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1. Executive Summary 

The Youth Crime Prevention Grants (YCPG) program is part of the Victorian Government’s 
response to youth offending, particularly among young recidivist offenders. The YCPG program 
aims to address this issue by strengthening the ability of communities to intervene early and 
reduce the likelihood of young people engaging in criminal behaviour.  

Projects funded through the YCPG program were developed using a partnership approach and 
focused on addressing local community needs. As a result, they target different cohorts and have 
different approaches to working with participants.  

The 15 projects1 currently funded through the YCPG program commenced implementation in 
August 2017 and operate in the Local Government Areas (LGAs) of Brimbank, Casey-
Dandenong, Frankston, Melton, Hume, Wyndham, Ballarat, Bendigo, East Gippsland, Geelong, 
Horsham, Latrobe, Mildura, and Shepparton. 

The Department of Justice and Community Safety (DJCS), Community Crime Prevention Unit 
(CCPU) engaged Evidence and Insights (E&I) to conduct an evaluation of the YCPG program. An 
interim evaluation report focussing on early implementation and program processes was 
delivered in December 2018. A mid-term evaluation report focussing on progress towards 
program outcomes achieved from the commencement of the YCPG program to the end of June 
2019 was delivered in March 2020.  This is the final report of the YCPG program and focuses on 
progress towards end of program and long-term outcomes from 1 July 2019 to 30 June 2021. 

1.1 Key findings 

Overall, there was evidence that young people’s participation in the YCPG program led to 
positive improvements in end of program and long-term outcomes for young people. However, 
differences in outcomes were observed across project participants and project sites which are 
discussed below.  

Profile of participants 

Of the 526 young people who had exited the YCPG program by 30 June 2021, the majority were 
males (77 per cent) aged between 15-19 years. Most young people were born in Australia and 
11.8 per cent identified as Aboriginal. 

The cohort of young people in the YCPG program had a range of identified needs. Over half of 
the young people (55 per cent) had current or prior substance abuse, 40 per cent (n = 209) had 
either a physical or mental health issue and almost a third (31 per cent) had been a victim of, or 
witnessed, violence.   

Of the 468 young people included in the offending analysis (who exited prior to 31 March 2021), 
more than half (57 per cent) had been recorded by police as a victim of crime (at any time pre-, 
during or post- program). A substantial number had been involved in a police-recorded Family 
Violence (FV) incident: 48 per cent as the Other party (perpetrator) and 36 per cent as the 
Affected Family Member (AFM or victim survivor). 

Two cohorts of participants were identified based on whether they had a police record of 
offending prior to entering the program. The Young offender cohort were those participants who 
had any police-recorded offending prior to entering the YCPG program. The At risk cohort were 
those participants who had no offending history prior to entering the YCPG program. Sixty-nine 

 
 
1 Three additional projects were funded in Cardinia, Darebin and Wodonga between 2016 and 2018. 



 

 

 

Youth Crime Prevention Grants Program Evaluation Final Report  

  TRIM ID: CD/22/143332 

Page 8 of 116 Date: 7 March 2022  3  

per cent of participants were classified as the Young offender cohort, while the remaining 31 per 
cent were classified as the At risk cohort.   

For the purpose of comparing program outcomes in terms of level of program completion, young 
people were categorised as having either a planned or unplanned exit. Planned exits were those 
in which young people either achieved agreed goals or outcomes, had favourable court 
determinations, or had sufficient services in place. Unplanned exits included young people who 
disengaged from the project without notice, those that moved out of the LGA, and those that were 
deemed unsuitable for various reasons after entering the program. Forty-seven per cent of young 
people had a planned exit from the program, 37 per cent had an unplanned exit, and 11 per cent 
exited because they received a custodial sentence or were referred into a different intensive 
program outside of the YCPG program. The remaining five per cent of young people exited for 
unknown reasons. 

Progress towards achievement of outcomes 

End of program outcomes 

Amongst the small number of young people (n = 41) who completed both entry and exit surveys, 
95 per cent had a positive change in at least one risk or protective factor, with an average 
positive change in 4.7 factors (out of a possible 20 factors). The greatest positive changes in risk 
and protective factors between entry and exit to the YCPG program occurred in the individual and 
peer domain. Specifically: 

• 43.9 per cent (n = 18) of young people reported decreased substance use 

• 42.5 per cent (n = 17) of young people moved to a lower ranking on Kessler’s 
psychological distress scale (a measure of anxiety and depression) 

• 32.5 per cent of young people (n = 13) no longer had personal transition and mobility as a 
risk factor. 

 

The majority of project staff and project partners agreed that participation in the YCPG program 
led to a decrease in crime-related risk factors and an increase in protective factors (81.4 per 
cent), improved relationships with families (83.7 per cent) and with the community (83.8 per cent), 
and a reduction in offending behaviour and recidivism (74.5 per cent). 

Improvements in risk and protective factors differed according to the following participant and 
program characteristics: 

• Males were observed to have a higher proportion of positive changes than females in 
all outcomes, except for school engagement.    

• Young people aged 15-19 years had the greatest improvement in all outcomes, except for 
school engagement. 

• A greater proportion of positive changes in all outcomes were observed in young people 
with a planned exit than those with an unplanned or custodial/intensive service support exit. 

