)

Data sources

Educational support
School attendance rate in
cohort

Change in school attendance Change in school attendance Change in school attendance
rate
rate
rate

Across cohort:
(a) distribution of attendance
rate
• #/% with 90%+
• #/% with 80-89%
• #/% with 70-79%
• #/% with <70%
(b) #/% of cohort with
attendance rate greater than
the average for the school
(c) average attendance rate of
cohort compared to school
average

Change across cohort:
(a) attendance rate distribution
(b) #/% with attendance rate
greater than the average
for the school
(c) average attendance rate
compared to school
average
compared to baseline and
previous period

Change across cohort:
(a) attendance rate distribution
across cohort
(b) #/% with attendance rate
greater than the average
for the school
(c) average attendance rate
compared to school
average
compared to baseline

Change across cohort:
(a) attendance rate distribution
(b) #/% with attendance rate
greater than the average for
the school
(c) average attendance rate of
cohort compared to school
average
compared to baseline and program
exit

Administrative
data from
participating
schools
Baseline data
from ACARA, My
Schools
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Impact Management
(Baseline and shorter term lead indicators)

Impact Measurement
(Longer term outcomes)

Short term outcomes
Intermediate outcomes
(0 & 6 months)
(12 & 18 months)
School suspensions in cohort Change in school
suspension days
Across the cohort:
Change across cohort:
(a) distribution of suspension
(a) distribution of
days
suspension days
● #/% with 0 days pa
(b) total suspension days
● #/% with 0.5-5 days pa
compared to baseline and
● #/% with 5.5-10 days pa previous period
● #/% with >10 days pa
(b) total suspension days
School engagement
Changed school engagement

End-of-program outcomes
(24 months or program exit)
Change in school
suspension days
Change across cohort:
(a) distribution of
suspension days
(b) total suspension days
compared to baseline

Across the cohort:
(a) distribution of CCM
framework scores (1-5) for
each domain:
• Connections
• Capacities
• Meanings
• Happiness
(b) average CCM scores for
each domain
Literacy and numeracy skills

Change across the cohort:
(a) distribution of CCM scores
(b) average CCM scores for
each domain
compared to the baseline

Change across the cohort:
(a) distribution of CCM scores
(b) average CCM scores for each
domain
compared to the baseline and
program exit

Changed literacy and
numeracy
Change across the cohort:
(a) distribution of PAT-M and
PAT-R scaled scores
and/or achievement band
(b) average PAT-M and PAT-R
scaled scores
compared to the baseline

Changed literacy and numeracy

Change across the cohort:
(a) distribution of CCM scores
(b) average CCM scores for
each domain
compared to baseline and
previous period

Changed literacy and
numeracy
Across the cohort:
Change across the cohort:
(a) distribution of PAT-M and
(a) distribution of PAT-M and
PAT-R scaled scores and/or
PAT-R scaled scores
achievement band
and/or achievement band
(b) average PAT-M and PAT-R (b) change in average scaled
scaled scores
PAT-M and PAT-R scores
compared to baseline and
previous period

Post-program outcomes
(30 months/6 months after exit)
Change in school suspension
days
Change across cohort:
(a) distribution of suspension
days
(b) total suspension days
compared to baseline and program
exit

Data sources

Administrative
data from
participating
schools

Changed school engagement Changed school engagement

Change across the cohort:
(a) distribution of PAT-M and
PAT-R scaled scores and/or
achievement band
(b) average PAT-M and PAT-R
scaled scores
compared to the baseline and
program exit

CCM tool
administered by
YIP every 6
months

PAT-M and PATR tools
administered by
YIP or schools
every 6 months
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Impact Management
(Baseline and shorter term lead indicators)
Short term outcomes
(0 & 6 months)

Intermediate outcomes
(12 & 18 months)

Impact Measurement
(Longer term outcomes)
End-of-program outcomes
(24 months or program exit)

Post-program outcomes
(30 months/6 months after exit)

Data sources

Youth support
Police cautions/diversions30 at Change in police
6 months
cautions/diversions and
For cohort aged 10+ at 6
reoffending32
months
For cohort aged 10+ at 6
(a) Distribution of cautions at 6- months
month mark31
● % with 0 cautions
(a) Change in distribution of
● % with 1 caution
cautions compared to 6
● % with 2 or more
months and previous
cautions
period
(b) Distribution of reoffending
behaviour resulting in
caution, since first caution
● #/% with 0 new
cautions
● #/% with 1 new caution

