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Talk Outline

In this introductory talk, | will consider -

« Secure services for young people in the UK and Internationally

* Needs of young people placed in secure services

 Factors affecting decision making about detaining a young person
* Need for multiagency working
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System of secure care for young people in England and Wales
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Group of International Researchers

Secure Services Internationally ~ GIRAEj
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ORIGINAL ARTICLE WILEY

Mental health, welfare or justice: An introductory
global overview of differences between countries
in the scale and approach to secure placements of
children and young people
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Number of beds across health, welfare, justice / rate per 100.000 young people
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				Mental Health		Welfare		Justice

		Australia (2020)*						26

		Denmark (2019/2020)		2.25		9.18		1.56

		England (2016)		3.3		0.94		9.83

		New Zealand (2020/2021)		1.63		2.54		14.18
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Distribution of beds within country health, welfare, justice (n=9)
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Primary diaghoses (-1013)
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				MHA		Welfare		YJS		TOTAL

		Psychotic Disorder		28%		0%		2%		9%

		Depressive Disorder		17%		4%		6%		9%

		Anxiety Disorder		2%		2%		4%		4%
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		Emotional dysregulation		28%		13%		3%		10%

		Conduct disorder		1%		4%		3%		2%

		Substance misuse		0%		4%		0.3%		0.40%






High rates of Neurodevelopmental disorders with
comparison to General population
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		Column1		Secure rate		ONS 11-16		ONS 17-19

		ASC		13%		1%		1%

		ADHD		17%		2%		1%

		LD		7%		3%		3%

				To resize chart data range, drag lower right corner of range.






Number of young people

Comorbidity - neurodevelopmental (-1013
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				Welfare		YJS		Mental Health

		minor		3		32		3
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Prison Morbidity

Beaudry et al 2020, updated Fazel (2008)’s
systematic review of mental disorders
among adolescents in juvenile detention
and correctional facilities; they found 47
iIndependent surveys

O

« 28033 boys/ 4754 girls

REVIEW ARTICLE

An Updated Systematic Review and Meta-regression
Analysis: Mental Disorders Among Adolescents in
Juvenile Detention and Correctional Facilities

Gabrielle Beaudry, BA, Ronggin Yu, PhD, Niklas Langstrém, MD, PhD, Seena Fazel, FRCPsych, MD

Objective: To synthesize evidence on the prevalence of menral disorders in adolescents in juvenile derention and correcrional faciliries and examine
sources of heterogeneiry between studies.

Method: Electronic databases and relevant reference lists were searched to identify surveys published from January 1966 to October 2019 thar re-
ported on the prevalence of mental disorders in unselected populations of detained adolescents. Diata on the prevalence of a range of mental disorders
(psychoric illnesses, major depression, attention-deficit/hyperactivity disorder [ADHD], conduct disorder, and postrraumatic stress disorder [I"T'SD])
along with predetermined study characteristics were extracted from the eligible studies. Analyses were reported separately for male and female ado-
lescents, and findings were synthesized using random-effects models. Potential sources of heterogeneity were examined by mera-regression and subgroup
analyses,

Results: Forry-seven studies from 19 countries comprising 28,033 male and 4,754 female adolescents were idenrified. The mean age of adolescents
assessed was 16 years (range, 10-19 years). In male adolescents, 2.7% (95% CI 2.0%-3.4%) had a diagnesis of psychotic illness; 10.1% (25% CI
8.1%—12.2%) major depression; 17.3% (95% CI 13.9%-20.7%) ADHD; 61.7% (95% CI 55.4%-67.9%) conduct disorder; and 8.6% (95% CI
6.4%—-10.7%) PTSD. In female adolescents, 2.9% (95% CI 2.4%-3.5%) had a psychotic illness; 25.8% (95% 20.3%-31.3%) major depression;
17.5% (95% CI 12.1%-22.9%) ADHD; 59.0% (95% CI 44.9%-73.1%) conduct disorder; and 18.2% (95% CI 13.1%-23.2%) PTSD. Mera-
regression found higher prevalences of ADHD and conduct disorder in investigations published after 2006. Female adolescents had higher preva-
lences of major depression and PTSD than male adolescents.

Conclusion: Consideration should be given 1o reviewing whether health care services in juvenile detention can address these levels of psychiatric
morbidity

Key words: criminal justice, detention, mental disorders, PTSD, systemaric review

J Am Acad Child Adolesc Psychiatry 2020;m(m):n-m. @

High prevalence of both undiagnosed and untreated

 Mean age 16 years, range 10-19 physical and mental health problems

O O O O O

Beaudry, Ronggqin, Langstrom & Fazel (2020) J Am Acad Child Adolesc Psychiatry
2025 AFPSIG

Psychosis c. 2.7% M, 2.9% F

Major depression c. 10.1% M, 25.8% F
ADHD c. 17.3% M, 17.5% F

Conduct disorder c. 61.7% M & 59% F
PTSD c. 8.6% M, 18.2% F
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‘Am I supposed to be in a prison or a mental
hospital?’ The nature and purpose of secure

children’'s homes

Caroline Andow

Department of Social Sciences and Social
Work, Faculty of Health and Social
Sciences, Bournemouth University,
Bournemouth, UK
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Abstract

Secure children’s homes are locked institutions that de-
prive children of their liberty. The government are in-
vesting significantly in these homes, yet there remains a
lack of clarity about their nature and purpose. Drawing
on data generated through a substantial ethnography
in one secure children’'s home in England, this paper
uses Goffman's (1961) theorising as a conceptual lens
to view the institution. It concludes that ambiguity and
confusion about what these institutions are, and what
they seek to achieve, impacts negatively on the experi-
ence of everyday life within. Clarity is needed urgently
to improve experiences and to enable the assessment of
outcomes.

KEYWORDS

ethnography, Goffman's total institution theory, secure children’s
homes
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Parental seperation
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Familial mental illhealth

Familial substance abuse
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Emotional abuse

Sexual abuse

Physical abuse
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B England: Martin et al (2022)
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		Age of young person:

								Percent		Valid Percent		Cumulative Percent

		Valid				12		6.3		6.3		6.3

						13		15.6		15.6		21.9

						14		12.5		12.5		34.4

						15		34.4		34.4		68.8

						16		18.8		18.8		87.5

						17		12.5		12.5		100.0

				Total				100.0		100.0

		Median: 14 yrs 296 days

						Frequency		Percent		Valid Percent		Cumulative Percent

		Valid		Yes		7		21.9		21.9		21.9

				No		22		68.8		68.8		90.6

				Don't Know		3		9.4		9.4		100.0

				Total		32		100.0		100.0

		In which decile of their national Index of Multiple
Deprivation does the young person live?

						Frequency		Percent		Valid Percent		Cumulative Percent

		Valid		1						13.6		13.6

				2						27.3		40.9

				3						18.2		59.1

				4						18.2		77.3

				5						9.1		86.4

				6						9.1		95.5

				8						4.5		100.0

				Total						100.0

		Missing		System

		Total				32		100.0

						1		9.4

						2		18.8

						3		12.5

						4		12.5

						5		6.3

						6		6.3

						8		3.1

						9		0.0

						10		0.0

		Does this young person's family experience relative poverty?

						Frequency		Percent		Valid Percent		Cumulative Percent

		Valid		Yes		Yes		71.9		71.9		71.9

				No		No		12.5		12.5		84.4

				Don't Know		Don't Know		15.6		15.6		100.0

				Total		32		100.0		100.0

				Age of young person:

								Frequency		Percent		Valid Percent		Cumulative Percent

				Valid		12		12		33.3		33.3		33.3

								13		0.0

						14		14		33.3		33.3		66.7

						15		15		33.3		33.3		100.0

						Total		16		0.0

								17		0.0

								18		0.0

								18		0.0

				Does this young person's family experience relative poverty?

								Frequency		Percent		Valid Percent		Cumulative Percent

				Valid		Yes		Yes		83.3		83.3		83.3

						No		No		16.7		16.7		100.0

						Total		6		100.0		100.0

				Mental ill health		47

				ASD		23

				Trauma diagnosis		22

				Alcohol misuse		62

				Drug abuse		64

				NPS use		22

				Other substance		25

				Absconding		89

				Self harm		70

				Suicide attempt		35

				Suicidal ideation		53

				HSB		41

				Violence to staff		72

				Victim of bullying		43

				Bullying behaviour		61

				Truanting		70

				School exclusion		48

				Weapon possession		41

				Weapon use		36

				Sexual exploitation		45

				Sexual health concerns		43

				Head injury/TLC		8

				Placement breakdown		81

				Homelessness		6

				Parental seperation		35

				Parental bereavement		5

				Significant bereavment (other)		10

				C&F SW involved		91

				CP registration		31

				CJ SW involvement		20

				DV survivor		6

				Age at first episode of offending:

								Frequency		Percent		Valid Percent		Cumulative Percent

				Valid		8		17.0				20.0		20.0

						9		16.7				20.0		40.0

						10		0.0

						11		33.3				40.0		80.0

						12		0.0

						13		16.7				20.0		100.0

						Total		5		83.3		100.0

				Missing		System		1		16.7

				Total				6		100.0

				Number of placement moves since birth:

								Frequency		Percent		Valid Percent		Cumulative Percent

				Valid				1		33.3		33.3		33.3						1.0		33.0

								3		16.7		16.7		50.0						3.0		17.0

								5		16.7		16.7		66.7						5.0		17.0

								16		16.7		16.7		83.3						16.0		17.0

								20		16.7		16.7		100.0						20.0		17.0

						7.67				100.00		100.0								7.7		100.0

						4				100.00										4.0		100.0

						1				100										1.0		100.0

						Total		6		100.0

						Statistics

						Number of placement moves since birth:

						N		Valid		6

								Missing		0

						In which decile of their national Index of Multiple
Deprivation does the young person live?

