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[bookmark: _Toc191040136]Executive summary
[image: ]
The Youth Justice Board (YJB) has a critical role in overseeing the justice system for children. The standards for children in the youth justice system provide a framework for the provision of justice services and ensure that quality is maintained. Regular audits against this practice give the YJB assurance as to how far partnerships are working in a way which delivers positive outcomes for children. The audit of standard 2: at court has given a richly detailed picture of how all aspects of justice work for children in relation to courts is taking place, the work also covered the importance of working with and supporting victims too. We have a good picture of the strengths of delivery and identified 115 examples of practice in relation to court work which our oversight teams are following up individually. Youth justice services are doing some excellent work which deserves to be shared so that other areas can learn.
To embed good practice and improve where needed, there are several steps for us to take forward. I know every service will have a plan created from their self-assessment identifying how they can address gaps and achieve improved outcomes. There is also learning for the wide range of stakeholders in court delivery, and we will use our strategic influence to take forward actions that will improve outcomes for children.
We are very grateful to everyone who worked so hard to undertake the self-assessments, provide positive examples of practice and critically assess what we do to inform system improvement. We know how hard you all work for children in the justice system alongside supporting victims, and we are proud to work alongside you in this.
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Stephanie Roberts-Bibby 
Chief Executive Officer 
Youth Justice Board for England and Wales



[bookmark: _Toc191040137]Introduction
The standards for children in the youth justice system define the minimum expectation for all agencies that provide statutory services to ensure good outcomes for children. They are set by the Secretary of State for Justice on the advice of the Youth Justice Board (YJB). The standards are underpinned by the YJB’s case management guidance which give justice agencies detail on how to achieve those positive outcomes at every contact a child has with the justice system.
The standards were last revised in 2019, and are currently:
1. Standard 1: out-of-court disposals
2. Standard 2: at court
3. Standard 3: in the community (court outcomes)
4. Standard 4: in secure settings
5. Standard 5: on transition and resettlement
Youth justice services (YJSs) must ensure that their service delivery adheres to these standards as a condition of the youth justice grant. The YJB has a statutory duty to monitor the operation of the youth justice system and the quality of service. This includes compliance with the standards. To do this, the YJB will undertake periodical audits of some or all of the standards, in agreement with the Secretary of State.
[bookmark: _Toc191040138]Audit and process 
In 2023-4, the YJB undertook an audit of standard 2: at court. It was agreed that because of the amount of change facing YJSs at this time, only one standard would be selected. Standard 2: at court was chosen because court work was an area of focus for the YJB, as described in the YJB business plan, 2023 to 2024; intelligence indicated there was a need for improvement in practice in this area. This was because whilst the YJB’s oversight framework provides assurance on the quality of provision across a wide field, court work is an area in which contact is usually more limited.
All YJSs in England and Wales were required to undertake a self-assessment of their performance against the requirements of standard 2 using a consistent format. YJSs were required to rate themselves against the overall standard and against the following three domains: 
· strategy
· reports
· process. 
This information was collated in tabular form by staff from the YJB’s Research team.
These returns were then reviewed by the YJB’s oversight teams in England and Wales for accuracy and thoroughness. Two services in each geographical region and Wales (18 in total) were selected for validation. The YJB’s oversight teams visited each of these services and undertook on-site detailed assurance activity to ensure that results were accurate and consistent with each other. Every return was then individually read and reviewed by the YJB Head of Standards and Improvement, to further extract and analyse themes, and to identify areas for improvement, and areas of promising practice. This information has been separately collated by each English region and Wales, for local oversight teams to take up on a regional basis.
[bookmark: _Hlk165983320]This report gives an outline of the results of the audit exercise, patterns and themes emerging from the exercise, including what is working well and what needs to improve. 
[bookmark: _Toc191040139]National picture
Self-Assessment