Change in police
cautions/diversions,
reoffending and convictions

Change in police
cautions/diversions, reoffending
and convictions

For cohort aged 10+ at 6
months

For cohort aged 10+ at 6 months

Change in distribution of:
(a) cautions compared to 6
months baseline
(b) reoffending behaviour
resulting in caution, since
first caution

Change in distribution of:
(a) cautions compared to 6
months baseline and program
exit
(b) reoffending behaviour resulting
in caution, since first caution
(c) convictions at 30 months

(c) Distribution of convictions at
program exit
● #/% with 0
convictions
● #/% with 1
conviction
● #/% with 2 or more
convictions

If sufficient sample size and
measurement period, comparison
with proxy admin baseline on
offending (see previous column

Administrative
data provided by
police partners
Baseline data
currently sourced
from literature. In
future could
explore
administrative
datasets with WA
Govt.

30

Note that as discussed in Appendix D, while the most likely diversionary mechanism to be used by police is a written caution, any diversionary mechanism which involves the admission of
responsibility for the alleged offending behaviour should be measured – including referral to the Juvenile Justice Team. WA Commissioner for Children and Young People – there is no publicly
available data on diversions of children and young people in WA (including the use of oral and written cautions). They are working with Police to change this
31
WA Commissioner for Children and Young People – there is no publicly available data on diversions of children and young people in WA (including the use of oral and written cautions). They are
working with Police to change this
32
Note that for the purposes of this framework we have assumed that reoffending behaviour includes cautions and other diversionary mechanisms. It can also include convictions however it is
assumed that the more likely contact with police is likely to be a caution given the age of the cohort (see evidence set out in Appendix X below)
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Impact Management
(Baseline and shorter term lead indicators)
Short term outcomes
(0 & 6 months)

Intermediate outcomes
(12 & 18 months)
● #/% with 2 or new
cautions33

Impact Measurement
(Longer term outcomes)
End-of-program outcomes
Post-program outcomes
(24 months or program exit) (30 months/6 months after exit)
If sufficient sample size and
measurement period, compare
results in (b) (% with 1 or 2 new
cautions) and (c) (% with 1
and/or 2 convictions 34) against
proxy admin baselines:35
(i) 17% of 10-12 year old
juveniles reoffend
(caution or conviction)
within 1 year of a
caution being issued
(ii) 59.3% of 13-15 year
olds reoffend within 1
year of a caution being
issued
(iii) 35.6% of all juveniles
(aged 10-17) reoffend
once; 15.8% reoffend
twice; 10% reoffend 3
times; 6.1% reoffend 4
times; 32.5% reoffend
5 or more times within
1 year of a caution

Data sources

‘Conviction’ is intended to refer to a young person who has appeared before a court and has been found guilty of at least one offence. You could also use the term ‘proven charge’ and in some
literature it is called a sentencing event. The type of sentence issued is irrelevant eg it equally includes a young person issued with a good behaviour bond, suspended sentence, community
supervision and custodial supervision.
34
We have assumed that, given the very young age of this cohort, it is unlikely that a young person will proceed to charge and conviction in a court in the absence of a prior caution. In the unlikely
event that this is the case for a particular participant (ie the first interaction with police is a charge and conviction) then that person should be excluded from the cohort for the purposes of a
comparison against the reoffending baseline.
35
Shirley K, The Cautious Approach: Police cautions and the impact on youth reoffending, Victorian Crime Statistics Agency, In Brief: Number 9, September 2017, p19. Note that this study used for
the purposes of the baseline also includes unproven court charges in its reoffending data and therefore includes unproven charges. It is our view that this hold significant risk of overpolicing and
unwarranted charges and thus for the purposes of comparing against the baseline we recommend the inclusion of cautions and other diversionary measures (which require admission of
responsibility) and proven charges or convictions.
33
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Impact Management
(Baseline and shorter term lead indicators)
Short term outcomes
(0 & 6 months)

Impact Measurement
(Longer term outcomes)