										Frequency		Percent		Valid Percent		Cumulative Percent

						Valid		1		5		83.3		100.0		100.0

						Missing		System		1		16.7

						Total				6		100.0

								SIMD1		100

								SIMD2		0

								SIMD3		0

								SIMD4		0

								SIMD5		0

								SIMD6		0

								SIMD7		0

								SIMD8		0

								SIMD9		0

								SIMD10		0

				Gender identity of young person:

								Frequency		Percent		Valid Percent		Cumulative Percent

				Valid				Male		67.0		66.7		66.7

								Female		33.0		33.3		100.0

						Total		6		100.0		100.0

				Gender identity of young person:												<<<ENG

								Frequency		Percent

				Valid		Male		Male		25.0

						Female		Female		75.0

						Total		32		100.0

				Number of placement moves since birth:

										Percent		Valid Percent		Cumulative Percent

				Valid		1		1		12.5		12.5		12.5

						2		2		6.3		6.3		18.8

						3		3		12.5		12.5		31.3

						4		4		12.5		12.5		43.8

						5		5		15.6		15.6		59.4

						6		6		6.3		6.3		65.6

						7		7		3.1		3.1		68.8

						9		9		3.1		3.1		71.9

						11		11		9.4		9.4		81.3

						12		12		3.1		3.1		84.4

						15		15		6.3		6.3		90.6

						16		16		3.1		3.1		93.8

						25		25		3.1		3.1		96.9

						36		36		3.1		3.1		100.0

						Total				100.0		100.0

								Current secure  placement distance from family home:

												Frequency		Percent		Valid Percent		Cumulative Percent

								Valid		150.00		3		9.4		10.7		10.7

										193.00		1		3.1		3.6		14.3

										214.00		1		3.1		3.6		17.9

										228.00		1		3.1		3.6		21.4

										229.00		1		3.1		3.6		25.0

										232.00		1		3.1		3.6		28.6

										258.00		1		3.1		3.6		32.1

										288.00		1		3.1		3.6		35.7

										295.00		1		3.1		3.6		39.3

										300.00		3		9.4		10.7		50.0

										350.00		1		3.1		3.6		53.6

										353.00		1		3.1		3.6		57.1

										400.00		1		3.1		3.6		60.7

										403.00		1		3.1		3.6		64.3

										405.00		1		3.1		3.6		67.9

										406.00		1		3.1		3.6		71.4

										409.30		1		3.1		3.6		75.0

										450.00		2		6.3		7.1		82.1

										493.00		1		3.1		3.6		85.7

										504.00		1		3.1		3.6		89.3

										509.00		1		3.1		3.6		92.9

										514.00		1		3.1		3.6		96.4

										515.00		1		3.1		3.6		100.0

										Total		28		87.5		100.0

								Missing		System		4		12.5

								Total				32		100.0

										Miles		Percent

										0 - 99		0

										100-199		14.29

										200-299		25

										300-399		17.86

										400-499		28.57

										500+		14.29

								Number of placement moves during year prior to admission:

												Frequency		Percent		Valid Percent		Cumulative Percent

								Valid

												1		33.3				33.3

												2		23.3				56.7

												3		13.3				70.0

												4		10.0				80.0

												5		6.7				86.7

												6		3.3				90.0

												8		3.3				93.3

												10		6.7				100.0

										Total		30		93.8		100.0

								Missing		System		2		6.3

								Total				32		100.0

								Gender identity of young person:														<<<<Scot

														Percent		Valid Percent		Cumulative Percent

								Valid				Male		56.0		56.4		56.4

												Female		40.0		40.0		96.4

												Transgender		4.0		3.6		100.0

										Total				100.0		100.0

				Does this young person's family experience relative poverty?

												Valid Percent		Cumulative Percent

								Valid		Yes		80.0		80.0

										No		20.0		100.0

										Total		100.0

				Age at first episode of offending:

										Percent		Valid Percent		Cumulative Percent

				Valid				7		1.8		2.3		2.3

								8		1.8		2.3		4.7

								9		3.6		4.7		9.3

								10		1.8		2.3		11.6

								11		3.6		4.7		16.3

								12		12.7		16.3		32.6

								13		21.8		27.9		60.5

								14		5.5		7		67.4

								15		21.8		27.9		95.3

								16		3.6		4.7		100

								No age / NA		12.8

				Missing		System				21.8

				Total				55		100

				In which decile of their national Index of Multiple

				Deprivation does the young person live?

								Frequency		Percent		Valid Percent		Cumulative Percent

				Valid		1		1		23.8				23.8				1		23.8%		11.2%

						2		2		21.4				45.2				2		21.4%		10.8%

						3		3		11.9				57.1				3		11.9%		9.9%

						4		4		11.9				69				4		11.9%		9.4%

						5		5		14.3				83.3				5		14.3%		9.2%

						6		6		7.1				90.5				6		7.1%		9.3%

						7		7		4.8				95.2				7		4.8%		9.6%

						8		8		4.8				100				8		4.8%		9.9%

						Total		9		0		100						9		0%		10.4%

				Missing		System		10		0								10		0%		10.3%

				Total				55		100

				Miles		Percentage

				0-49		40

				50-99		28.9

				100-149		11.1

				150-199		13.3

				200-249		0

				250-300		6.7

				Number of placement moves during year prior to admission:

								Frequency		Percent		Valid Percent		Cumulative Percent

				Valid		0		10		18.2		18.2		18.2

						1		16		29.1		29.1		47.3

						2		12		21.8		21.8		69.1

						3		9		16.4		16.4		85.5

						4		2		3.6		3.6		89.1

						5		4		7.3		7.3		96.4

						7		2		3.6		3.6		100.0

						Total		55		100.0		100.0

		***		GOOD		SHEP		DATA		****

				Male		44%

				Female		56%

				Age of young person:

										Percent		Valid Percent		Cumulative Percent

				Valid				12		5.6		5.6		5.6

								13		5.6		5.6		11.1

								14		27.8		27.8		38.9

								15		38.9		38.9		77.8

								16		16.7		16.7		94.4

								17		5.6		5.6		100

						Total		18		0		100

				Does this young person's family experience relative poverty?

										Percent		Valid Percent		Cumulative Percent

				Valid				Yes		72.2		72.2		72.2

								No		16.7		16.7		88.9

								Don't Know		11.1		11.1		100

						Total				100		100

				Age at first episode of offending:

										Percent		Valid Percent		Cumulative Percent

				Valid				7		5.6		7.7		7.7

								8		0

								9		0

								10		5.6		7.7		15.4

								11		22.2		30.8		46.2

								12		0

								13		27.8		38.5		84.6

								14		5.6		7.7		92.3

								15		5.6		7.7		100

								N/A		27.8

						Total		13		72.2		100

				Missing		System		5		27.8

				Total				18		100

				1 to 5		55.60%

				6 to 10		27.20%

				11 to 15		16.70%

				16 to 20		0%

				21-25		5.60%

				Physical abuse		11.1

				Sexual abuse		5.6

				Emotional abuse		61.1

				Physical neglect		22.2

				Emotional neglect		22.2

				Witness DV		5.6

				Familial substance abuse		27.8

				Familial mental illhealth		27.8

				Familial imprisonment		5.6

				Parental seperation		0

				Mental ill health		44.4

				ASD		16.7

				Trauma diagnosis		22.2

				Alcohol misuse		61.1

				Drug abuse		55.6

				NPS use		16.7

				Other substance		16.7

				Absconding		77.8

				Self harm		77.8

				Suicide attempt		38.9

				Suicidal ideation		55.6

				HSB		38.9

				Violence to staff		83.3

				Violence to parents		44.4

				Victim of bullying		27.8

				Bullying behaviour		50

				Truanting		72.2

				School exclusion		27.8

				Weapon possession		44.4

				Weapon use		44.4

				Sexual exploitation		22.2

				Sexual health concerns		16.7

				Head injury/TLC		5.6

				Placement breakdown		83.3

				Homelessness		5.6

				Parental bereavement		5.6

				Significant bereavment (other)		11.1

				C&F SW involved		77.8

				CP registration		16.7

				CJ SW involvement		22.2

				DV survivor		0

										KIBBLE

				Male		50

				Female		50

				Age of young person:

										Percent		Valid Percent		Cumulative Percent

				Valid				13		5.6		5.6		5.6

								14		33.3		33.3		38.9

								15		27.8		27.8		66.7

								16		22.2		22.2		88.9

								17		11.1		11.1		100

						Total		18		0		100

				Does this young person's family experience relative poverty?