• Projects that utilised a ‘comprehensive and social competence approach’ or a ‘social 
competence’ only approach had a higher proportion of young people observed to have 
positive changes in all except two outcomes (gained employment and improved engagement 
in school) compared to mentoring projects. The social competence approach is similar to 
cognitive behavioural approaches and involves teaching new thinking and behavioural skills, 
such as self-control, perspective-taking, moral reasoning and problem-solving. The 
comprehensive approach uses a range of techniques and can combine aspects of other 
program types to address risk factors, such as social competence training, mentoring, 
counselling, and education and training. 
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• Although projects focussed on addressing specific risk and protective factors, the data showed 
that Frankston had the greatest proportion of young people observed with improved 
engagement in training (69.6 per cent), improved relationships with families or peers 
(60.9 per cent), and increased connectedness with community (65.2 per cent). 

• Latrobe had the greatest proportion of young people observed with improved engagement 
in school (47.5 per cent). 

• Brimbank had the highest proportion of young people observed to have gained employment 
(37.2 per cent).  

 

Stakeholders reported that projects assisted young people to increase their connection with, and 
perception of, government services, such as Victoria Police. 

There was limited data available to determine whether the YCPG program assisted young people 
to have a greater understanding of the consequences of their crime or an increase in adaptive 
coping skills and self-efficacy. 

Strong partnerships between community and government organisations were developed through 
most projects, which resulted in strengthened relationships, improved referrals and referral 
pathways and shared resources, knowledge, and skills. However, some challenges existed, 
including a lack of information sharing, staff turnover, different policies and procedures, and a 
lack of authorising environment within the governance structure.    

Long-term outcomes 

Overall, there is evidence that young people involved in the YCPG program had lower rates 
of offending after exiting the program compared with prior to entering the program. 
However, the evaluation was not able to determine the extent to which these decreases could be 
directly attributed to program participation, as opposed to other interventions or custodial periods, 
due to this data being unavailable.  

To compare offending pre- and post-program, equal pre- and post-program study periods were 
created. The post-program study period for each participant is the number of days between 
exiting the program and 30 June 2021. The pre-program study period is the same number of 
days prior to entering the program. Therefore, each participant will have an equal number of days 
in their pre- and post-program study period, however this number of days differs between 
participants. 

For the Young offender cohort, 93 per cent offended in the pre-program study period2 
compared to 64 per cent in the post-program study period. The program did not prevent the 
At risk cohort from offending entirely – 13 per cent offended post-program - however this was a 
much lower proportion than the Young offender cohort.  

Incident rates measured the average number of police-recorded offending incidents per person 
per 365 days (as a means of controlling for different observational study period lengths). For 
both the Young offender cohort and the At risk cohort, incident rates were lower post-
program, with the At risk cohort having the lowest incident rate. 

Pre- and post-program offending was analysed for the Young offender cohort. It showed a 
reduction in the number of participants who were recorded for offending post-program 
across different ages, genders, program approaches, exit types, time spent in program, 
study period lengths, and almost all project sites.  

 
 
2 Note that it is possible for a participant to be allocated to the Young offender cohort but not record offending in their pre-program study period if 

their only offending occurred at an earlier date. 
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This is a positive finding, although the timing of the COVID-19 pandemic and associated 
restrictions which reduced the opportunities for young people to commit crimes, should be 
considered when interpreting these results.  

Nevertheless, some factors showed greater reductions in post-program offending:  

• Participants with a planned exit were less likely to reoffend than those with an unplanned 
exit. For participants with a planned exit, offending rates dropped from 96 per cent to 58 per 
cent post-program (down 38 per cent). In comparison, for participants with an unplanned exit, 
offending rates dropped from 91 per cent to 71 per cent (down 20 per cent).  

• Participants who spent six months or longer on the program were less likely to reoffend 
than those who spent less than six months on the program. For participants who spent 
approximately six or more months in the program, offending rates dropped by between 31 and 
40 per cent post-program. In comparison, for participants who spent less than six months in 
the program, offending rates dropped between 15 and 24 per cent post-program.  

 

Offending outcomes in the medium/longer term were also positive. There were 223 
participants who could be studied for approximately one year or longer pre- and post-program. 
Seventy-three per cent of these participants had offending recorded in their post-program study 
period, down from 96 per cent pre-program. This represents 53 young people who had a ‘crime 
free’ period of approximately one year or longer after exiting the YCPG program.  

The nature of offending also changed. There was a reduction in the number of participants 
who recorded a ‘high seriousness’ offence (down from 71 per cent pre-program to 47 per cent 
post-program).  

There were also reductions in the total volume of the most common offences including Theft 
(down 31 per cent), Burglary/break and enter offences (down 58 per cent), Property damage 
(down 48 per cent), Assault and related offences (down 23 per cent) 

There were some exceptions to these overall positive offending outcomes:  

• a 26 per cent increase in the number of Breach of order (Justice procedures) offences 
(includes breaches of bail conditions and family violence orders) 

• an increase in COVID-19 related Breach of public health order offences (from seven to 146 
post-program). This increase is due to the timing of the COVID-19 pandemic and associated 
public health directions rather than necessarily reflecting a ‘true’ increase in offending. As the 
pandemic was declared in March 2020 and associated restrictions introduced thereafter, in the 
latter part of the evaluation period, it follows that most restriction breach offences occurred in 
participants’ post-study rather than pre-study period. 

 

There was a reduction in post-program offending in all project sites except Wyndham (which 
experienced a small increase from five to six participants offending post-program). Post-program 
offending was lowest in Ballarat (41 per cent) and Geelong (46 per cent).  