Intermediate outcomes
End-of-program outcomes
(12 & 18 months)
(24 months or program exit)
For cohort turning 10 by
For cohort turning 10 by
12/18 month mark
12/18 month mark
(d) Distribution of cautions at
(d) Change in distribution of
12/18-month mark
cautions compared to
● #/% with 0 cautions
12/18-month mark
● #/% with 1 caution
(e) Distribution of reoffending
● #/% with 2 or cautions
behaviour since first caution
● #/% with 0 new
cautions
● #/% with 1 new caution
● #/% with 2 or more
cautions
(f) Distribution of convictions
● #/% with 0 convictions
● #/% with 1 conviction
● #/% with 2 or more
convictions
For cohort turning 10 by
program exit
(g) Distribution of cautions at
program exit
● #/% with 0 cautions
● #/% with 1 caution
● #/% with 2 or cautions

Post-program outcomes
(30 months/6 months after exit)
For cohort turning 10 by 12/18
month mark
(d) Change in distribution of
cautions compared to program
exit
(e) Distribution of reoffending
behaviour compared to
program exit
● #/% with 0 new
cautions
● #/% with 1 new
caution
● #/% with 2 or more
cautions
(f) Change in distribution of
convictions compared to program
exit

Data sources

Administrative
data provided by
police partners

For cohort turning 10 by
program exit
(g) Change in distribution of
cautions compared to program exit
● #/% with 0 cautions
● #/% with 1 caution
Administrative
● #/% with 2 or cautions
data provided by
(h) Distribution of reoffending
police partners
behaviour since first caution
● #/% with 0 new cautions
● #/% with 1 new caution
● #/% with 2 or more
cautions
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Impact Management
(Baseline and shorter term lead indicators)

Impact Measurement
(Longer term outcomes)

Short term outcomes
(0 & 6 months)
Building protective factors

Intermediate outcomes
(12 & 18 months)
Building protective factors

End-of-program outcomes
Post-program outcomes
(24 months or program exit) (30 months/6 months after exit)
Building protective factors
Building protective factors

(a) Baseline plotting on the 6
points Triangle Consulting
Outcomes Star – Youth Star
(b) #/% of the cohort who
increase scores on 2 or more
of the points after 6 months

(b) #/% of the cohort who
increase scores on 3 or more
points compared to baseline
and previous period

(b) #/% of the cohort who
increase scores on 4 or more
points compared to baseline

(b) #/% of the cohort who increase
scores on 5 or more points
compared to baseline

Data sources

Youth Star tool
administered by
YIP every 6
months

Family support
Child Protection & Family
Support (CPFS) interactions

Change in Child Protection & Change in Child Protection & Change in Child Protection &
Family Support interactions Family Support interactions Family Support interactions

(a) No CPFS interaction
● #/% of families with 0
interactions

(a) No CPFS interaction
● #/% of families
maintaining 0 CPFS
interaction
(b) Reports to CPFS
● # new reports to CPFS
(goal 0 - recognising
observation bias)
(c) Substantiated CPFS
investigations
● #/% new substantiated
investigations (goal 0)

(b) Reports to CPFS
● #/% of families with
reports in the previous
12 months

(c) Substantiated CPFS
investigations
● #/% of families with
substantiated
36
investigations in previous (d) Change in removals
12 months

36

(a) No CPFS interaction
• #/% of families
maintaining 0 CPFS
interaction
(c) Change in substantiated
CPFS investigations
● #/% of new
substantiated
investigations (goal 0)

(a) No CPFS interaction
#/% of families maintaining
0 CPFS interaction
(d) Removal into out-of-home care
● #/% of new removal orders
(goal 0)
● #/% family reunifications

Administrative
data provided by
child protection
partners

(d) Change in removals into
out-of-home care
● #/% of new removal
orders (goal 0)

Note that while it is understood that there may be child protection and care orders falling short of removal after a substantiated investigation, the measurement framework focusses on removals
due to the strength of the evidence linking removal to justice interaction (with the other risks already encapsulated by the fact that there is a substantiated investigation). See further Appendix X

Measuring the impact of YIP/YPP - December 2021

44

Impact Management
(Baseline and shorter term lead indicators)
Short term outcomes
(0 & 6 months)
(d) Removal into out-of-home
care
● Percentage of families
with current removal
orders
Parenting skills

Intermediate outcomes
(12 & 18 months)
● #/% of new removal
orders (goal 0)
● #/% family
reunifications

Change in parenting skills

Across the cohort:
Change across cohort:
(a) distribution of overall PEEM (a) distribution of overall PEEM
score
scores
(b) average overall PEEM score (b) average overall PEEM
for cohort
score for cohort
compared to baseline and
previous period
Family housing stability