										Percent		Valid Percent		Cumulative Percent

				Valid		Yes		83.3		83.3		83.3		83.3

						No		16.7		16.7		16.7		100

						Total		100		100		100

				1 to 5		55.6

				6 to 10		33.4

				11 to 15		5.6

				16 to 20		5.6

				Physical abuse		28

				Sexual abuse		24

				Emotional abuse		31

				Physical neglect		27

				Emotional neglect		32

				Witness DV		24

				Familial substance abuse		40

				Familial mental illhealth		29

				Familial imprisonment		20

				Parental seperation		43

				Physical abuse		44

				Sexual abuse		31

				Emotional abuse		46

				Physical neglect		44

				Emotional neglect		50

				Witness DV		51

				Familial substance abuse		46

				Familial mental illhealth		35

				Familial imprisonment		24

				Parental seperation		76

						GS		SM

				Violence to staff		83.3		89

				Placement breakdown		83.3		25

				Absconding		77.8		22.3

				Self harm		77.8		65

				C&F SW involved		77.8		68

				Truanting		72.2		26

				Alcohol misuse		61.1		36

				Drug abuse		55.6		25

				Suicidal ideation		55.6		68

				Bullying behaviour		50		56

				Mental ill health		44.4

				Violence to parents		44.4

				Weapon possession		44.4

				Weapon use		44.4

				Suicide attempt		38.9

				HSB		38.9

				Victim of bullying		27.8

				School exclusion		27.8

				Trauma diagnosis		22.2

				Sexual exploitation		22.2

				CJ SW involvement		22.2

				ASD		16.7

				NPS use		16.7

				Other substance		16.7

				Sexual health concerns		16.7

				CP registration		16.7

				Significant bereavment (other)		11.1

				Head injury/TLC		5.6

				Homelessness		5.6

				Parental bereavement		5.6

				DV survivor		0

				Name of placement: * ACE Count ever Crosstabulation

										ACE Count ever																						Total

						Edinburgh		Count		0		1		2		3		4		5		6		7		8		9		10		6

								% within Name of placement:		0.0%		0.0%		0.0%		0.0%		33.3%		50.0%		0.0%		0.0%		16.7%		0.0%		0.0%		100.0%

						The Good Shepherd		Count		0		1		2		3		4		5		6		7		8		9		10		18

								% within Name of placement:		0.0%		16.7%		11.1%		11.1%		0.0%		5.6%		11.1%		22.2%		5.6%		16.7%		0.0%		100.00%

						Kibble		Count		0		1		2		3		4		5		6		7		8		9		10		18

								% within Name of placement:		0.0%		16.7%		5.6%		11.1%		22.2%		11.1%		11.1%		11.1%		11.1%		0.0%		0.0%		100.00%

						Rossie		Count		0		1		2		3		4		5		6		7		8		9		10		18

								% within Name of placement:		11.1%		16.7%		5.6%		5.6%		5.6%		11.1%		16.7%		0.0%		5.6%		11.1%		11.1%		100.00%

						St Mary's		Count		0		1		2		3		4		5		6		7		8		9		10		27

								% within Name of placement:		0.0%		18.5%		14.8%		7.4%		0.0%		18.5%		3.7%		11.1%		3.7%		18.5%		3.7%		100.00%

				Total				Count		0		1		2		3		4		5		6		7		8		9		10		87

								% within Name of placement:		2.3%		16.1%		9.2%		8.0%		8.0%		14.9%		9.2%		10.3%		6.9%		11.5%		3.4%		100.00%

										Statistics

														ACE Count past yr		ACE Count ever

										N		Valid		87		87

												Missing		0		0

										Mean				2.93		4.86

										Std. Deviation				2.627		2.878

						***		SCOTTISH ONLY RESULTS****

				Male		47%				Kendrick et al >>>>				https://www.celcis.org/files/2414/8475/3535/2008_Vol_07_1_Kendrick_Walker_Barclay_Hunter_Malloch_outcomes_of_secure_care.pdf

				Female		53%

						**BOYS**

						Kendrick et al 2002/05		Gibson 2018

				12		4%		9.7%

				13		24%		6.5%

				14		36%		12.9%

				15		20%		38.7%

				16		16%		25.8%

				17		0%		6.5%

						**Scottish Girls**

						Kendrick et al 2002/05		Gibson 2018

				12		3.6%		0.0%

				13		14.3%		0.0%

				14		35.7%		40.9%

				15		32.1%		31.8%

				16		14.3%		13.6%

				17		0.0%		13.6%

				REASON FOR ADMISSION BOYS

						Kendrick et al 2002/05		Gibson 2018

				Risk to self		80%		35.5%

				Absconding		68%		45.2%

				Risk to others, including offending		84%		77.4%

				CSE		4%		0.0%

				Self harm		24%		16.1%

				Substances		24%		12.9%

				Past year Scottish Boys

				Sexual abuse		12

				Alcohol misuse		73.3

				Drug abuse		80.6

				NPS use		27.6

				Other substances		34.8

				Absconding		83.9

				Self harm		36.7

				Suicide attempt		9.7

				Suicidal ideation		19.4

				HSB		28.6

				Weapon use		38.7

				Wepaon possession		48.3

				CSE		29

				Mental illhealth		27.6

				Reason for admission - girls

						Kendrick et al 2002/05		Gibson 2018

				Risk to self		96.4%		41.0%

				Absconding		78.6%		54.5%

				Risk to others, including offending		16.1%		45.5%

				CSE		29.0%		4.5%

				Self harm		25.8%		36.4%

				Substances		45.2%		22.7%

				Girls previous year

				Sexual abuse		50.0%

				Alcohol misuse		61.9%

				Drug abuse		59.1%

				NPS use		17.6%

				Other substances		52.9%

				Absconding		90.9%

				Self harm		90.9%

				Suicide attempt		57.1%

				Suicidal ideation		81.8%

				HSB		45.5%

				Weapon use		27.3%

				Weapon possession		40.9%

				CSE		68.4%

				Mental illhealth		59.1%

				Combined ACES		PAST YER		AND SICNE BITYH

								Since birth		Year prior to admission

						0		2.3%		18.4%

						1		16.1%		20.7%

						2		9.2%		11.5%

						3		8.0%		13.8%

						4		8.0%		12.6%

						5		14.9%		8.0%

						6		9.2%		2.3%

						7		10.3%		4.6%

						8		6.9%		8.0%

						9		11.5%		0.0%

						10		3.4%		3.4%

				***********************************************************************************************************

				Girls and Boys in secure (combined)

				ACE Count ever		(GIRLS)						Female		Male

										0		0.0%		5.1%

				Valid						1		10.9%		17.9%

										2		4.3%		15.4%

										3		4.3%		12.8%

										4		4.3%		12.8%

										5		17.4%		12.8%

										6		13.0%		5.1%

										7		13.0%		7.7%

										8		8.7%		5.1%

										9		19.6%		2.6%

										10		4.3%		2.6%

						Total

				**********************************************************

				Crosstab		of		each		SIMD/IMD		ace		score

				Count

								In which decile of their national Index of Multiple
Deprivation does the young person live?																Total