There was a reduction in post-program offending for all program approaches. The largest 
reduction in offending was seen in the mentoring program, down from 83 per cent to 33 per cent, 
however this was the smallest group with only 12 participants in total. 

Facilitators and challenges to program delivery 

The evaluation identified the following features that facilitated program delivery:  

• Project staff - employing appropriately skilled and highly experienced staff who were able to 
engage the cohort of young people was critical. 
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• Flexibility - in the length of time young people could be engaged in the project, in the types of 
activities project workers could engage in with young people, and in the use of brokerage 
funds was highly valued. 

• Low caseloads - afforded project workers the time to do intensive casework with young 
people, build trusting relationships with them and gain a greater understanding of the 
interventions that might best suit their needs and circumstances.  

• Working with families - helped keep young people engaged and provided greater knowledge 
and insight into young people’s background and current environment. 

• Support and involvement from DJCS - was highly valued by projects. Community Services 
General Managers and dedicated Crime Prevention Officer roles acted as the conduit between 
the projects and DJCS. 

While there are many positive aspects of the YCPG program, a number of challenges to program 
delivery were identified. The evaluation noted:   

• Short-term funding cycle - created uncertainty for projects, resulting in some staff leaving.  
Management had to recruit and train new staff, and some projects stopped taking on new 
referrals. 

• Staff turnover - impacted knowledge transfer and clarity of roles and responsibilities of 
workers and partners across projects. Young people would oftentimes become disengaged 
and make slower progress in achieving their goals when transferred to a new worker.  

• Complexity of the young people - some projects found the complexity of issues amongst the 
target cohort was greater than anticipated, which made engagement difficult. 

• Systemic barriers - long waitlists for other services, especially housing, mental health and 
AOD services; limited employment opportunities, which was exacerbated by COVID-19 
restrictions; limited alternative education options; lack of public transport, particularly in 
regional areas; and difficult to navigate service system, for example Centrelink and the 
National Disability Insurance Scheme.  

• Administration - the lack of a centralised database was viewed as a limitation by projects 
who had workers from different agencies delivering the project. The YCPG program 
contractual reporting requirements and evaluation requirements were described as onerous 
and an administrative burden for projects. 

 

In addition to the challenges discussed above, COVID-19 restrictions resulted in significant 
disruptions for agencies and impacted program delivery and the engagement of young people. 

Overall, despite challenges posed by COVID-19, the YCPG program has successfully delivered a 
range of services and supports to improve outcomes for young people and their families who 
have had contact with or have demonstrated risk of being involved with the criminal justice 
system. The support provided has helped reduce participants’ crime-related risk factors and 
developed their protective factors, which has reduced their offending behaviour and recidivism. A 
number of government and community agencies have been brought together to work in 
partnership, which has strengthened and improved the system response to this cohort of young 
people. The evaluation has highlighted some operational challenges which could be addressed to 
improve the operation of the YCPG program. The evaluation has also provided insight into how 
particular participant, program and partnership characteristics impact on outcomes achieved. 
These insights should be taken into consideration when making decisions around the future 
funding of the YCPG program.  
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1.2 Recommendations 

The recommendations below should be assessed and actioned as appropriate. 

Table 1: Recommendations 

 Recommendations 

1. It is recommended that DJCS supports lead agencies to facilitate information sharing 
between government and community organisations where required and encourage 
appropriate agency representation and engagement in each project. 

2.  It is recommended that DJCS supports projects to maintain partnerships by providing 
them with resources outlining the elements of successful partnerships. 

3. It is recommended that DJCS assists projects to improve data collection related to 
outcomes to inform any future evaluations of the YCPG program. The current data 
collection tool could be streamlined by excluding data that projects find difficult to 
access, such as dosage data.   

4. It is recommended that options for longer-term resourcing for the program are 
considered to support projects to achieve longer-term outcomes, and to support the 
recruitment and retention of skilled staff. 

5. It is recommended that DJCS explores the possibility of access to a shared information 
platform for case management purposes for all project partners/workers, particularly for 
projects that employ workers across different organisations. 

6. It is recommended that DJCS reviews YCPG projects that are delivered in the same 
LGAs as the Youth Justice Community Support Service, particularly where 
organisations deliver both programs, to ensure that there is no duplication of service 
offering. 

7. It is recommended that additional sustainability planning, such as the development of 
partnerships with other local service providers, be built into the delivery of projects to 
maximise opportunities for projects to continue in the longer term.  

8. It is recommended that DJCS share evaluation findings with individual projects and 
identify opportunities to continue to improve service delivery. 
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2. Introduction 

The Youth Crime Prevention Grants (YCPG) program is part of the Victorian Government’s 
response to youth offending, particularly among young recidivist offenders. The YCPG program 
aims to address this issue by strengthening the ability of communities to intervene early and 
reduce the likelihood of young people engaging in criminal behaviour. 

The 15 projects3 currently funded through the YCPG program commenced implementation in 
August 2017 and operate in the Local Government Areas (LGAs) of Brimbank, Casey-
Dandenong, Frankston, Melton, Hume, Wyndham, Ballarat, Bendigo, East Gippsland, Geelong, 
Horsham, Latrobe, Mildura, and Shepparton.   