Impact Measurement
(Longer term outcomes)
End-of-program outcomes
(24 months or program exit)
● #/% family
reunifications

Post-program outcomes
(30 months/6 months after exit)

Data sources

Change in parenting skills
Change across the cohort:
(a) distribution of overall PEEM
scores
(b) average overall PEEM
score for cohort
compared to the baseline

PEEM tool
administered by
YIP

Change in family housing
stability

(a) #/% of caregivers who report (a) #/% of caregivers who
stable family housing
report stable family housing
situation for next 12 months
situation for next 12 months

YIP staff interview
parents

Systems support

Engagement and provider
processes
(a) Initial engagement

Information sharing and
collaboration amongst
providers

Providers consider that
systems approaches have
improved and caregivers
have trust in system

Young people and caregivers
have ongoing trust in system

Engagement
• Program data
System
improvement
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Impact Management
(Baseline and shorter term lead indicators)
Short term outcomes
(0 & 6 months)

●

#/% of participants
invited by partners
agree to engage

(b) Ongoing engagement
● #/% of participants
remain engaged at 6
month mark
(c) System improvement information sharing and
collaborations by provider
●

●

partners have agreed,
and are implementing,
a process for sharing
information relevant to
wellbeing of
participants
partners have agreed,
and are implementing,
a governance process
that facilitates
collaborative service
delivery

Intermediate outcomes
(12 & 18 months)

Impact Measurement
(Longer term outcomes)
End-of-program outcomes
(24 months or program exit)

Post-program outcomes
(30 months/6 months after exit)
(f) System improvement - young
person and caregiver
experience:

Data sources
•

•
Young people and their families
consider (via two separate
surveys) that the system is
working to help them:
•
● Do you feel supported by your
(d)
System
improvement
–
(c) System improvement school?
provider experience:
information sharing and
•
●
Do you feel like you are
collaboration by provider:
Service provider partners
treated fairly and with
•
consider
(via
survey)
that
compassion by:
Random sampling case
the program delivers better
o your school
studies (10-15% of cohort
results than BAU
o the police
size) demonstrate
approaches for (i) the
o child protection
● information sharing and
institution/provider; and (ii)
services?
collaboration results in
the clients and should be
● Do you feel like you know
more co-ordinated
replicated:
where to go for ask for help,
service
●
Do
you
think
the
clients
now and in the future?
● service partners
are
better
off
under
the
●
Do you think you will get the
collaborate both
YIP/YPP
program
help you need if you ask for it?
reactively and
approach than they
proactively to support
would have been under
participants
the BAU interactions
with your agency?
● What is the key reason
why you believe the
client is better off?
(provide options here
eg information sharing
between agencies,
collaborative service
delivery between
(b) Ongoing engagement
● #/% of cohort who
remain engaged at
12/18 month mark

(b) Ongoing engagement
● #/%of cohort who
remain engaged at
program end

Program
policy
documents
Steering
Committee
meeting
minutes
Client case
notes
Client teacher
notes
Interviews
and surveys
of service
provider
partners,
parents/carer
s and young
people
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Impact Management
(Baseline and shorter term lead indicators)
Short term outcomes
(0 & 6 months)

Intermediate outcomes
(12 & 18 months)

Impact Measurement
(Longer term outcomes)
End-of-program outcomes
(24 months or program exit)
agencies, access to
service options not
available by agencies
operating in silos)
● Do you think this
approach should be
replicated in other
services? Have you
initiated discussions
about implementing a
similar approach in
other programs?

Post-program outcomes
(30 months/6 months after exit)

Data sources

(e) System improvement caregiver experience
● Percentage of
caregivers report
increased trust in the
service system as
compared to program
entry
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Adaptations made to account for the retrospective application of the framework
As the measurement framework was only finalised in November 2021, there are some data sets that were not available for the purposes of
developing the impact report. The following table summarises the adjustments that have been made for the purposes of this report.
Recommended Metric/Tool

Adjustment to account for retrospective application

Educational engagement (educational
support)

Two interviews were conducted with relevant school teachers asking the following questions:

The CCM was not used with the cohort
during the relevant program period.

Numeracy and literacy (educational
support)
The PAT-M and PAT-R were not used
with the cohort during the relevant
program period.