								1		2		3		4		5		6		7		8

				ACE Count ever		0		0		0		0		0		2		0		0		0		2

						1		1		3		3		1		1		1		1		0		11

						2		1		1		1		2		0		0		1		0		6

						3		0		1		1		2		0		0		0		0		4

						4		1		1		1		2		0		1		0		0		6

						5		5		3		2		1		0		1		0		0		12

						6		2		2		0		0		1		0		0		0		5

						7		1		0		0		0		2		2		0		0		5

						8		1		2		0		0		1		0		0		0		4

						9		1		2		0		0		1		0		0		3		7

						10		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		2

				Total				13		15		9		9		8		5		2		3		64

				crosstab of ACES		BY ace score

				Physical abuse ever		39		0		1		2 to 3		4+						29		0		1		2 to 3		4+

				YES				0		2.6%		7.7%		89.7%						NO		0		37.9%		29.6%		34.5%

				NO		29		0		37.9%		29.6%		34.5%

				sexual abuse ever		29		0		1		2 to 3		4+						36		0		1		2 to 3		4+

				YES				0		3.4%		3.4%		93.2%						NO		0		27.8%		27.8%		44.4%

				Emotional abuse ever		42		0		1		2 to 3		4+						31		0		1		2 to 3		4+

				YES				0		2.2%		4.4%		93.4%						NO		0		35.5%		32.2%		48.4%

				Physical neglect ever		47		0		1		2 to 3		4+						25		0		1		2 to 3		4+

				YES				0		4.3%		2.1%		93.6%						NO		0		40%		36%		24%

				emotional neglect ever		52		0		1		2 to 3		4+						24		0		1		2 to 3		4+

				YES				0		0		3.8%		96.2%						NO		0		50%		33.3%		16.7%

				Witnes DV		44		0		1		2 to 3		4+						26		0		1		2 to 3		4+

				YES				0		0		9.1%		90.9%						NO		0		30.8%		23.1%		46.2%

				Family substance		45		0		1		2 to 3		4+						27		0		1		2 to 3		4+

				YES				0		4.4%		8.8%		87.8%						NO		0		29.6		29.6		40.8

				Family MH		38		0		1		2 to 3		4+						33		0		1		2 to 3		4+

				YES				0		2.6%		15.8%		81.6%						NO		3.0%		33.3%		19.8%		43.9%

				Panrentla seperation		67		0		1		2 to 3		4+						14		0		1		2 to 3		4+

				YES				0		11.9%		16.4%		71.6%						NO		7.1%		21.4%		21.4%		50.1%

				Family imprisonment		23		0		1		2 to 3		4+						52		0		1		2 to 3		4+

				YES				0		4.3%		17.4%		78.3%						NO		1.9%		21.1%		17.3%		59.6%

				*******************************************************************************

				Male / Female residents								Female		Male

										0		0.0%		5.1%

										1		10.9%		17.9%

										2 to 3		8.6%		28.2%

										4+		80.5%		48.8%

				Individual ACEs by gender		GENDER

						Female		Male

				Physical abuse		66.7%		45.2%

				Sexual abuse		64.7%		22.6%

				Emotional abuse		76.2%		36.4%

				Physical neglect		75.0%		51.6%

				Emotional neglect		78.6%		57.6%

				Witness DV		70.0%		53.3%

				Familial substance abuse		72.5%		50.0%

				Familial mental illhealth		64.9%		42.4%

				Familial imprisonment		38.5%		22.9%

				Parental seperation		90.5%		75.4%

				NATION

				Individual ACEs by nation		Scotland		England

				Physical abuse		54.5%		62.5%

				Sexual abuse		38.6%		57.1%

				Emotional abuse		54.2%		67.9%

				Physical neglect		55.6%		81.5%

				Emotional neglect		58.3%		85.7%

				Witness DV		63.6%		61.5%

				Familial substance abuse		59.1%		67.9%

				Familial mental illhealth		42.2%		73.1%

				Familial imprisonment		26.5%		38.5%

				Parental seperation		82.4%		83.3%

				Agg ACEs by ANTION

						Scotland		England

				0		3.6%		0%

				1		20.0%		9.4%

				2 to 3		16.4%		18.8%

				4+		60%		72%

						Scotland		England

				0		3.6%		0%

				1		20.0%		9.4%

				2		9.1%		9.4%

				3		7.3%		9.4%

				4		9.1%		6.3%

				5		12.7%		18.8%

				6		12.7%		3.1%

				7		9.1%		12.5%

				8		5.5%		9.4%

				9		10.9%		12.5%

				10		0%		9.4%

				Gender in Scotland

				Female		40%

				Male		56%

				Transgender		4%

				Gender in England

				Female		75%

				Male		25%

						12		13		14		15		16		17

				0		0%		0%		0%		0%		11.8%		0%

				1		0%		25%		11.8%		20%		11.8%		20%

				2 to 3		0%		37.5%		11.8%		20%		11.8%		0%

				4+		100%		37.5%		76.4%		60%		64.6%		80%

						17		16		15		14		13		12

				0		0%		11.8%		0%		0%		0%		0%

				1		20%		11.8%		20%		11.8%		25%		0%

				2 to 3		0%		11.8%		20%		11.8%		37.5%		0%

				4+		80%		64.6%		60%		76.4%		37.5%		100%

				2000		2001		2002		2003		2004		2005		2006		2007		2008		2009		2010		2011		2012		2013		2014		2015		2016		2017		2018

		Male (% of overall population)		81.6%		73.3%		71.9%		76.7%		73.6%		65.1%		75.6%		73.6%		64.8%		64.2%		64.0%		66.3%		67.9%		65.4%		65.4%		69.4%		73.9%		57.5%		47.1%

		Female (% of overall population)		19.4%		26.7%		28.1%		23.3%		25.4%		34.9%		24.4%		26.4%		35.2%		35.8%		36.0%		33.7%		32.1%		34.6%		34.6%		30.6%		27.1%		42.5%		52.9%

		Male (number)		71		63		69		69		67		54		62		78		59		61		64		59		57		51		52		59		65		46		40

		Female (number)		16		23		27		21		24		29		20		28		32		34		36		30		27		27		29		26		23		34		45

				Individual ACES by Gender

								Female		Male

						Physical abuse		66.7%		45.2%

						Sexual abuse		64.7%		22.6%

						Emotional abuse		76.2%		36.4%

						Physical neglect		75.0%		51.6%

						Emotional neglect		78.6%		57.6%

						Witness DV		70.0%		53.3%

						Familial substance abuse		72.5%		50.0%

						Familial mental illhealth		64.9%		42.4%

						Familial imprisonment		38.5%		22.9%

						Parental seperation		90.5%		75.7%

						% of young people

				0		2.3%

				1		16.1%

				2 to 3		17.2%

				4		64.2%

																														Does this young person's family experience relative poverty? * ACE Count ever Crosstabulation

				Aggregated ACE exposure by status as relative poverty																										Count

				Relatve poverty																														ACE Count ever																						Total

								In relative poverty		Not in relative poverty																								0		1		2		3		4		5		6		7		8		9		10

						0		0%		13.3%																				Does this young person's family experience relative poverty?		Yes		0		10		5		5		5		12		8		8		4		9		1		67

						1		14.9%		20%																						No		2		3		2		2		2		1		0		0		1		1		1		15

						2 to 3		14.9%		26.7%																						Don't Know		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		1		0		1		5

						4		70.2%		58%																				Total				2		14		8		7		7		13		8		9		6		10		3		87

				POVERTY BY SIMD										***************************************************************************************************

				In which decile of their national Index of Multiple
Deprivation does the young person live? * ACE Count ever Crosstabulation

				Count

								ACE Count ever																				Total

								0		1		2		3		4		5		6		7		8		9

						1		0		1		0		0		1		4		1		1		1		1		10

						2		0		1		1		1		1		2		2		0		0		1		9

						3		0		3		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		5

						4		0		1		2		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		5

						5		2		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		1		1		6

						6		0		1		0		0		0		0		0		2		0		0		3

						7		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		2

						8		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		2		2

				Total				2		8		4		2		4		7		4		4		2		5		42

																										0		1		2 to 3		4+

																								SIMD 1&2		0%		15.4%		15.4%		69.2%

																								SIMD 3&4		0%		40%		30%		30%

																								SIMD 5 to 10		13.3%		26.7%		6.7%		53.3%

				And now for England……

				In which decile of their national Index of Multiple

				Deprivation does the young person live? * ACE Count ever Crosstabulation

				Count

								ACE Count ever																				Total

								1		2		3		4		5		6		7		8		9		10								0		1		2 to 3		4+

				In which decile of their national Index of Multiple																												EIMD 1&2		0%		22.2%		11.1%		66.7%		9

				Deprivation does the young person live?		1		0		1		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		3				EIMD 3&4		0%		0%		37.5%		62.5%		8

						2		2		0		0		0		1		0		0		2		1		0		6				EIMD 5 to 10		0%		20%		0%		80%		5

						3		0		1		1		0		1		0		0		0		0		1		4

						4		0		0		1		1		1		0		0		0		0		1		4

						5		1		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		2

						6		0		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		2

						8		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		1

				Total				3		2		2		2		5		1		1		2		2		2		22

																Secure population (England)		National average

														1		13.6%		12.5%

														2		27.3%		11.6%

														3		18.2%		10.9%

														4		18.2%		9.9%

														5		9.1%		9.5%

														6		9.1%		9.3%

														7		0%		8.9%

														8		4.5%		9.0%

														9		0%		9.1%

														10		0%		9.2%

																fix colours>>>>

								1		23.8%		11.2%

								2		21.4%		10.8%

								3		11.9%		9.9%

								4		11.9%		9.4%

								5		14.3%		9.2%

								6		7.1%		9.3%

								7		4.8%		9.6%

								8		4.8%		9.9%

								9		0%		10.4%

								10		0%		10.3%

										12 and 13		14 and 15		16 and 17

								0		0%		0%		7.4%

								1		15.4%		17%		14.8%

								2 to 3		23.1%		17%		14.8%

								4+		61.5%		66%		63%

												Scotland		80%		20.0%

												England		71.9%		28.1%

												Scotland		80%		20%

												England		71.9%		28.10%

				Previous admission to secure? ******************

						Nation

				Scotland		31%

				England		18.8%

				Amongst those who experince CSE ever *********

						CSE ever		CSE never

				HSB 12m		68.4%		18.9%

				HSB		69.2%		18.9%

				DV		21.6%		3.4%

				Witness DV		63.2%		59.3%

				Trauma diagnosis		39.0%		19.4%

				Alcohol misuse		73.8%		64.9%

				Drug abuse		71.4%		67.6%

				NPS use		31.4%		17.6%

				Other substance abuse		46.9%		28.6%

				Absconding		100.0%		78.4%

				Self harm		90.7%		58.3%

				Suicide attempt		47.6%		25.0%

				Suicidal ideation		69.8%		40.5%

				Sexual health concerns		82.9%		8.3%

						CSE ever		CSE never

				Physical abuse		70.6%		35.7%

				Sexual abuse		75.8%		10.3%

				Emotional abuse		76.9%		30.0%

				Physical neglect		78.9%		41.4%

				Emotional neglect		80.0%		50.0%

				Witness DV		63.2%		59.3%

				Familial substance abuse		76.3%		46.7%

				Familial mental illhealth		62.9%		41.9%

				Familial imprisonment		80.5%		84.8%

				Parental seperation		33.3%		31.4%

				Scottish only
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						Scotland:  Gibson(2020)		England: Martin et al (2022)