The Department of Justice and Community Safety’s (DJCS) Crime Statistics Agency (CSA) was 
engaged by the department’s Community Crime Prevention Unit (CCPU) to evaluate the YCPG 
program. An interim evaluation report focussing on early implementation and program processes 
was delivered in December 2018. A mid-term evaluation report focussing on progress towards 
program outcomes achieved from the commencement of the YCPG program to the end of June 
2019 was delivered in March 2020. Due to a restructure within DJCS, the responsibility for the 
delivery of the evaluation moved to Evidence and Insights (E&I), with CSA providing assistance 
with data analysis. This is the final report of the YCPG program and focuses on progress towards 
end of program and long-term outcomes from 1 July 2019 to 30 June 2021.  

3. Scope and Methodology 

The evaluation of the YCPG program is guided by the Program Logic Model (Appendix 1) which 
was originally developed with the CCPU in August 2017 and revised in January 2019 to identify 
the activities and outputs that were expected to contribute to the end of program and long-term 
outcomes.  

3.1 Evaluation questions 

The purpose of the evaluation is to address the following key evaluation questions:  

1. Did the program produce or contribute to the intended end of program and long-term 
outcomes? What were the facilitators and barriers to achieving outcomes?   

2. For who, in what ways and in what circumstances did the program contribute to these 
outcomes? (e.g. did particular age groups within projects have better outcomes?)  

3. To what extent may other programs being delivered concurrently have contributed to or 
impacted on achieving outcomes?   

4. What if any was the influence of other contextual factors? (e.g. policy, legislation, socio-
demographic area)  

5. What factors supported successful partnerships in the program? Where partnerships were not 
as successful what impacted the development or maintenance of these?  

6. What (if any) unintended outcomes (positive and negative) were produced? 

 
 
3 Three additional projects were funded in Cardinia, Darebin and Wodonga between 2016 and 2018. 
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3.2 Evaluation methodology 

The evaluation used a mixed methods approach, utilising qualitative and quantitative data and a 
variety of data collection techniques. The methods included: 

Survey data from project staff and partners  

Ninety-eight project staff and partners involved in the delivery of the YCPG program were invited 
to complete an online survey via Qualtrics approximately one month prior to the commencement 
of qualitative interviews and focus groups. The purpose of the survey was to determine the extent 
to which the intended outcomes of the program were achieved and factors that contributed or 
impacted on achieving outcomes. Forty-nine staff (43.9 per cent) completed the survey; however, 
six surveys were incomplete and excluded from the analyses. Therefore, 43 surveys from 25 
organisations were able to be analysed. 

Qualitative interviews and focus groups with project staff and partners  

A range of stakeholders involved in the YCPG program were invited to participate in semi-
structured interviews and/or focus groups. The purpose of the interviews and focus groups was to 
determine the extent to which the intended outcomes of the YCPG program were achieved. 
Thirty-three individual interviews and 20 focus group discussions were conducted via Microsoft 
TEAMS with lead agencies4, partners and DJCS representatives. Ninety-two people participated, 
representing 54 organisations.5  

Survey data from young people   

Young people involved in projects in the YCPG program were invited to voluntarily participate in a 
survey based on existing and psychometrically validated survey measures to assess their risk 
and protective factors at two time points. These were: on a participant’s entry into a project (or as 
early in their participation as practical) and on their exit from the project. The survey was intended 
to enable an assessment of changes in self-reported risk and protective factors as a result of 
participation in a project. Forty-three participants completed both an entry and exit survey, 
however two were excluded due to large amounts of missing data. Thus, 41 surveys were 
available for analysis.  

The majority of young people who completed the surveys were males (n = 34, 82.9 per cent) and 
were aged between 15 and 19 years old (n = 31, 75.6 per cent). Complete sets of entry and exit 
surveys were received from Ballarat, Bendigo, Casey-Dandenong, Hume, Melton, Brimbank, and 
East Gippsland projects. The highest number of survey responses came from Brimbank (n = 18, 
43.9 per cent). While the number of entry and exit surveys do not provide a representative 
sample size, responses were analysed for trends. 

Key document analysis 

A desktop analysis was conducted of YCPG program documentation, including grant guidelines, 
previous evaluations and the milestone reports submitted six monthly by lead agencies to CCPU 
between I July 2019 and 30 June 2021. 

Analysis of activity monitoring data 

Project staff were asked to complete an activity monitoring data template to capture data on a 
number of measures for individual participants and provide this information on a quarterly basis to 

 
 
4 Lead agency refers to the organisation that has the signed contract with DJCS for the implementation of a project under the YCPG. 

5 Where an organisation is involved in more than one project, they have been counted for each of the projects. 
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E&I for analysis purposes. Quantitative data captured included targeted risk and protective 
factors, program attendance, reasons for early withdrawal from a project, project completion, the 
total length of time participants engaged with the program, and the number of hours overall that 
were spent engaging and working with the participant throughout their engagement. Qualitative 
information was also captured in the form of updates about young people’s progress and any 
wins and setbacks that occurred during the quarter. 

Each project site provided one dataset per quarter6, resulting in eight datasets per project. The 
1207 datasets in total were collated into one Excel 365 file in order to analyse program delivery, the 
demographic profile, and progress towards outcomes for young people who participated in the 
YCPG program between I July 2019 and 30 June 2021.  

The qualitative data was analysed using thematic and content analysis (Bryman, 2015). The 
quantitative data was analysed using a range of descriptive statistics, including averages and 
frequencies (Field, 2018). The nature of the data did not lend itself to inferential statistical analysis. 