●

Can you tell us the story of one young boy who, in your opinion, experienced the most significant
improvement over time?
● What change did you see in his:
o behaviour; and/or
o achievement; and/or
o ability to make friends; and/or
o participation in school activities; and/or
o confidence; and/or
o curiosity.
● Can you provide concrete examples of some or all of these changes?
● Do you think this story is representative of the improvements you have seen in the other kids in the
cohort? If not, how many of the kids participating in the YIP in your school would have experienced
significant improvement in at least two of these areas?
● Are there any other examples/stories you would like to share?
In addition, there was an analysis of the case management notes, teacher notes and standardised testing
conducted in relation to the two case studies identified by the teachers in their interviews.
While a number of different literacy and numeracy assessment tools have been used by the schools over the
program period to identify and address specific weaknesses experienced by the young people, none have
been applied sufficiently consistently to draw any clear conclusions about changes in educational attainment
across the cohort.
However, the PM Benchmarking literacy tool was used with 15 of the 17 participants upon entry to the
program, and then 12 months later, and so we have included those indicative results. We have also
discussed some improvements observed in the context of the educational engagement interviews and case
studies (see above).
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Recommended Metric/Tool

Adjustment to account for retrospective application

Protective factors (youth support)

We have applied CEI’s analysis of the results of the Strengths and Difficulties Questionnaire (SDQ).

The Youth Outcomes Star was not used
with the cohort during the relevant
program period.

Housing stability (family support)
There were no explicit interviews with
parents regarding housing stability

We have provided one case study based on data collated by Save the Children from case notes and an
interview with the YIP/YPP team leader in relation to two young people in YIP/YPP where housing instability
was a clear risk factor being experienced by the participants in the program.
The questions asked of the team leader were:

Systems support
There was insufficient time to interview
carers or a broader range of service
providers for the end of program survey
for the ‘end-of-program’ outcomes.

● How did the program support those young people living in unstable housing?
● Can you describe the situation of two young people?
● What was the outcome of the program’s efforts?
● If the housing instability was resolved, does it remain resolved?
Save the Children staff used the questions in the measurement framework to interview a School Principal and
the Steering Committee Chair (who is a representative from Child Protection).
In the future it would be ideal to survey all members of the Steering Committee and operational partners to
elicit a fuller picture.
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Appendix B: Challenges in designing a
framework for a program with a mixed risk
profile
An impact measurement framework should be informed by a program's theory of change
and adapted to address the risk profile of the particular cohort participating in that program.
The broader the selection criteria for the program, the more likely it is for there to be a cohort
of young people with varying risk intensity and varying experiences with school, child
protection and police. And the more diverse the risk level and experience, the more
challenging it becomes to identify relevant measurement metrics and target levels of change
appropriate for the cohort.
For example, an outcomes measurement framework focused on reducing the risk factors for
young people who have been:
1. removed into state care; and
2. have been the subject of at least 5 school suspensions and
3. have at least one sibling with a criminal conviction
might focus on measuring outcomes like
1. family reunification; and
2. reduction in school suspensions; and
3. development of peer networks beyond the young person’s sibling.
On the other hand, if the cohort were made up of young people who have been:
a) the subject of a referral to child protection; and
b) with attendance rates of <60% but zero suspensions; and
c) witness to criminal activities taking place in the streets;
the measurement framework might focus on measuring outcomes like
a) numbers of substantiated investigations; and
b) increasing school attendance (with no measurement of suspensions); and
c) engagement in recreational activities in safe environments.

Tracking improvement in risk factors
Given the preventative nature of the program, the emphasis of this measurement framework
must lie in tracking how the individual young people, and the cohort as a whole, are moving
towards building the protective factors which the evidence suggest will reduce the likelihood
that they will end up in the juvenile justice system. This approach is consistent with other
early intervention programs (see Appendix E).
Further, given:
●