On a national level, 117 (75%) of youth justice partnerships rated themselves as Good overall. 33 (21%) rated themselves as Outstanding and 5 (4%) as Requiring Improvement. No services nationally rated themselves as Inadequate overall; one service however gave themselves a rating of Inadequate for their reports. The domain that received the most Outstanding rankings overall was reports, with 40% of services rating themselves this way. 
[image: A chart showing the proportion of YJSs that rated themselves as Outstanding, Good, Requires improvement and Inadequate.]
YJSs are required to identify improvements required from the audit exercise. The supporting evidence provided in self-assessment returns varied significantly ranging from several paragraphs of text supported by hyperlinks to documents, to a couple of sentences. YJB oversight teams will therefore need to undertake a varying degree of assurance to support improvement plans arising from the audit.
There is no clear pattern in terms of size of the service, rural versus urban profile, or level of funding to the self-assessed outcome.
The lower scoring questions across the board were those on victim involvement, keeping parents informed, and following up after court to ensure things were understood. The strongest areas are assessment completion, explaining court processes to children, and reports being written in a way which supports children to desist from further offending.
Most services access warrants via the Common Platform and were confused as to how to score this question; similar evidence led to a variety of ratings.
Validation
It was not possible for all returns to be subject to detailed validation, due to YJB resource restrictions, so the validation exercise was undertaken with 18 services across England and Wales to provide a level of assurance. However, the full read-through of all 154 self-assessment returns indicates that many partnerships assessed by the YJB as performing well have scored their performance more harshly and been ready to be self-critical. 
78% (14/18) of the overall ratings from services self-assessment were congruent with the YJB validation findings, which provides assurance in the self-assessment process. 17% (3/18) services were rated lower than their self-assessment rating following a validation visit and one service (5%) was rated higher. Of the four services where there was divergence between the overall self-assessment rating and validation rating, three services were rated less favourably following validation visits and one more favourably. 
There was a 61% (11/18 services) congruence rate (i.e. the extent to which YJB validated findings agreed with self-assessed ratings) for the Strategy domain, with four services (22%) rated less favourably following a validation visit and three services (17%) rated more favourably.
There was a 67% (12/18 services) congruence rate for the Process domain, with five services (28%) rated less favourably following validation visit and one service (5%) rated more favourably.
There was a 72% (13/18 services) congruence rate for the Reports domain, with three services (17%) rated less favourably following the validation visit, and two services (11%) rated more favourably.
Where variance did exist between self-assessment ratings and validation ratings this was by one rating, except for one domain rating which was moved from outstanding to requires improvement. There were two services (11%) validated where there was a lack of congruence between self-assessment and validation ratings across all domains and the overall rating. 
There is a distinction to be drawn between situations where activity is not happening, and those where it may be happening but is not accurately recorded. Some partnerships give themselves a low score in a particular area (such as involving parents; or meeting with children immediately after court to ensure they understand) because the YJS is not accurately or consistently recording what they do. They may score badly, even if the partnership believes the performance measure may actually be met, because of the recording gap. This is a different situation from those where there is a low score because the action is not happening. Detailed oversight by YJB oversight teams will be necessary to distinguish between a need to drive up performance, and a need to improve record keeping.
On the whole, there was no clear correlation between the YJB’s assessment of a youth justice partnership’s performance under the oversight framework and self-assessment returns. However, partnerships which the YJB assesses as Quadrant 1 rated themselves as Good, with some Outstanding. Partnerships which the YJB rates as Quadrant 3 also rated their self-assessment for the standards for children as Good (with one exception which rated its performance as Outstanding). Those services rating themselves as Requiring Improvement were nearly always not the ones which the YJB had assessed as needing to improve. Standards for children audits are one part of the YJB’s Youth justice oversight framework - GOV.UK (www.gov.uk) and are part of a more detailed exploration into one area of justice practice.
Without full validation of all 154 self-assessments, it is difficult to draw firm conclusions, but the evidence suggests services performing well are more likely to be self-critical, and to err on the lower side with their self-ratings. 
[bookmark: _Toc191040140]What is working well: 
1. Regular meetings with magistrates and consistent use of feedback forms have a direct correlation with higher scores for reports. In some cases this includes the YJS giving magistrates training on Child First approaches.
2. Robust and thorough quality assurance processes, with all reports subject to the same process, lead to better quality court reports.
3. Unsurprisingly perhaps, where there is a written strategy and/or plan for reducing over-representation, performance on disproportionality is rated significantly higher.
4. There is a fairly equal division in the models of resourcing work at court. Around half of services have all casework staff trained to do court, and about half have a small specialist team (or even one staff member). Each assess their model as working well, based on the strengths of that model.
5. Several well performing services report success in advocating for intermediaries; this is not mentioned at all in less well performing areas.
6. The areas which have a locally devolved model of National Referral Mechanism delivery all report significantly reduced timescales for decisions and swift support for children – this is the case regardless of the features of their model.
7. Services where the Child First approach is embedded in practice have better ratings for process and there are examples of creative practice which can be gathered and shared more widely across the sector.
8. There are areas where partnerships are well embedded and undertaking creative pieces of joint work: Divert from Charge, a deferred prosecution scheme in the North East; Operation Divan, a police/youth justice knife crime diversion programme in Yorkshire, a London YJS delivering training in partnership with the Judicial College or a Welsh service working with HMCTS to devise a digitised pre-sentence report feedback mechanism. 
9. Many well performing services ensure children are engaged and understand the court processes, through leaflets, videos, and practice such as seeing the court room before the hearing for familiarity.
[bookmark: _Toc191040141]What needs to improve:
Youth justice services 
1. Many lower scoring areas of performance are associated with recording rather than practice.
2. There is a great deal of variation in assessment and delivery of work to tackle harmful sexual behaviour. Some teams have all casework staff trained in specialist frameworks such as AIM3; some train specific specialist workers who hold all such cases; some commission an agency such as the Lucy Faithfull Foundation or similar to deliver interventions on these cases. The case management guidance allows local services flexibility to choose how to deliver this work and there are advantages and shortfalls to each model.
3. Many services do not have a written strategy for reducing the levels of secure remands in place.
4. It is clear that not all services are using current guidance on delivery of Intensive Supervision and Surveillance (ISS) which, as a direct alternative to custody, could be better used to reduce secure remand levels.