				Physical abuse		63%		45%

				Sexual abuse		57%		43%

				Emotional abuse		68%		71%

				Physical neglect		83%		76%

				Emotional neglect		86%		69%

				Witness DV		62%		55%

				Familial substance abuse		68%		59%

				Familial mental illhealth		73%		26%

				Familial imprisonment		39%		35%

				Parental seperation		83%		78%





		



Scotland:  Gibson(2020)

England: Martin et al (2022)



		

				16 and 17 year old Scottish

				Physical abuse		58.3%						Mental ill health		45.1%

				Sexual abuse		38.5%						ASD		22.6%

				Emotional abuse		64.3%						Trauma diagnosis		21.2%

				Physical neglect		61.5%						Alcohol misuse		69.8%

				Emotional neglect		64.2%						Drug abuse		71.7%

				Witness DV		63.6%						NPS use		21.3%

				Familial substance abuse		45.5%						Other substance		41.5%

				Familial mental illhealth		28.6%						Absconding		87.3%

				Familial imprisonment		25.0%						Self harm		64.8%

				Parental seperation		92.9%						Suicide attempt		33.3%

												Suicidal ideation		50.9%

												HSB		37.7%

												Violence to staff		68.5%

												Violence to parents		52.7%

												Victim of bullying		45.0%

												Bullying behaviour		70.0%

												Truanting		72.5%

												School exclusion		64.4%

												Weapon possession		45.3%

												Weapon use		34.5%

												Sexual exploitation		45.1%

												Sexual health concerns		37.3%

												Head injury/TLC		13.5%

												Placement breakdown		78.2%

												Homelessness		9.3%

												Parental bereavement		19.6%

												Significant bereavment (other)		23.4%

												C&F SW involved		89.1%

												CP registration		35.2%

												CJ SW involvement		27.8%

												DV survivor		13.0%

				Placement moves since birth		1		2		3		4		5		6		7		8		9		10		12		16		17		20

				16		3		2		1		1		1		2		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

				17		1		0		0		3		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0

				What sort of placement was the young person resident in

				immediately prior to entering secure?

				Count

																																																																				Total

								Buchanan Street Childrens Unit		Cambusnethan Residential Unit		Children's home		Children's Home		children's unit (open provision 3rd sector)		Children's Unit (open provision)		childrens home		Childrens Home		Close Support		Close Support unit		Close Support Unit		family home		Family home		Family Home		Home		Hospital		Howden Hall secure		Howdenhall Open Unit		Residentail		residental care		Residentia;		Residential		residential care		Residential School		Residential setting		residential unit		Residnetial		Secure Psychiatric Care / CAMHS		Stepdown Residential Unit		The family home		Y,O,I		Young People's Centre

				Age		16		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		1		1		0		1		0		0		0		1		0		0		2		0		1		0		1		0		0		0		0		1		0		11

						17		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		1		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		0		1		0		0		1		0		0		0		1		0		0		0		6

				Total				1		1		1		2		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		4		4		1		2		1		1		1		1		1		1		15		1		1		2		1		1		1		1		1		1		1		55





		

						Correlations

										Start Date		PhysicalAbuseEver		SexualAbuseEver		EmotionalAbuseEver		PhysicalNeglectEver		EmotionalNeglectEver		WitnessDomViolenceEver		FamilialSubstanceAbuseEver		FamilialMentalIllhealthEver		ParentalSeperationDivorceEver		FamilyImprisonmentEver

						Start Date		Pearson Correlation		1		-0.125		-0.099		-0.07		-0.038		-0.17		-0.149		0.099		0.058		-0.097		-0.06

								Sig. (2-tailed)				0.468		0.576		0.66		0.815		0.283		0.358		0.544		0.734		0.541		0.718

								N		46		36		34		42		40		42		40		40		37		42		39

						PhysicalAbuseEver		Pearson Correlation		-0.125		1		.433*		.680**		0.244		.539**		.597**		.389*		0.342		0.144		-0.134

								Sig. (2-tailed)		0.468				0.017		0		0.171		0.001		0		0.028		0.064		0.41		0.458

								N		36		36		30		36		33		35		34		32		30		35		33

						SexualAbuseEver		Pearson Correlation		-0.099		.433*		1		.469**		.367*		.386*		0.255		.400*		0.18		0.153		-0.065

								Sig. (2-tailed)		0.576		0.017				0.005		0.042		0.027		0.159		0.029		0.349		0.403		0.728

								N		34		30		34		34		31		33		32		30		29		32		31

						EmotionalAbuseEver		Pearson Correlation		-0.07		.680**		.469**		1		.457**		.657**		.558**		.600**		0.299		0.216		-0.062

								Sig. (2-tailed)		0.66		0		0.005				0.004		0		0		0		0.081		0.187		0.715

								N		42		36		34		42		38		40		39		38		35		39		37

						PhysicalNeglectEver		Pearson Correlation		-0.038		0.244		.367*		.457**		1		.657**		0.154		0.222		.453**		0.011		0.224

								Sig. (2-tailed)		0.815		0.171		0.042		0.004				0		0.355		0.186		0.009		0.95		0.195

								N		40		33		31		38		40		40		38		37		32		38		35

						EmotionalNeglectEver		Pearson Correlation		-0.17		.539**		.386*		.657**		.657**		1		.355*		0.246		.394*		0.25		0.053

								Sig. (2-tailed)		0.283		0.001		0.027		0		0				0.025		0.131		0.021		0.12		0.757

								N		42		35		33		40		40		42		40		39		34		40		37

						WitnessDomViolenceEver		Pearson Correlation		-0.149		.597**		0.255		.558**		0.154		.355*		1		.616**		.572**		.324*		0.041

								Sig. (2-tailed)		0.358		0		0.159		0		0.355		0.025				0		0.001		0.044		0.813

								N		40		34		32		39		38		40		40		38		32		39		36

						FamilialSubstanceAbuseEver		Pearson Correlation		0.099		.389*		.400*		.600**		0.222		0.246		.616**		1		.469**		-0.03		0.156

								Sig. (2-tailed)		0.544		0.028		0.029		0		0.186		0.131		0				0.005		0.859		0.378

								N		40		32		30		38		37		39		38		40		34		38		34

						FamilialMentalIllhealthEver		Pearson Correlation		0.058		0.342		0.18		0.299		.453**		.394*		.572**		.469**		1		0.131		0.313

								Sig. (2-tailed)		0.734		0.064		0.349		0.081		0.009		0.021		0.001		0.005				0.466		0.087

								N		37		30		29		35		32		34		32		34		37		33		31

						ParentalSeperationDivorceEver		Pearson Correlation		-0.097		0.144		0.153		0.216		0.011		0.25		.324*		-0.03		0.131		1		0.084

								Sig. (2-tailed)		0.541		0.41		0.403		0.187		0.95		0.12		0.044		0.859		0.466				0.615

								N		42		35		32		39		38		40		39		38		33		42		38

						FamilyImprisonmentEver		Pearson Correlation		-0.06		-0.134		-0.065		-0.062		0.224		0.053		0.041		0.156		0.313		0.084		1

								Sig. (2-tailed)		0.718		0.458		0.728		0.715		0.195		0.757		0.813		0.378		0.087		0.615

								N		39		33		31		37		35		37		36		34		31		38		39

						* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

						** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

						Correlations

										PhysicalAbuseEver		SexualAbuseEver		EmotionalAbuseEver		PhysicalNeglectEver		EmotionalNeglectEver		WitnessDomViolenceEver		FamilialSubstanceAbuseEver		FamilialMentalIllhealthEver		ParentalSeperationDivorceEver		FamilyImprisonmentEver

						PhysicalAbuseEver		Pearson Correlation		1		.389*		.622**		.496**		.455*		0.231		.408*		0.32		-0.274		0.167

								Sig. (2-tailed)				0.041		0		0.007		0.013		0.257		0.035		0.103		0.143		0.397

								N		31		28		31		28		29		26		27		27		30		28

						SexualAbuseEver		Pearson Correlation		.389*		1		.582**		.423*		0.323		-0.063		0.274		0.017		-0.255		0.066

								Sig. (2-tailed)		0.041				0.001		0.022		0.087		0.756		0.143		0.931		0.174		0.735

								N		28		31		30		29		29		27		30		29		30		29

						EmotionalAbuseEver		Pearson Correlation		.622**		.582**		1		.545**		.673**		0.162		.396*		-0.02		-0.298		0.053

								Sig. (2-tailed)		0		0.001				0.002		0		0.409		0.033		0.917		0.097		0.78

								N		31		30		33		29		31		28		29		29		32		30

						PhysicalNeglectEver		Pearson Correlation		.496**		.423*		.545**		1		.935**		0.335		.657**		0.194		-0.262		.384*

								Sig. (2-tailed)		0.007		0.022		0.002				0		0.087		0		0.313		0.162		0.04

								N		28		29		29		31		30		27		29		29		30		29

						EmotionalNeglectEver		Pearson Correlation		.455*		0.323		.673**		.935**		1		0.351		.519**		0.137		-0.13		0.323

								Sig. (2-tailed)		0.013		0.087		0		0				0.067		0.004		0.478		0.479		0.081

								N		29		29		31		30		33		28		29		29		32		30

						WitnessDomViolenceEver		Pearson Correlation		0.231		-0.063		0.162		0.335		0.351		1		0.11		.408*		0.274		.570**