Analysis of LEAP data 

The analysis of Victoria Police’s Law Enforcement Assistance Program (LEAP) data was 
conducted by the Research and Analytics team in E&I. It considered outcomes for 468 young 
people who participated in (and exited) the YCPG program between 1 July 2019 and 31 March 
2021. The study analysed police-recorded offending prior to entering, and after exiting the 
program up to 30 June 2021. This data was extracted from the LEAP database on 18 July 2021. 

There were 727 young people recorded as YCPG program participants at the time of this 
evaluation. Following the person data matching process (see below), 71 participants were 
excluded from the analysis due to missing information required for matching purposes. Further, 
this study considered participants who exited a program as of 31 March 2021 to facilitate a 
minimum three-month post-program follow-up period to analyse offending outcomes. There were 
97 participants still completing the program as of 31 March 2021 who were not included in this 
study, resulting in a final dataset of 468 participants eligible for this study. 

Matching YCPG program participants to police-recorded offending 

There were 727 YCPG program participant IDs provided for analysis. Of these: 

• 72 participants had corresponding LEAP person IDs provided 

• 496 participants were matched to LEAP person IDs using deterministic and probabilistic 
matching processes based on combinations of surname, first name, sex, and date of birth 

• 88 participants could not be matched to LEAP person IDs 

• 65 participants were excluded from analysis due to missing information (e.g., missing 
surname, first and last name initials only, missing date of birth) 

• six duplicate IDs were also removed.  

The linked dataset consisted of 656 unique YCPG IDs, of which 568 (87 per cent) could be 
matched to LEAP person IDs (Figure 1). LEAP person IDs indicate the participant had contact 
with police as an offender (‘offender record’), or victim of crime or involvement in a family violence 
incident (‘non-offender record’).  

 
 
6 Casey-Dandenong, Frankston, and Bendigo project sites provided two datasets per quarter - one dataset containing young people who had 

exited the project during the quarter and the other data set containing young people who remained in the project.  

7 15 project sites provided a total of 8 datasets, resulting in 120 individual datasets. 
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Figure 1: YCPG program participants matching to LEAP person records 

 

 

Planned versus unplanned project exits 

For the purpose of comparing program outcomes in terms of level of program completion, young 
people were categorised as having either a planned or unplanned exit. However, when a young 
person left a project because they were imprisoned or remanded or referred to another intensive 
service, this was considered a separate exit type that is not included in the planned or unplanned 
category. Planned exits are generally considered to be a more positive program outcome than 
unplanned exits and are used to indicate that the young person successfully completed their time 
with the YCPG project. 

Planned exits were those in which young people exited following discussions with their project 
workers which confirmed that they should exit the project. For most young people this followed 
the achievement of agreed goals or outcomes. Other planned exit paths identified included: 
favourable court determinations (including the completion of orders) and the determination that a 
young person has sufficient services in place (e.g., a referral to a different service for ongoing 
support). Unplanned exits included young people who disengaged from the project without notice, 
those that moved out of the LGA, and those that were deemed unsuitable for various reasons 
after entering the program (e.g., they were too old for the program). Refer to Figure 4 for details 
of the exit pathways young people took through the YCPG program. 

3.3 Data Limitations 

The findings presented in this report should be considered alongside the following limitations: 

• Missing data: the activity monitoring data provided by projects contained large amounts of 
missing data. The data from one project was incomplete and could not be included in the 
analysis. Some projects advised that they were unable to complete certain sections of the data 
template because they did not have access to the required information, or they lacked the 
resources to input the data. In addition, during COVID-19 restrictions projects were not 
prioritising data collection due to having to pivot the delivery of projects from face-to-face to 
online. 

• Manual data entry: the activity monitoring data provided by projects relied on manual, and 
often retrospective, input. Therefore, the accuracy of this data is unknown. 

Number of unique young 
people in YCPG dataset 

 
656 (100%) 

Number matched to 
Victoria police 

 
568 (87%) 

Number matched to an 
offender record 

 
441 (67%) 

Number not matched to 
Victoria police 

 
88 (13%) 

Number matched to a 
non-offender record 

 
127 (19%) 
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• Survey data from young people: the number of young people who completed both the entry 
and exit surveys was low, which meant that a comparison between genders, age groups, 
program approach and exit type was unable to be conducted. This was also an issue noted in 
the mid-term evaluation. An online version of the survey was created to increase the response 
rate, however the number of surveys completed remained small due to a number of factors, 
including: 

– the high disengagement rate of young people from projects (meaning exit surveys could 
not be administered by project workers)  

– the length of the survey (despite being shortened twice in the first two years of the 
program, it was still difficult to get young people to complete) 

– some project sites not contributing any surveys, because due to the nature of their target 
cohort, they felt that the survey may disengage young people 

– some participants literacy and language issues meant that completion of surveys was 
challenging 

– COVID-19 restrictions meant that project workers did not meet with young people face-
to-face and were unable to explain and answer questions about the survey while the 
young person was completing it. 

• Qualitative interviews and focus groups: an extensive range of stakeholders made 
themselves available to participate in this evaluation. However, some stakeholders had left 
their roles prior to interviews and focus groups occurring and therefore were unable to be 
interviewed. It should also be noted that only three Victoria Police members were available for 
consultations due to redeployment to the COVID-19 response.  