that the theory of change is focused on preventing, reducing and/or improving
interactions with the school, child protection and police systems;
● the importance of establishing tangible benefit for government;
● Save the Children’s desire to ‘practice’ using measures that may be appropriate for
outcomes-based contracting;
we have put particular emphasis on measuring the quantity and quality of interactions with
schools, child protection and police.
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Adapting the framework to accommodate the age of
criminal responsibility
There is additional complexity in measurement created by the possibility of there being a mix
of young people who can (10+ year olds) and cannot (8-9 year olds) be held criminally
responsible. Where the young people are aged 10-12 on entry it becomes feasible to
measure whether they are engaging with the justice system. The goal is to record ‘zero’
interactions; or where there are some interactions, to minimise escalation from cautions to
convictions.
We do note that the WA Auditor-General has reported that record-keeping by police for
diversionary actions including formal and informal cautions, warnings and move on orders is
often unreliable,37 and so it may be challenging in practice to track those early and ‘lighter’
interactions with police. On the other hand, it may be that the commitment of police as a
member of the YPP Steering Committee makes this easier. But this too brings its own issues
of observation bias in both directions (the police may be ‘over-observing’ the young people
in this cohort, resulting in an over-reporting as compared to the general population and/or
‘under-recording’ in order to present more positive results).
Conversely, where the young people are aged 8 or 9 when entering the program, it may be
impossible to measure those interactions because they cannot legally ‘show up’ in the
justice system within the 18 month program period or are highly unlikely to do as police are
far less likely to proceed against the youngest offenders.38 If the measurement period is
extended to our recommended 30 months (see below) this difficulty is mitigated to some
extent, although, as mentioned, the recorded rate of offending rises as age increases and so
the likelihood of recorded offending at the earlier ages is less.39
And so the framework provides multiple options for measuring interaction with the youth
justice system, depending on the age at entry into the program.

Adapting the framework to cater to small cohort size
and short program period
As mentioned several times throughout the report, cohorts 4 and 5 in the program make up
a total of just 17 young people. We further note that Hypothesis 1 in the theory of change
suggests that the sample sizes are likely to continue to be relatively small within each
delivery location (see Figure 4). The small size of the cohort, combined with the diversity of
risk and experience, means that the use of averaging across the cohort is unlikely to
produce representative results. For example, if one young person had 25 suspensions and 9
young people had zero suspensions, the average suspension rate would be 2.5 suspensions
(25/10), and this figure both under-represents the severity of the issues facing the young
person with 25 suspensions, and over-represents the suspension rate of 90% of the cohort.
And so, to better understand the spread of changes over time we have emphasised the
importance of examining the distribution of results into sub-categories and changes in that
distribution. For example, we suggest tracking the change in the number of young people
with 0 suspension days, 0.5-5 suspension days, 5.5-10 suspension days and >10
suspension days. Nevertheless, as funders like to see overall cohort figures, we have
included some additional options for ‘average’ metrics in the framework.

37

Office of the Auditor General Western Australia, Diverting Young People Away from Court, Repor 18: November 2017
Australian Institute of Health and Welfare 2013. Young people aged 10–14 in the youth justice system 2011–12. Juvenile
justice series No.12. JUV 19. Canberra: AIHW, p4.
39
Australian Institute of Health and Welfare 2021. Youth Justice in Australia 2019–20. Cat. no. JUV 134. Canberra: AIHW,
Figure 3.3; Australian Institute of Health and Welfare 2020. Australia’s children. Cat. no. CWS 69. Canberra: AIHW, p317.
38
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Developing a methodology for demonstrating level
of change
As noted above, the breadth and complexity of the cohort characteristics, combined with its
small size, makes ‘averaging’ problematic and so comparisons of cohort performance
against an administrative baseline become particularly challenging. So too is it difficult to
identify appropriate baselines for this cohort, Indeed we have only located appropriate
comparisons in two instances:
•
•

School attendance: the ACARA MySchool website provides school-level
attendance data for Aboriginal and non-Aboriginal populations and we have preferred
the former;
Reoffending: a study on reoffending rates amongst young people who receive
cautions40 provides a proxy baseline to compare any reoffending amongst the cohort
– although we note that this may never occur within the timeframes of the program
measurement period and thus not particularly helpful to measure uplift.

It will be similarly challenging to identify an appropriate matched control group which, in any
event, is a highly costly and complex approach involving a range of ethics approvals and is
overly burdensome for a program of this size.
We have therefore preferenced a distance-travelled approach which tracks the ‘before’ and
‘after’ of this cohort and allows for a focus on building the individual protective factors
required by each child.
Further, we have recommended that the period of measurement be extended to 6 months
beyond the 24 month program period (ie to 30 months) in order to provide greater
opportunity to reflect improvements experienced by the cohort, and to more effectively track
the lasting impact of the program – in particular in the area of justice interactions which are
more likely to escalate as the young people grow older and is precisely what the program is
designed to prevent. If it were possible to extend that period even further, that would be
ideal.

40

Kimberley Shirley, The Cautious Approach: Police cautions and the impact on youth reoffending, September 2017, Section
2.1
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