								Sig. (2-tailed)		0.257		0.756		0.409		0.087		0.067				0.585		0.035		0.143		0.002

								N		26		27		28		27		28		30		27		27		30		27

						FamilialSubstanceAbuseEver		Pearson Correlation		.408*		0.274		.396*		.657**		.519**		0.11		1		0.202		-.506**		0.151

								Sig. (2-tailed)		0.035		0.143		0.033		0		0.004		0.585				0.285		0.004		0.426

								N		27		30		29		29		29		27		32		30		31		30

						FamilialMentalIllhealthEver		Pearson Correlation		0.32		0.017		-0.02		0.194		0.137		.408*		0.202		1		0.113		0.204

								Sig. (2-tailed)		0.103		0.931		0.917		0.313		0.478		0.035		0.285				0.533		0.27

								N		27		29		29		29		29		27		30		33		33		31

						ParentalSeperationDivorceEver		Pearson Correlation		-0.274		-0.255		-0.298		-0.262		-0.13		0.274		-.506**		0.113		1		0.176

								Sig. (2-tailed)		0.143		0.174		0.097		0.162		0.479		0.143		0.004		0.533				0.32

								N		30		30		32		30		32		30		31		33		37		34

						FamilyImprisonmentEver		Pearson Correlation		0.167		0.066		0.053		.384*		0.323		.570**		0.151		0.204		0.176		1

								Sig. (2-tailed)		0.397		0.735		0.78		0.04		0.081		0.002		0.426		0.27		0.32

								N		28		29		30		29		30		27		30		31		34		35

						* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

						** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

								Physical abuse		Sexual abuse		Emotional abuse		Physical neglect		Emotional neglect		Witness DV		Familial substance abuse		Familial mental illhealth		Family imprisonment		Parental seperation

						Physical abuse

						Sexual abuse

						Emotional abuse

						Physical neglect

						Emotional neglect

						Witness DV

						Familial substance abuse

						Familial mental illhealth

						Family imprisonment

						Parental seperation





		

						Ever		12m prior

				Physical abuse		54.5%		30.6%

				Sexual abuse		38.6%		28.3%

				Emotional abuse		54.2%		34.7%

				Physical neglect		55.6%		33.3%

				Emotional neglect		58.3%		39.1%

				Witness DV		63.6%		29.5%

				Familial substance abuse		59.1%		50.0%

				Familial mental illhealth		42.2%		34.0%

				Familial imprisonment		26.5%		22.0%

				Parental seperation		82.4%		43.4%





		



Ever

12m prior

Exposure to Adverse Childhood Experiences (Scotland)



		

								BOYS

						Correlations

										PhysicalAbuseEver		SexualAbuseEver		EmotionalAbuseEver		PhysicalNeglectEver		EmotionalNeglectEver		VictimDomViolenceEver		WitnessDomViolenceEver		FamilialSubstanceAbuseEver		FamilialMentalIllhealthEver		FamilyImprisonmentEver		ParentalSeperationDivorceEver

						PhysicalAbuseEver		Pearson Correlation		1		.389*		.622**		.496**		.455*		0.282		0.231		.408*		0.32		0.167		-0.274

								Sig. (2-tailed)				0.041		0		0.007		0.013		0.139		0.257		0.035		0.103		0.397		0.143

								N		31		28		31		28		29		29		26		27		27		28		30

						SexualAbuseEver		Pearson Correlation		.389*		1		.582**		.423*		0.323		0.335		-0.063		0.274		0.017		0.066		-0.255

								Sig. (2-tailed)		0.041				0.001		0.022		0.087		0.076		0.756		0.143		0.931		0.735		0.174

								N		28		31		30		29		29		29		27		30		29		29		30

						EmotionalAbuseEver		Pearson Correlation		.622**		.582**		1		.545**		.673**		0.33		0.162		.396*		-0.02		0.053		-0.298

								Sig. (2-tailed)		0		0.001				0.002		0		0.069		0.409		0.033		0.917		0.78		0.097

								N		31		30		33		29		31		31		28		29		29		30		32

						PhysicalNeglectEver		Pearson Correlation		.496**		.423*		.545**		1		.935**		0.267		0.335		.657**		0.194		.384*		-0.262

								Sig. (2-tailed)		0.007		0.022		0.002				0		0.153		0.087		0		0.313		0.04		0.162

								N		28		29		29		31		30		30		27		29		29		29		30

						EmotionalNeglectEver		Pearson Correlation		.455*		0.323		.673**		.935**		1		0.284		0.351		.519**		0.137		0.323		-0.13

								Sig. (2-tailed)		0.013		0.087		0		0				0.116		0.067		0.004		0.478		0.081		0.479

								N		29		29		31		30		33		32		28		29		29		30		32

						VictimDomViolenceEver		Pearson Correlation		0.282		0.335		0.33		0.267		0.284		1		0.263		0.267		0.324		0.169		0.17

								Sig. (2-tailed)		0.139		0.076		0.069		0.153		0.116				0.168		0.153		0.086		0.373		0.352

								N		29		29		31		30		32		33		29		30		29		30		32

						WitnessDomViolenceEver		Pearson Correlation		0.231		-0.063		0.162		0.335		0.351		0.263		1		0.11		.408*		.570**		0.274

								Sig. (2-tailed)		0.257		0.756		0.409		0.087		0.067		0.168				0.585		0.035		0.002		0.143

								N		26		27		28		27		28		29		30		27		27		27		30

						FamilialSubstanceAbuseEver		Pearson Correlation		.408*		0.274		.396*		.657**		.519**		0.267		0.11		1		0.202		0.151		-.506**

								Sig. (2-tailed)		0.035		0.143		0.033		0		0.004		0.153		0.585				0.285		0.426		0.004

								N		27		30		29		29		29		30		27		32		30		30		31

						FamilialMentalIllhealthEver		Pearson Correlation		0.32		0.017		-0.02		0.194		0.137		0.324		.408*		0.202		1		0.204		0.113

								Sig. (2-tailed)		0.103		0.931		0.917		0.313		0.478		0.086		0.035		0.285				0.27		0.533

								N		27		29		29		29		29		29		27		30		33		31		33

						FamilyImprisonmentEver		Pearson Correlation		0.167		0.066		0.053		.384*		0.323		0.169		.570**		0.151		0.204		1		0.176

								Sig. (2-tailed)		0.397		0.735		0.78		0.04		0.081		0.373		0.002		0.426		0.27				0.32

								N		28		29		30		29		30		30		27		30		31		35		34

						ParentalSeperationDivorceEver		Pearson Correlation		-0.274		-0.255		-0.298		-0.262		-0.13		0.17		0.274		-.506**		0.113		0.176		1

								Sig. (2-tailed)		0.143		0.174		0.097		0.162		0.479		0.352		0.143		0.004		0.533		0.32

								N		30		30		32		30		32		32		30		31		33		34		37

						* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

						** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).

										GIRLS

										Correlations

														PhysicalAbuseEver		SexualAbuseEver		EmotionalAbuseEver		PhysicalNeglectEver		EmotionalNeglectEver		VictimDomViolenceEver		WitnessDomViolenceEver		FamilialSubstanceAbuseEver		FamilialMentalIllhealthEver		FamilyImprisonmentEver		ParentalSeperationDivorceEver

										PhysicalAbuseEver		Pearson Correlation		1		.433*		.680**		0.244		.539**		0.285		.597**		.389*		0.342		-0.134		0.144

												Sig. (2-tailed)				0.017		0		0.171		0.001		0.12		0		0.028		0.064		0.458		0.41

												N		36		30		36		33		35		31		34		32		30		33		35

										SexualAbuseEver		Pearson Correlation		.433*		1		.469**		.367*		.386*		0.298		0.255		.400*		0.18		-0.065		0.153

												Sig. (2-tailed)		0.017				0.005		0.042		0.027		0.109		0.159		0.029		0.349		0.728		0.403

												N		30		34		34		31		33		30		32		30		29		31		32

										EmotionalAbuseEver		Pearson Correlation		.680**		.469**		1		.457**		.657**		0.274		.558**		.600**		0.299		-0.062		0.216

												Sig. (2-tailed)		0		0.005				0.004		0		0.101		0		0		0.081		0.715		0.187

												N		36		34		42		38		40		37		39		38		35		37		39

										PhysicalNeglectEver		Pearson Correlation		0.244		.367*		.457**		1		.657**		0.24		0.154		0.222		.453**		0.224		0.011

												Sig. (2-tailed)		0.171		0.042		0.004				0		0.165		0.355		0.186		0.009		0.195		0.95

												N		33		31		38		40		40		35		38		37		32		35		38

										EmotionalNeglectEver		Pearson Correlation		.539**		.386*		.657**		.657**		1		0.231		.355*		0.246		.394*		0.053		0.25

												Sig. (2-tailed)		0.001		0.027		0		0				0.169		0.025		0.131		0.021		0.757		0.12

												N		35		33		40		40		42		37		40		39		34		37		40

										VictimDomViolenceEver		Pearson Correlation		0.285		0.298		0.274		0.24		0.231		1		0.305		0.174		0		-0.019		0.158

												Sig. (2-tailed)		0.12		0.109		0.101		0.165		0.169				0.067		0.311		1		0.915		0.357

												N		31		30		37		35		37		38		37		36		30		34		36

										WitnessDomViolenceEver		Pearson Correlation		.597**		0.255		.558**		0.154		.355*		0.305		1		.616**		.572**		0.041		.324*

