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Menu of Options and Guidance for EEI Disposals Report

Introduction

Following a national early and effective intervention practitioner event held on 17th January 2013 a report along with a number of recommendations was produced. (Appendix A) Tasked by the EEI Champions Group we were asked to form part of a short life work group and look at recommendation 10 in more detail. 

Recommendation 10

The menu of options for EEI is currently bespoke to local arrangements in line with the maturity of local GIRFEC arrangements. For clarity and consistency of reporting a national menu of options should be agreed.   To consider this fully the short life working group were asked by the EEI champions group to
· Scope and map the standard and bespoke options for EEI disposals currently in use nationally and any existing guidance for use

· Identify areas/examples of best practice including the use of universal services

· Identify potential gaps in service provision

· Create a national menu of options for EEI disposals providing geographical availability and service providers

Background

In the first instance it is important to highlight the various practices across the country and just how different and wide ranging the understanding, process and practice of early and effective intervention can be from one local authority to another.  This in turn has a direct impact on the disposals or services available to early and effective intervention and the way in which these disposals or services are accessed, delivered, monitored and reviewed. Therefore the outcomes and recommendations from the other work streams such the development of national minimum standards may also have an impact on the recommendations made in this report.  
Initial Research 

In order to gather the information that we required to inform our recommendations we undertook a scoping exercise to establish in the first instance what ‘disposals’ or interventions were currently available to children and young people across the country.  
A questionnaire was developed by the group (appendix B) and sent out for completion to as many contacts and partners as we could reach in as many local authorities that we had contacts for. We received responses from the majority of the 32 local authorities all of whom have varying experiences and interpretations of the meaning of EEI. The responses were received from a multitude of agencies that are involved at various stages of the EEI process including police, education, health, social work and the third sector.  (See appendix C – questionnaire responses)
Initial Findings

On the whole the responses received, displayed considerable similarities both in the available disposals and in the difficulties or areas of weakness and development. Many of the available disposals could be categorised into the same themes or areas of expertise. Although many took different names or were delivered by different agencies bespoke to local practice broadly speaking they provided a parallel intervention. The responses from the initial questionnaires enabled the group to prepare an interim report (See appendix D) which contains a list of referral options or disposals currently available nationally and identifies the gaps in service provision.  As you will see from appendix D the information gathered initially raised yet more queries that required further exploration in order to allow the group to fully consider a national menu of options and supporting guidance for disposal of EEI cases.  
Further Research and Compounding Issues
The feedback from the questionnaires highlighted the different perceptions of EEI and the varying functions of EEI across the country which required some further investigation in order to better understand the various interpretations of a disposal through EEI. 
At a national EEI development event on the 8th October 2013 we were provided with the opportunity to further explore these issues and to gain the views of some of the local authorities that we perhaps hadn’t been able to capture before. 
During the event we facilitated a feedback of our findings thus far (Appendix D) and tasked the audience with some questions about the methods and the extent of current EEI processes locally and their practice in terms of the disposal options in order to allow us to not only consider the available disposals but also to consider the criteria, management, and expectation beyond the initial ‘disposal’ of an EEI referral.

Some of the other short life working groups will be considering these national disparities in more detail however they have a direct impact on what is considered as a disposal, what disposals are available and in reality what they mean for the child or young person receiving the intervention. 
To highlight some of these differences, for example, they include the eligibility criteria: some local authorities expect the EEI processes to consider only incidents of offending others also consider episodes of antisocial behaviour. Some local authorities consider children and young people that are on supervision or open to the children’s reporter while others filter the referrals and do not consider those referrals appropriate for the EEI process. There is also a disparity in the use of an EEI co-ordinator, a multi agency group and the prior screening of the offences that might go to the group or co-ordinator. 
Some local authorities also consider the question of evidence to support the alleged offence prior to any intervention and others do not because they go on the assumption that police have had sufficient evidence to charge the child in the first instance ergo there is sufficiency to proceed with EEI. 
All of these considerations have a significant impact on the types of cases deemed appropriate for EEI before any intervention is even considered far less delivered therefore these issues have a significant impact on the available disposals provided to a child or young person considered appropriate for EEI. So depending on the process that proceeds what may be the end result the disposals and options available to EEI can have significantly different consequences for a child or young person.
Further Findings

The responses to the questions put to the groups at the national EEI development day (contained within appendix E) confirmed and clarified some of the issues highlighted by our initial research. Primarily it confirmed our suspicions, that as practice is so varied across the country so too is the meaning of a ‘disposal’ or ‘option’ available to EEI. 