• LEAP data: the LEAP data analysed in the evaluation relates to alleged offending among 
young people, not proven offences. Some projects continued to work with young people while 
in custody, however this is not observable within the LEAP data. Therefore, there is a 
possibility that some reduction in offending post-project involvement could potentially be the 
result of the young person being in a custodial facility, rather than related to the effectiveness 
of the project itself. 

• Other outcomes and services: the young people’s survey was designed to capture data on 
YCPG program outcomes around engagement in education and/or employment, family 
attachment, community connection, adaptive coping skills, and understanding of the 
consequences of crime. However, due to the low response rate, it was not possible to develop 
a complete representation of these outcomes for all participants. Furthermore, data on other 
programs or services that young people might be engaged with at the same time as the YCPG 
program was not routinely provided, which limits the ability to identify whether a young 
person’s behaviour might have changed without YCPG program intervention. 

• No control group: as noted in the mid-term evaluation report, a control group could not be 
identified of young people with similar characteristics to program participants because the 
number of young offenders captured within projects was high and there are a limited number 
of other comparable young offenders outside the YCPG program.   

• No interviews with young people and their families: no interviews were conducted with 
young people and their families to ascertain their views on participating in the YCPG program 
and the extent to which it helped them achieve outcomes due to ethical considerations and 
resource constraints. 

4. Youth Offending in Victoria 

The Victorian government has collected extensive youth offending data to aid in the policy 
development, system reform and legislative changes for improved outcomes for young people 
and broader community safety outcomes in Victoria. Key data trends are presented below on 
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youth offending in Victoria such as the rate of youth offender incidents, demographics of youth 
offenders, the nature of offences committed by young people and the impact of COVID-19 on 
youth offending to provide context to the broader environment in which the YCPG program 
operates.  

4.1.1 Rate of youth offender incidents 

In the last ten years, the rate of youth offender incidents has fallen almost 35 per cent since the 
year ending March 2010 (Youth Justice Strategic Plan 2020). There has also been a decrease in 
young people supervised by Youth Justice by more than 20 per cent in the community and 15 per 
cent across the whole system during the past five years.  

However, in the past five years, the number of young people in custody rose by 11 per cent 
(Australian Institute of Health and Welfare (AIHW, 2020). There remain on average around 718 
children and young people engaged in the Youth Justice system on an average day (Youth 
Justice Strategic Plan 2020).  

In addition, while recent trends indicate that the rate of offending by young people is reducing, 
there has been an increase in youth reoffending rates (Crime Statistics Agency, 2019; Sutherland 
and Millsteed, 2016). In Victoria, 59.5 per cent of young people aged 10 to 16 years released 
from sentenced community-based supervision in 2017-18 returned within 12 months. Similarly, 
60 per cent of young people released from sentenced detention returned within 12 months.  
Overall, a national average of 59 per cent of young people who completed a sentence in 2017-18 
returned within 12 months to sentenced supervision (AIHW, 2020). 

4.1.2 Characteristics of young people in Youth Justice 

Young people in Youth Justice have complex backgrounds, circumstances, and intersecting 
needs. Fifty-three per cent of children and young people in Youth Justice were a victim of abuse, 
trauma, or neglect as a child. Fifty-two per cent have a history of alcohol and drug use and 49 per 
cent present with mental health issues. The 2020 Annual Survey of young people in custody has 
highlighted the increased prevalence of mental health problems for young people with a 20 per 
cent increase from the previous year (Youth Parole Board Annual Report 2019–20). 

Statistics indicate that youth offenders who entered the adult correctional system are generally 
more likely to be males who started offending at a young age between 10 to 14 years and were 
more likely to be Aboriginal (Millsteed & Walker, 2020). Although the rate of Indigenous young 
people aged 10 to 17 under supervision fell from 137 to 79 per 10,000 (AIHW, 2020) in the past 
five years, 18 per cent of the children and young people currently in Youth Justice identify as 
Aboriginal.   

4.1.3 Nature of youth offending 

In 2019–20, the most common principal offences among young people aged 10–17 were acts 
intended to cause injury, theft, and illicit drug offences (AIHW, 2020). Evidence also indicates that 
the seriousness of the offences committed by young people is increasing. The number of young 
people with the most serious offence type of Crimes against the person has increased in the past 
10 years by 29 per cent (1,406 incidents), from 4,853 alleged offender incidents in the year 
ending March 2010 to 6,259 in the year ending March 2019 (Crime Statistics Agency, 2019). 

4.1.4 Children and young people on remand 

There has also been an increase in the number of unsentenced children held on remand in 
Victoria in recent years. On an average day in 2018–19, 90 unsentenced children were held on 
remand in Victoria, more than double the number 10 years earlier (n = 42). Similarly, there has 
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been an increase in the proportion of children in custody who are unsentenced. In 2011–12, 22 
per cent of children in custody on an average day were unsentenced (37 of 172 children) 
compared to 47 per cent (90 of 191 children) in 2018–19 (Sentencing Advisory Council, 2020). 

4.1.5 The impact of COVID-19 on youth offending 

Analysis conducted by the CSA found that COVID-19 restrictions and subsequent disruptions to 
daily life had a flow on effect on recorded crime. The impacts on crime were more pronounced 
during the period of restrictions when there were the highest COVID-19 case numbers. During 
2020, all crimes committed in Victoria trended downwards, particularly from March and most 
notably for property and deception offences (Burgess, Nguyen, Chai, & Kelly, 2021).  