5. There are some partnerships where there are concerns as to how far the Child First approach is being adopted into practice. They use the language of ‘breach’ and ‘enforcement’ indicating a tendency to locate the responsibility solely with the child to engage. Some services have included case studies which indicate an approach which focuses on risk and gaps rather than strengths.
6. There are very wide disparities in the numbers of children diverted from the statutory justice system, even within regions and between services with a similar profile.
7. There are several references from around England and Wales to difficulties in accessing specialist health professionals who undertake specialist assessment required for court, and this directly correlated to lower performance on report quality and timeliness.
8. The availability and quality of locum staff is an issue in a number of services, though it was noted that there are also some excellent staff members and managers who choose agency work. 
Courts 
1. In some areas children have to travel a substantial distance to attend court because of court closures. Post pandemic there are more options for virtual attendance, but this can affect the child’s engagement and possibly their sense of the gravitas of court proceedings.
2. Court user groups are inconsistent and there is no clear pattern as to which areas have them.
3. The reduction in numbers of courts and increase in shared courts has affected YJSs’ relationships with magistrates (and other court users) and therefore their ability to manage tensions in those relationships.
4. There is no nationally agreed process for returning cases from court for consideration for an out of court disposal. In some areas, the case is returned to a joint decision-making panel for all options including diversion to be considered. In other areas this is limited to consideration of a formal out of court disposal at the direction of the Crown Prosecution Service (CPS). 
5. Post pandemic, many court processes are more automated which has in many places decreased the amount and quality of sentencer feedback to YJSs. There are some examples of good practice in tackling this challenge.
6. In London in particular, the operation of court security is a concern. Enhanced searches on entering court buildings following Just Stop Oil protests are reported to be traumatising for staff and children; and in some courts YJS staff report feeling that they are treated differently from court users (such as Probation staff, who have a parallel function). They also report being unable to access the court building before 9am which impacts on their ability to prepare for the court day. This has been escalated to LCJB, HMCTs, magistrates' and crown court leads as well as directly with specific courts. Youth justice services are also choosing to involve their local politicians. As a result of YJB intervention, London services are now able to access court buildings at 8:45am, a small but meaningful improvement.
7. In many areas there has been an increase in the use of civil/ancillary orders with high levels of breach, leading to over-criminalisation.
Local authorities:
1. The availability of ‘PACE beds’ – placements requested of local authorities by police where a child has been charged and they have been detained at the police station – is cited as a barrier in a very large number of self-assessments. Some partnerships have found creative ways to tackle this issue.
2. The National Referral Mechanism (NRM) for children suspected to be victims of trafficking and exploitation is noted as causing substantial delays in the court process. This contrasts with areas with devolved delivery, where it is cited as a strength.
Police:
1. The Gravity Matrix is not being consistently applied between and within police forces which results in significant variation in the children charged to court; the need for the use of discretion is not understood consistently.
2. There are inconsistencies in the use of diversion. Knife offences are automatically sent to court in some areas; there are pilots for diversion in others. 
3. There is also inconsistency in the ways in which motoring offences are dealt with. This includes offences related to e-scooters. There are areas of good practice where a diversion with education approach is used.  
4. There is real inconsistency in the use of the 10 point checklist  for when children who have experienced care are arrested, leading to over criminalisation of children in this group.
5. The extent to which out of court decision-making panels are multi-agency and decisions taken jointly varies considerably, from examples of highly successful partnership decision making to areas where the police operate decision making unilaterally.
6. Some forces do not use Outcome 22, contributing to unnecessary criminalisation and differences by postcode.
[bookmark: _Toc191040142]Next steps
As a result of this process, there are a number of further actions the YJB will take forwards, however these will be dependent on resources and prioritisation:
1. Maximise the benefits of the self-assessment exercise by undertaking assurance of Standard 2 over the next 18 months as part of routine oversight activity. This will include direct oversight of each partnership’s improvement plan, monitoring that action is taken. Oversight teams will not assume that partnerships rating themselves highly require reduced oversight; the evidence is that reverse may in fact be the case. They will identify whether low scores are led by poor recording or actual under-performance, and tailor the assurance accordingly.
2. Gather positive practice identified from the self-assessments and validation exercise, including following up specific initiatives to be shared through the Resource Hub, and consider undertaking deep dives where there is evidence of excellence, particularly in cases where:
· reports are rated as Outstanding across all questions; 
· diversion is especially effective; 
· aspects of practice such as victim engagement, use of intermediaries or tackling disproportionality, which were lower scoring in general, are being delivered exceptionally well.
One hundred and fifteen examples of practice have been identified from this exercise and are being actively followed up by YJB oversight teams to share more widely across the sector.
3. Work with partners to support the implementation of welcomed proposed revisions to the Youth Court Bench Book, which would provide a nationally agreed process for sending cases back from court for consideration of an out-of-court disposal. 
4. Encourage the Home Office to gather recent evidence from all of the areas using a devolved model of NRM delivery on the specific features of their model and the impact on outcomes for children; to influence decision making on safeguarding children from criminal exploitation.
5. Undertake further work to operationalise the YJB’s case management guidance to ensure it is understood and being applied across the sector. To include specific work to raise awareness of the ISS guidance and in relation to eligibility criteria for out of court disposal panels which should not operate on a blanket policy based on offence type. This will include updated links to the revised Child Gravity Matrix which is due to be published shortly and which will strengthen the use of diversion for motoring offences. 
6. Use its strategic influence to continue to advocate for the use of diversion in appropriate knife possession cases and work with others to ensure there is clear and consistent guidance.
7. Take steps to further the operationalisation of the Child First approach, including advising and training YJSs on the use of the Child First assessment tool including targeting services where this is an area of need.
8. Use its strategic influence to support better targeting of ancillary orders for children, in line with case management guidance. Evidence shows inappropriate use to be ineffective and to contribute to over-criminalisation, high rates of re-offending and a bias against Black boys.
9. Work with the Department of Health to ensure that all YJSs have access to specialist health professionals as needed to make assessments for court and to meet the health needs of children in the justice system.
10. Share the findings of the audit exercise with relevant stakeholders and government departments to consider how we can collectively take forwards the areas identified as needing improvement. 