Some of the significant issues that became apparent were that some EEI disposals are reviewed to consider engagement or appropriateness and some are not.  Some area’s would consider further/multiple disposals or supports to be offered in response to the child’s needs and some area’s would go further and allow a referral that had already been subjected to the EEI process to be escalated to SCRA if they outcome was not satisfactory after the intervention had been offered.  How long and how often a service or intervention would be available varied considerably across the country as did the expectation of a closure report or summary.  
There were also many similarities and many examples of good practice across the country. Most of the local authorities are utilising the supports offered by the third sector to supplement the universal services and many of the local authorities offer a good range of services to meet the various needs of children and young people. But most importantly all local authorities are creative and flexible in there approach to creating bespoke services that meet the needs of their particular area. 
Recommendations 
To draw conclusions from our findings is a very difficult task particularly when there are so many variables. It is also imperative that local authorities are able to remain responsive to local issues whilst meeting a national minimal standard. 
Without further research and without EEI being standardised it is difficult to make clear recommendations but some suggestions and guidance of best practice can be made with regards to some national minimal expectations and standards.

It is suggested that as a minimum all local authorities at some point should screen offence referrals and consider the child/young person’s wider circumstances or needs before considering any response. 

It would be best practice to consider a multiagency process to ensure that decisions are being made with the fullest information in order to allow the most appropriate response to the offence to be made in an effective, proportionate and timely manner. This could be achieved via a single point of contact or by the use of a multiagency group or a combination of both. 

This practice should allow a holistic and meaningful intervention to be offered while maintaining a consistent and even threshold in response to offending behaviour. 

At the point of considering an intervention it would be considered best practice to have available, as a minimum the following options or disposals for EEI cases, a more detailed example of current available options is given in Appendix D:

Police Direct Measures:
Including but not limited to formal/verbal/written warnings, community warning notices, restorative warnings/conferences, although it should be noted that fixed penalty notices are not encouraged.
Referral to a Restorative Service:

Restorative Warnings/Conferences should be available beyond which is offered by the police service and should include those offered by the local authority via housing for example and those offered by third sector agencies.
Direct Referral to a Single Agency/Current Measures:

This should include a referral to a universal service such as health, education or social work, the named person under the GIRFEC principles or an agency that may already be involved with a child/young person. 
Referral to Diversion Agencies:

Should include the above options with or without going through a multi agency group, and as a minimum should include alcohol and addiction services, it is recognised that locally specific resources and processes vary but it would be considered best practice to include any third sector services, local pilots/projects, education, training and employment options or supports, and any bespoke offending specific programs available locally.
Referral to PF/SCRA:

Where it is not appropriate or suitable for EEI to be considered or applied, a referral to SCRA or the PF may be required. It should be noted that a referral to SCRA/PF is not an alternative but an option where compulsory or statutory intervention is considered necessary.

No Further Formal Action
For a host of reasons it may be appropriate to take no further action in response to an offence and depending on local agreements that could be as a result of a lack of evidence, because current care plans are sufficient, due to time delay or because of specific case circumstances.

Guidance and Examples of Good Practice:

During our research it became apparent that while considering the immediate response and disposal options available to an offence it is also important to consider the further implications and deliberations of an early and effective intervention.  Appendix D and E detail some of these considerations and the responses in relation to how far an EEI disposal should go. The responses and opinions vary and are very much subject to what the core elements group may recommend and to what or how EEI in interpreted locally. But some examples of good practice are detailed below:

· There is a strong view that EEI is just a process to route offence referrals and that is where the intervention should end however this is not a unanimous view and after much debate where possible or appropriate it is considered good practice to review cases. 
It is not considered necessary to review every case but where there is good reason to monitor an intervention there should be a process in which engagement at the very least can be assessed. A review process would also allow an escalation of any concerns where appropriate. This should not be seen as a double bite at the cherry but more as a safeguard to ensure any concerns are appropriately addressed via the most appropriate intervention.  

For example, should a child/young person fail to engage with a service offered via the EEI process in response to an offence and that service that attempted to offer the support may have identified further concerns then the original offence along with any further concerns could still be referred to the Children’s Reporter should compulsory measures be deemed necessary rather than be a lost opportunity for intervention and possibly creating further delay.

· Where or when it is possible a closure summary or at least a simple note to confirm engagement from the agency providing the support or intervention should be considered. The way in which this is arranged or stored can be bespoke to local practices. It could be the responsibility of the named person or the lead agency, it could be held by the service provider or it could be recorded by the EEI co-ordinator/team/process. 
This would provide an indication of attitude and effectiveness for any future supports or interventions. It can also be used as a method to measure or record EEI interventions and processes internally and externally.
· It is recommended that by its nature any EEI intervention should be a short focused response to the offence and the surrounding concerns. Should a child or young person require further or longer term support then the named person, lead agency or EEI process/team/group/co-ordinator should make the necessary referrals or contact to ensure that any longer term intervention is put in place by the appropriate agency. EEI cases or interventions should not be reviewed or case managed on a long term basis.
· It is suggested that it would be appropriate for EEI to be considered on more than one occasion for the same individual, despite previous non engagement and that these reasons should not preclude anyone from being considered for EEI. Each circumstance should be considered on its own merits and should allow for a child or young person to be considered as often as deemed appropriate.
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