Additional analysis was conducted by the CSA for this evaluation to examine youth crime trends 
during COVID-19. Figure 2 illustrates recorded offence trends prior to and during the pandemic 
for offenders aged up to 25 years. Notably, it shows a decline in property and deception offences 
from March 2020 onwards. There are also two major spikes relating to breach of COVID-19 
public health order offences in 2020. 

Figure 2: Recorded offences January 2019 to June 2021, offenders aged up to 25 years 
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5. Youth Crime Prevention Grants Program 

5.1 Overview of the grants program 

The YCPG program is part of the Victorian Government’s response to addressing offending 
behaviour by young people aged between 10-24 years who have had contact with or have 
demonstrated risk of being involved with the criminal justice system. 

The program invests in priority areas that have higher levels of crime, higher proportions of 
recidivist youth offenders and socio-economic disadvantage. 

In 2016-17 the Victorian Government invested $10 million over two years for the program, 
including $9.1 million for community-led initiatives through three streams of funding: 

• A direct stream of $5.6 million across eight priority LGAs which have higher crime rates and 
higher proportions of recidivist youth offenders. These LGAs were Ballarat, Casey-
Dandenong8, Frankston, Geelong, Hume, Latrobe, and Wyndham. 

• A competitive grant stream of $2 million to ten additional high priority LGAs outside of the 
direct investment stream and identified as experiencing significant socioeconomic 
disadvantage and higher levels of crime. These LGAs were Bendigo, Brimbank, Cardinia, 
Darebin, East Gippsland, Horsham, Melton, Mildura, Shepparton, and Wodonga.  

• Dedicated funding of $1.5 million for Koori Youth Crime Prevention Grants (KYCPG). This 
funding was allocated to 25 Koori Youth crime prevention activities and acknowledges that 
Koori young people have disproportionately high rates of disadvantage and are significantly 
over-represented in the criminal justice system. These grants were overseen by the 
Department’s Koori Justice Unit and coordinated by nine Regional Aboriginal Justice Advisory 
Committees. 

In 2018 CCPU extended the funding for projects in the direct stream in the YCPG program for an 
additional two years (until 30 June 2021), with an additional $700,000 allocated to each project.9 
Projects in the competitive stream were invited to submit an expression of interest for a funding 
extension in January 2019. Of the ten projects, seven (Horsham, East Gippsland, Shepparton, 
Melton, Brimbank, Mildura, and Bendigo) submitted successful proposals to continue for another 
two years, with additional funding allocations of $200,000 each.10  

In the 2021-22 State Budget, an additional $4.401 million was invested to extend the 15 YCPG 
projects for 12 months to 30 June 2022. 

5.1.1 YCPG program objectives 

The YCPG program aims to reduce participants’ risk factors and develop their protective factors 
to decrease their likelihood of interacting with the criminal justice system. Risk factors are aspects 
of a young person’s life or environment that make them more vulnerable to involvement in 
offending behaviours. Protective factors are characteristics of a young person or their 
environment that can reduce the impact of relevant risk factors and may prevent vulnerable 
young people from becoming involved in the justice system.11 

 
 
8 Casey and Greater Dandenong were identified as two LGAs for the directed stream, while separate project applications were submitted the 

projects use the same governance structure and project workers and as such are considered one project for the purpose of the final evaluation. 

9 See Appendix 2 for details of directed grants. 

10 See Appendix 3 for details of competitive grants. 

11 Community Crime Prevention Unit, December 2016, Guidelines Youth Crime Prevention Grants  
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5.1.2 YCPG program expected outcomes 

Projects funded through the YCPG program are expected to achieve a reduction in offending 
behaviour and recidivism among project participants by: 

• decreasing known crime-related risk factors and increasing protective factors 

• achieving sustained improvement in engagement in school, training and/or employment 

• increasing connectedness with the community.  

The projects are also expected to develop or consolidate strong, effective partnerships among 
community organisations and across government initiatives in acknowledgement that service 
provision should be coordinated to best support young people’s needs.12  

5.1.3 Target groups  

Each of the YCPG projects developed their own:  

• selection criteria for participants 

• approach for identifying suitable participants 

• referral and acceptance pathways into their project.  

The YCPG program’s definition of ‘young people’ is anyone aged 10–24 years, and projects can 
include young people in any of four cohorts: 

• Highly vulnerable - young people who may be heavily involved with substance use, not 
achieving academically or identified as ‘high mental health risk’ adolescents. Peers of these 
youth are likely to be engaging in similar behaviours, but these youth may still be attached to 
their family and engaged in prosocial activities. 

• At risk - young people likely to engage in excessive substance use, they might have mental 
health issues or diagnoses and some may have attempted suicide or have histories of 
repeated self-harm. Most will have left school early or be significantly behind in their academic 
attainment. At risk young people are more likely to be disengaged from their family and may 
be homeless or in transient accommodation.13 

• Offenders - young people who have had contact with the criminal system as an alleged 
offender.  

• Recidivist offenders are defined as those who have been recorded by police for six or more 
alleged incidents within a 12-month period.   

5.1.4 Community-based design 

The YCPG program focused on community-led initiatives. As outlined in Figure 3 below, CCPU 
worked with the directed project areas over a six-month period to support a community-based 
project design for the grant funds. This included two community-based workshops in each area, 
facilitated by an external party. Workshop participants included community organisations, 
representatives, and government agencies (such as Victoria Police and Department of Education 
and Training). The aims of the workshops were to:  

• work with local stakeholders to identify key issues in their area 

• agree on a target cohort 

• agree on a design approach for project implementation 

• identify a lead agency for the project.  