												Sig. (2-tailed)		0		0.159		0		0.355		0.025		0.067				0		0.001		0.813		0.044

												N		34		32		39		38		40		37		40		38		32		36		39

										FamilialSubstanceAbuseEver		Pearson Correlation		.389*		.400*		.600**		0.222		0.246		0.174		.616**		1		.469**		0.156		-0.03

												Sig. (2-tailed)		0.028		0.029		0		0.186		0.131		0.311		0				0.005		0.378		0.859

												N		32		30		38		37		39		36		38		40		34		34		38

										FamilialMentalIllhealthEver		Pearson Correlation		0.342		0.18		0.299		.453**		.394*		0		.572**		.469**		1		0.313		0.131

												Sig. (2-tailed)		0.064		0.349		0.081		0.009		0.021		1		0.001		0.005				0.087		0.466

												N		30		29		35		32		34		30		32		34		37		31		33

										FamilyImprisonmentEver		Pearson Correlation		-0.134		-0.065		-0.062		0.224		0.053		-0.019		0.041		0.156		0.313		1		0.084

												Sig. (2-tailed)		0.458		0.728		0.715		0.195		0.757		0.915		0.813		0.378		0.087				0.615

												N		33		31		37		35		37		34		36		34		31		39		38

										ParentalSeperationDivorceEver		Pearson Correlation		0.144		0.153		0.216		0.011		0.25		0.158		.324*		-0.03		0.131		0.084		1

												Sig. (2-tailed)		0.41		0.403		0.187		0.95		0.12		0.357		0.044		0.859		0.466		0.615

												N		35		32		39		38		40		36		39		38		33		38		42

										* Correlation is significant at the 0.05 level (2-tailed).

										** Correlation is significant at the 0.01 level (2-tailed).





		

						Case Processing Summary

										N		%

						Cases		Valid		20		43.5

								Excludeda		26		56.5

								Total		46		100.0

						a. Listwise deletion based on all variables in the procedure.

						Reliability Statistics

						Cronbach's Alpha		Cronbach's Alpha Based on Standardized Items		N of Items

						0.820		0.812		10

						Item Statistics

								Mean		Std. Deviation		N

						PhysicalAbuseEver		1.40		0.503		20

						SexualAbuseEver		1.35		0.489		20

						EmotionalAbuseEver		1.40		0.503		20

						PhysicalNeglectEver		1.35		0.489		20

						EmotionalNeglectEver		1.40		0.503		20

						WitnessDomViolenceEver		1.45		0.510		20

						FamilialSubstanceAbuseEver		1.35		0.489		20

						FamilialMentalIllhealthEver		1.45		0.510		20

						FamilyImprisonmentEver		1.70		0.470		20

						ParentalSeperationDivorceEver		1.20		0.410		20

						Inter-Item Correlation Matrix

								PhysicalAbuseEver		SexualAbuseEver		EmotionalAbuseEver		PhysicalNeglectEver		EmotionalNeglectEver		WitnessDomViolenceEver		FamilialSubstanceAbuseEver		FamilialMentalIllhealthEver		FamilyImprisonmentEver		ParentalSeperationDivorceEver

						PhysicalAbuseEver		1.000		0.471		0.792		0.257		0.583		0.492		0.471		0.287		-0.134		0.102

						SexualAbuseEver		0.471		1.000		0.471		0.341		0.471		0.601		0.560		0.179		-0.206		0.157

						EmotionalAbuseEver		0.792		0.471		1.000		0.257		0.583		0.698		0.685		0.287		-0.134		0.102

						PhysicalNeglectEver		0.257		0.341		0.257		1.000		0.685		0.179		0.121		0.390		0.252		-0.105

						EmotionalNeglectEver		0.583		0.471		0.583		0.685		1.000		0.287		0.257		0.287		0.089		0.102

						WitnessDomViolenceEver		0.492		0.601		0.698		0.179		0.287		1.000		0.811		0.596		-0.066		0.302

						FamilialSubstanceAbuseEver		0.471		0.560		0.685		0.121		0.257		0.811		1.000		0.601		0.023		-0.105

						FamilialMentalIllhealthEver		0.287		0.179		0.287		0.390		0.287		0.596		0.601		1.000		0.373		0.050

						FamilyImprisonmentEver		-0.134		-0.206		-0.134		0.252		0.089		-0.066		0.023		0.373		1.000		0.055

						ParentalSeperationDivorceEver		0.102		0.157		0.102		-0.105		0.102		0.302		-0.105		0.050		0.055		1.000

						Inter-Item Covariance Matrix

								PhysicalAbuseEver		SexualAbuseEver		EmotionalAbuseEver		PhysicalNeglectEver		EmotionalNeglectEver		WitnessDomViolenceEver		FamilialSubstanceAbuseEver		FamilialMentalIllhealthEver		FamilyImprisonmentEver		ParentalSeperationDivorceEver

						PhysicalAbuseEver		0.253		0.116		0.200		0.063		0.147		0.126		0.116		0.074		-0.032		0.021

						SexualAbuseEver		0.116		0.239		0.116		0.082		0.116		0.150		0.134		0.045		-0.047		0.032

						EmotionalAbuseEver		0.200		0.116		0.253		0.063		0.147		0.179		0.168		0.074		-0.032		0.021

						PhysicalNeglectEver		0.063		0.082		0.063		0.239		0.168		0.045		0.029		0.097		0.058		-0.021

						EmotionalNeglectEver		0.147		0.116		0.147		0.168		0.253		0.074		0.063		0.074		0.021		0.021

						WitnessDomViolenceEver		0.126		0.150		0.179		0.045		0.074		0.261		0.203		0.155		-0.016		0.063

						FamilialSubstanceAbuseEver		0.116		0.134		0.168		0.029		0.063		0.203		0.239		0.150		0.005		-0.021

						FamilialMentalIllhealthEver		0.074		0.045		0.074		0.097		0.074		0.155		0.150		0.261		0.089		0.011

						FamilyImprisonmentEver		-0.032		-0.047		-0.032		0.058		0.021		-0.016		0.005		0.089		0.221		0.011

						ParentalSeperationDivorceEver		0.021		0.032		0.021		-0.021		0.021		0.063		-0.021		0.011		0.011		0.168

						Summary Item Statistics

								Mean		Minimum		Maximum		Range		Maximum / Minimum		Variance		N of Items

						Inter-Item Covariances		0.075		-0.047		0.203		0.250		-4.278		0.004		10

						Inter-Item Correlations		0.301		-0.206		0.811		1.017		-3.940		0.071		10

						Item-Total Statistics

								Scale Mean if Item Deleted		Scale Variance if Item Deleted		Corrected Item-Total Correlation		Squared Multiple Correlation		Cronbach's Alpha if Item Deleted

						PhysicalAbuseEver		12.65		7.187		0.617		0.775		0.791

						SexualAbuseEver		12.70		7.379		0.558		0.821		0.798

						EmotionalAbuseEver		12.65		6.976		0.706		0.925		0.781

						PhysicalNeglectEver		12.70		7.695		0.430		0.741		0.811

						EmotionalNeglectEver		12.65		7.187		0.617		0.775		0.791

						WitnessDomViolenceEver		12.60		6.884		0.731		0.897		0.778

						FamilialSubstanceAbuseEver		12.70		7.168		0.647		0.923		0.788

						FamilialMentalIllhealthEver		12.60		7.305		0.557		0.849		0.798

						FamilyImprisonmentEver		12.35		8.766		0.042		0.407		0.847

						ParentalSeperationDivorceEver		12.85		8.661		0.113		0.636		0.837

						Scale Statistics

						Mean		Variance		Std. Deviation		N of Items

						14.05		9.103		3.017		10






‘some evidence that there is a cohort of children with
particularly complex needs who are seen as too
“challenging” to be suitable for a secure children’s
home. This includes children with very complex
mental health needs but who do not meet criteria for
detention under the Mental Health Act. This has led to
a significant increase in the use of the inherent
jurisdiction of the high court to deprive children of
their liberty in alternative placements.’

‘there is a lack of clarify around the main purpose of
depriving a child of their liberty for welfare reasons and
in youth custody (ie to punish or to rehabilitate) and
therefore what an ‘ideal’ system should look like.’

What do we know
about children
deprived of

their liberty?

An evidencereview
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It would be nice to have a straight road
to emotional health .....
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But life is not that simple ....
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And young people move between services ....