[bookmark: _Toc191040143]Annex 1: Self Assessment Template
[bookmark: _Toc191040144]Guidance  
This document gives guidance to youth justice services and their strategic management boards on how to assess performance against the standards for children in the youth justice system.  
In 2023, services are required to report against Standard 2: work in court. The assessment should be submitted to CBU@yjb.gov.uk by 31 October 2023. The assessment must have been agreed by the management board prior to submission and must be signed off by the board chair as accurate.  
The YJB will then undertake validation of all self-assessments. There will be dip sampling and detailed assurance of some, which may include looking at case level information in addition to the sampled selection; and/or observing practice. The results of the exercise will be used to advise ministers on how the standards are being adhered to as well as providing information on practice to inform our oversight function and enable us to share good and innovative practice.  
To complete the assessment, services should use the following process:  
Section A requires a qualitative assessment of strategic performance. When making a rating against these fields, services should consider:  
· Are effective and up to date policies and processes in place?  
· Are these policies and processes known and adhered to?  
· How far do processes follow guidance as set out in the case management guidance.   
Sections B and C require an assessment of practice, considering a sample of cases going through court during the period from 1 April 2022 – 31 March 2023. Partnerships should analyse 20% of the cases falling into that period (chosen at random); or at least 20 cases. If there are fewer than 20 cases during that period, the partnership should analyse all cases.  
For each field, the service should give a rating as follows:  
 