Prison / SCH Secure Hospital
Inreach Treatment
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From where are they admitted? census 2016

90%

80%

70%
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50%

% young people

40%
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20%

10%

0%

Referral to secure

placement likely to come
from same agency

Health to secure health
Welfare to secure welfare

Those in youth justice
more from home (and
older)

Mental Health Welfare YIS

B community family 14% 8% 65%

B community welfare 14% 82% 21%
m hospital 66% 3% 0.50%

custody 1% 0 11%

M secure welfare

2%

8%
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Hospital Admissions

Balasubramaniam, Smith, Hales, Bartlett (2023)
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=—Forensic Section
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== Cjvil Section

admitted from hospital

THE JOURNAL OF FORENSIC PSYCHIATRY & PSYCHOLOGY
2023, VOL. 34, NOS. 3-4, 401-415 E ROUtleC!ge
https://doi.org/10.1080/14789949.2023.2245365 Taylor &Francis Group

M) Check for updates

Medium secure mental health care for young people:
decisions to detain

Sinthujah Balasubramaniam?, Jared G Smith®, Heidi Hales®
and Annie Bartlett®

*Consultant Forensic Psychiatrist, West London NHS Trust, Southall, London; *Population
Health Research Institute, St George's University of London, London; <Consultant Psychiatrist
in Adolescent Forensic Psychiatry, West London NHS Trust, Seuthall, London; “Offender
Health Care, IMBE, St George's, University of London, London

Abstract
Abstract Medium secure units are one component of secure mental health care
for young people across the UK. No research has previously examined the
appropriateness of admissions. This is a retrospective cohort study of all
patients admitted to one unit by examining clinical notes for demographic,
mental health and criminological variables. Descriptive data was statistically
analysed to then characterise the cohort, audit against admission criteria and
examine changes over time. There were 149 admissions. All patients admitted
were male, most were 17 years old and from racialized groups. Most were
detained under forensic sections with a primary diagnosis of psychosis. Four
of five admissions met all 4 admission criteria. There were notable changes in
use of forensic sections and risk over time. Our cohort differs from previous
historical and contemporaneous cohorts in terms of diagnosis, legislation
determining admission and ethnic breakdown. Our analysis relies on an inter-
pretation of existing admission criteria but it suggests that not all admissions
were appropriate, raising important practical, ethical and cost benefit ques-
1 20 tions. W_e suggest qrea_ter transparency abnut_ afimissiop decisions to ensure
that patients are admitted to the least restrictive setting needed and that
national service planning is responsive to changes in demand.

ARTICLE HISTORY Received 1 May 2023; Accepted 2 August 2023
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				Forensic Section		Civil Section		admitted from custody		admitted from hospital
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Chart1

		2006-2012		2006-2012		2006-2012		2006-2012

		2013-2016		2013-2016		2013-2016		2013-2016

		2017-2020		2017-2020		2017-2020		2017-2020



Past conviction

risk violence to others

risk to self

risk of SHB

86.8

65.9

22

35.4

65.1

74.4

4.7

20.9

54.5

95.7

39.1

4.3



Sheet1

				Past conviction		risk violence to others		risk to self		risk of SHB		Column1		Column2

		2006-2012		86.8		65.9		22		35.4

		2013-2016		65.1		74.4		4.7		20.9

		2017-2020		54.5		95.7		39.1		4.3






( iI RAF _ Group of International Researchers
) in Adolescent Forensics
/ Looking over
the secure fence

Would you lock this child up? .

Decision making ...




Group of International Researchers
) in Adolescent Forensics

Baby GIRAF: Security Group
Vignette study group

Looking over
the secure fence

« Sanne Oostermeijer, University of Melbourne (Melbourne, Australia)

» Melissa van Dorp, University of Amsterdam (Amsterdam, The Netherlands)

* Annie Bartlett, St George’s University of London (London, England)

» Heidi Hales, Bangor University (Bangor, Wales)

» Diana Johns, University of Melbourne, (Melbourne, Australia)

» Kate Crowe, Court Services Victoria (Melbourne, Australia).

» Ross Gibson, University of Strathclyde (Glasgow, Scotland)

« Jeremy Burn, University of Bristol (Bristol, England)

» Fleur Souverein, Vrije Universiteit Medical Centre (Amsterdam, The Netherlands)
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Background

 Profile and needs of children in different locked institutions often similar
* The decision-making process is unclear as to:

* why professionals decide to place a child in a locked institution

* how decisions are made about which child is placed where.

AIM: to enhance knowledge of detention and
confinement practices across mental health, welfare
and justice sectors within multiple jurisdictions.



Method

* Vignette study design*®

* [Five] representative example scenarios, spanning health,
welfare and justice.

» Refined by focus groups/conference workshops/discussion.

« Each vignette presented in 3 parts, each part followed by a
decision point for placement of the child.

* Decisions captured as a rich dataset combining categorical and
gualitative explanatory responses.

* Distributed as an online survey

* ethical approval obtained from U. of Melbourne HREC.



Study information / consent }

v

- do you provide expert/professional advice
- role

- agency (health, welfare, justice)

- experience (environments)

Respondent info

v

decision point 1

» - experience (years)
- age
- gender
- ethnicity

- locked placement [y/n]?
- type [health/welfare/justice]

v

decision point 2

» _ info most influenced your answer
- info needed for greater confidence
- ideal world care/intervention

- locked placement [y/n]?
- type [health/welfare/justice]

v

Stimulus: Vignette part 3

E Stimulus: Vignette part 1

Stimulus: Vignette part 2 }

» _ info most influenced your answer
- info needed for greater confidence
- ideal world care/intervention

locked placement [y/n]?
type [health/welfare/justice]

‘ decision point 3

» info most influenced your answer
info needed for greater confidence
ideal world care/intervention

>

[ Reflection }

2025 AFPSIG

KEY
categorical variables in blue

free-text variables in green

- affected by child age?

- why

- affected by child gender?

- why

- which professionals involved

- needs for care in the community
- adequacy of local provision

- relevance to work [y/n]



Vignette A

A is a boy who is currently admitted to the local open adolescent psychiatric hospital and has absconded many
times. He has talked of wanting to kill himself. He has been picked up twice by the police by a high bridge and
thought to be at risk of jumping.

A is 16 years of age. Yesterday, he was found to have given banned items that posed a risk to other vulnerable
patients. Therefore, the ward team have said that they cannot keep him and his peers safe on this open hospital
ward and say he must be moved to another placement.

A has a long history of impulsively placing himself at risk, including running across roads in front of cars,
climbing trees and threatening to jump out of windows. There has never been any violence or other offending
behaviour. His parents have said that they cannot have him home and social services have said that they do not

have a placement in the community that can keep him safe. Placement type

health
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Vignette A Male gender

Admitted to General Adolescent Unit
Absconding risk

Suicidal thoughts

Risk of jumping — suicidal plans

Age — 16 years

Banned items

Plan for discharge

Impulsive I
No placement
Placement type
health
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Would you lock this child up?
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Decision point
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Would you lock this child up?

VWould you lock this child up®?
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Would you lock this child up?
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Weak effect of employment agency on decision making
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Ethics and child detention
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.-'..,.,;{° THE EUROPEAN SOCIETY OF MEDICINE
]

= Medical Research Archives, Volume 13 Issue 7

RESEARCH ARTICLE

Preventing Detention: Ethical and Legal Disputes Between Professionals

in the Detention of Young People Who Present a Risk to Others

Dr Heidi Hales BA (Hons) Oxon, PhD, MBBS, DCH, MRCPsych '; Dr Michael Jewell 2; Professor Annie Bartlett 3;
Professor Gwen Adshead 4

Our article reference

~

Hales, H., Jewell, M. Bartlett, A., Adshead, G. Preventing Detention. European Society of MedicineVol 13 No 7 (2025)
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Clinical vignette

* 14 year old girl showing risk behaviours, to herself and others
« Was brought to A&E due to concerns around behaviour

. W?_S assessed and discharged but remains there due to placement giving
notice

« She has ADHD and Autism but no other diagnosed mental disorder

« She is a Looked After Child, under a Care Order, though initially placed in care
\t/)wtrr]m her mother’s agreement because her mother felt unable to manage her
ehaviour

. ﬁhe and mother now minimise the difficulties they had and want her to return
ome

* Professionals from all agencies are meeting to discuss options for placement
« Secure welfare
 Other children’s home
* Mental health ward
 Justice sector



What may influence our decision making ...
Relevant practical factors

Shared values Though all agree on the least restrictive option — there are differences of A modern expression (enshrined in ECHR
opinion about what would be most suitable. ‘proportionality’) of reconciling the moral
values of beneficence versus autonomy
LEI G BV R Whether we or our colleagues have been assaulted Personal values of professionals
to superficially
influence our What agency we are working for Professional values

decision making
bl e What do we consider to be in the young person’s best interests? (Being ‘free’” Tension between child’s local values and
or placing in secure to stop future risk behaviours and getting charges) universal moral value of beneficence

Do we think that secure units are ‘safe’ and helpful Promote beneficence and non-maleficence
Do we have professional anxiety about managing this yp in the community  Defensive practice: prioritising personal values
of career integrity rather than the child’s

values
How do we think resources should be allocated? (To this child or to other The moral value of justice (service-level
children) values)

What resources are actually available now —and in the next few weeks. This
includes our time, colleagues time, space in A&E, ability to admit other
young people

Are we able to consider the voice of the child? Are the child’s values relevant or good
enough? (principle of autonomy)

There is no ‘right’ and if we are able to understand our colleagues’ values Values relativism? Or are some
and dilemmas, it may aid the discussions values better than others?

2025 AFPSIG



Any Door ...
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Multiagency working

[ F:CAMHS ]

Police

—

. Education
Mentormg "
Volunta ry sector o e i
=== ,» 1_-l'_| - o 5 J 4 I‘

-.I-__ =

Physica
healthcare

Social Care

025 AEPSIG




 Questions

* Do join us in our future GIRAF meetings —
2"d Thursday of the month, 8am UK time

Emails:
Heidi.hales@wales.nhs.uk

2025 AFPSIG

until next time - that s all folks |
Merme Generator
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