	Judgement  
	Section A:   
Strategic Rating  
	Sections B and C:  
Practice Rating  

	Outstanding  
	Effective policies and systems are in place; staff are familiar with them and there is board level knowledge and drive to support the standard  
	There is evidence in 80% or more of cases sampled  

	Good  
	There is evidence of effective processes which are frequently applied  
	There is evidence in 65%- 79% of cases sampled  

	Requires Improvement 
	There is evidence of some elements of an effective system but this is not complete 
	There is evidence in 50%-64% of cases sampled 

	Inadequate 
 
	There is no evidence of an effective system 
	There is evidence in 49% or fewer of cases sampled 


 
It is important that the assigned ratings are as accurate as possible. Noting that performance in some fields is in need of improvement does not in itself mean there is a cause for concern; the fact that the partnership knows this and is drawing up a plan for improvement is far less of a concern than rating a field as good or outstanding when that is not the case. 
[bookmark: _Toc191040145]At-Court Self-Assessment  
Section A: Strategy  
 
Note: Management boards must have mechanisms in place to provide them with assurance against all standards for children.   
 

1. Does your youth justice service take all possible steps* to divert children from court? 

*At minimum, this should include having a written procedure with which staff are familiar, having an effective multi-agency decision making panel in place, effective scrutiny mechanisms and a mechanism for on the day of court diversion  

Evidence:  

Rating:   

2. Does your service have an effective strategy to minimise unnecessary* use of remands?  

Those cases where it is possible that a child could have been safely supervised in the community on bail.

Evidence:  

Rating:  

3. Do your court processes take all possible steps to promote fair treatment of particular groups of children*?  

*This should include children from ethnic minority groups (including White minorities), children in care or otherwise known to Children’s Services, children with neurodiversity or learning needs. It may include other groups identified locally as priorities.  

Evidence:  
Rating:  

4. Does your management board have an action plan to tackle disproportionality, with regular analysis and reviews of progress?  

Evidence:  

Rating:  

5. Does your service have sufficient resource to manage demand for court services, and complete written reports to court within specified timescales?  

Evidence:  

Rating: 

6. Does your youth justice service minimise any delays from specialist assessments?  

Evidence:  

Rating:  

7. Do you have a means to get regular feedback from magistrates and judges about your reports and court services, and engage with strategic partners* to ensure court confidence in your work and interventions?  

*This may include LCJBs, magistrates and judiciary, Court User groups to look at congruency rates, outcomes, disproportionality  

Evidence:  

Rating: 

8. Do you have a means to ensure children can participate effectively in court proceedings, and to secure consistent feedback from children about their experience in court?  

Evidence:  

Rating: 

9. Do you have consistent access to custodial warrants for children remanded and sentenced to youth detention accommodation?  

Evidence:  

Rating:  
  
  
Section B: Reports  

10. Does your youth justice service consistently provide reports which are high quality* to all courts dealing with children within the civil and criminal codes, and for any subsequent referral order panel meetings?  

*To be judged high quality, reports must be child focussed, analytical, desistance focused, use sufficient sources of information, consider diversity, be balanced and impartial, succinct and written in plain, jargon-free language (see Case management guidance - How to use reports - Guidance - GOV.UK (www.gov.uk) and Youth-domain-two-CARaG-v7.3.pdf (justiceinspectorates.gov.uk))  

Evidence:  

Rating:  

11. Are reports child focussed, support desistance and contain the child’s views?  

Evidence:  

Rating: 

12. Are all reports based on an up-to-date and relevant YJB approved assessment?   

Evidence:  

Rating:  

13. Do all reports evidence engagement with parents and carers?  

Evidence:  

Rating: 

14. Do reports take account of impact on victims?   

Evidence:  

Rating: 

15. Does your service have an effective Quality Assurance process for reports?  

Evidence:  

Rating:  
  
Section C: Process 

16. Does your service take sufficient steps to ensure children understand and can participate in court processes?   

Evidence:  
Rating: 

17. Do you ensure parents and carers understand court processes and receive support as needed?  

Evidence:  

Rating: 

18. Do staff inform the parents/carers of the court outcome?  

Evidence:  

Rating: 

19. Does your service take sufficient steps to ensure children really understand the outcome of court?  

Evidence:  

Rating:  

20. Are court outcomes consistently recorded accurately?  

Evidence:  

Rating: 

21. Does your service consistently provide all relevant information to the Youth Custody Service in a sufficiently timely way?  

Evidence:  

Rating:  

22. Do you ensure parents and carers are informed about details of youth detention accommodation, including (where relevant) the Assisted Prison Visit scheme?  
  
Evidence:  
 
Rating:  
  
  
Signatures  
 
The completed self-audit should be agreed as accurate by the local management board. Please provide at minimum the signatures of the Head of the youth justice service and Chair of the management board; additional signatories can be added locally if preferred.  
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Self-assessment area

	
Comments

	1.1
	Strategy: strengths
	




	1.2
	Strategy: areas for development
	




	1.3
	Strategy: rating
(Outstanding, Good, Requires Improvement, Inadequate)

	

	2.1
	Process: strengths
	




	2.2
	Process: areas for development
	




	2.3
	Process: rating
(Outstanding, Good, Requires Improvement, Inadequate)

	

	3.1
	Reports: strengths
	




	3.2
	Reports: areas for development
	




	3.3
	Reports: rating
(Outstanding, Good, Requires Improvement, Inadequate)


	

	7
	Summary
	




	8
	Assessed rating
(Outstanding, Good, Requires Improvement, Inadequate)
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[bookmark: _Toc191040147]Annex 3: validation outcomes

	[bookmark: _Hlk177720609]YJS
	Strategy self-assessed
	Strategy validated
	Process self-assessed
	Process validated
	Reports self-assessed

	Reports validated
	Overall self-assessed
	Overall validated

	Wales 1
	Good
	Good
	Good
	Good
	Good
	Good
	Good
	Good

	NE 1
	Good
	Good
	Good
	Good
	Good
	Good
	Good
	Good

	SW 1
	Good
	RI
	Good
	RI
	Outstanding
	Good
	Good
	RI

	Midlands 1
	Good
	RI
	Good
	Good
	Good
	Good
	Good
	Good

	Y&H 1
	Outstanding
	Outstanding
	Good
	Outstanding
	Good
	Outstanding
	Good
	Outstanding

	London 1
	RI
	RI
	Good
	Good
	RI
	Good
	RI
	Good

	London 2
	Outstanding
	Outstanding
	Outstanding
	Outstanding
	Outstanding
	Outstanding
	Outstanding
	Outstanding

	East 1
	Good
	Good
	Good
	RI
	Good
	Good
	Good
	Good

	Wales 2
	Good
	Good
	Outstanding
	Outstanding
	RI
	Good
	Good
	Good

	NW 1
	Good
	Good
	Outstanding
	Good
	Outstanding
	Outstanding
	Outstanding
	Good

	NW 2
	Good
	RI
	Good
	Good
	Good
	Good
	Good
	Good

	Midlands 2
	Good
	Good
	Good
	Good
	Good
	Good
	Good
	Good

	SE 1
	Good
	Good
	Good
	RI
	Good
	RI
	Good
	Good

	NE 2
	Good
	Outstanding
	Outstanding
	Outstanding
	Outstanding
	Outstanding
	Outstanding
	Outstanding

	SW 2
	Good
	Outstanding
	Outstanding
	Outstanding
	Outstanding
	Outstanding
	Outstanding
	Outstanding

	East 2
	Good
	Good
	RI
	Good
	Good
	Good
	Good
	Good

	Y&H 2
	Good
	RI
	Outstanding
	Good
	Outstanding
	RI
	Outstanding
	RI

	SE 2
	Good
	Outstanding
	Good
	Good
	Good
	Good
	Good
	Good



Note: The ‘self-assessed’ columns refer to the rating the service gave themselves against each of the sections and overall. The ‘validated’ columns refer to the rating YJB oversight staff considered was accurate for that service. Ratings in Green are ones where the YJB assessment agrees with that of the YJS partnership. Ratings in Red are ones where the YJB rating is lower than the self-assessment. Ratings in Blue are where the YJB rating is higher than the self-assessment.
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