 
 
12 An additional four outcomes were included for the final evaluation – see section 7.1 for a description of these outcomes. 

13 Vulnerable Youth Framework (DHHS 2016) 
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The lead agency was required to develop and submit the final application and would be the 
contracting party for funding agreements. For projects in the competitive stream, priority was 
given to applications that were delivering projects through a local consortium, made up of a broad 
coalition of partners.   

Figure 3: Community-based design approach 

 

5.1.5 Project design approach 

The interaction of a wide range of factors influences the likelihood of crime occurring and makes 
some communities more vulnerable to crime and victimisation than others. These factors can 
relate to individuals within the community and to the broader social and environmental context in 
which they live. Communities are usually aware of existing local crime problems and generally 
have some strategies in place to address them. Significant positive change is most likely when 
communities work together to devise and implement well-considered local solutions and 
interventions to their particular issues.14  

YCPG projects were designed using a place-based approach. A place-based approach to crime 
prevention acknowledges that the risk and protective factors for crime extend beyond the justice 
system. It encourages local organisations to use evidence, community knowledge and 
partnerships to develop strategies and activities to influence the factors which contribute to crime 
in local communities. It also creates an opportunity to use a mix of crime prevention approaches 
that are most likely to be effective in targeting particular local issues. 

The initial design process for YCPG projects included facilitated workshops for projects within the 
directed stream. These workshops aimed to involve local communities to support a collaborative 
partnership model of project delivery.  

The place-based approach of the YCPG program meant each project was tailored by project 
partners to respond to local situations and priorities. As a result, project design varied across 
sites and projects differed in their specific target cohorts, and in the number and types of activities 
they engaged in with young people.  

In the mid-term evaluation, projects were categorised according to the broad type of program 
they delivered to enable analysis across sites. This categorisation was based on a typology 
identified by Sallybanks (2003) in her review, What works in reducing young people’s involvement 
in crime? According to this review, the extent to which these program types have been proven to 
be effective varies. The broad program types and likely effectiveness levels of these are as 
follows: 

• The largest effect in reducing offending and changing behaviours is expected in projects using 
social competence training. Social competence training is akin to cognitive behavioural 

 
 
14 Community Crime Prevention Unit, December 2016, Guidelines Youth Crime Prevention Grants  
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approaches and involves teaching new thinking and behavioural skills, such as self-control, 
perspective-taking, moral reasoning and problem-solving. 

• A reduction in offending is expected in projects using a comprehensive approach. 
Comprehensive programs use a range of techniques and can combine aspects of other 
program types to address risk factors. For example, they can include social competence 
training, mentoring, counselling, and education and training. 

• Limited effectiveness is expected for projects using an employment program (in isolation), 
however as the Bendigo program combines this with a comprehensive approach it is 
anticipated that the program should show signs of being effective. 

• Positive effects (at least in the short term) are expected for mentoring programs, such as a 
reduction in risk factors like alcohol and drug use, and an increase in protective factors 
including school engagement. Mentoring programs involve extensive adult-youth contact, with 
the objective of building a trust-based relationship with a positive role model.  

• The level of effectiveness of programs targeting specific groups is dependent on the group 
targeted and the methods used to address their needs.    

Table 2 shows which YCPG projects were categorised according to these broad program types. It 
describes YCPG project similarities and provides an indication of how comparable projects are. It 
also indicates projects that are unique in their approach. Given the diversity of projects, young 
people have different experiences within the YCPG program and may be engaged using a variety 
of activities and approaches. Some projects focused on the use of one or two types of activities 
such as mentoring, while others have adopted numerous approaches, from group activities to 
counselling sessions. 

Table 2: Program type by LGA 

LGA Project Approach 

Program types – comprehensive program and social competence training 

Wyndham, Casey-Dandenong, Frankston, 
Geelong and Hume (intensive) 

Primarily an assertive outreach, case 
management approach, with low caseloads. 
Only the Hume intensive stream is using the 
same approach. The organisation responsible 
for the delivery of the Youth Justice Community 
Support Service is involved in the delivery of 
each of these projects. 

Latrobe Uses a similar approach to Wyndham, Casey-
Dandenong, Frankston and Hume but targets a 
younger cohort and engages using a coaching 
rather than case management approach. They 
are also targeting young people who have not 
entered the justice system or have had limited 
contact. 

Mildura Assertive outreach and case management 
approach. The project has a strong emphasis 
on working with families and will, where 
identified, engage with a young person’s parent 
in a narrative therapy approach for additional 
support. 
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Shepparton  Assertive outreach and case management 
through a dual project worker approach, with a 
teacher and social worker both being available 
to engage with the young person. The project 
provides a strong focus on education pathways. 

Program types – comprehensive program and employment program 

Bendigo  Bendigo is delivering an assertive outreach, 
case management approach supported by 
training and employment opportunities. 

Program type – social competence training 

Melton, Brimbank and Hume (managed & 
guided)  

Uses a case management and outreach 
approach with higher caseload numbers of 
young people. Case management is integrated 
with the use of group activities, co-located 
services, and a dedicated youth space. 

Program type – mentoring programs 

East Gippsland and Horsham  Delivering mentoring services through close 
coordination with local schools. Horsham has a 
greater focus on assertive outreach and support 
where required, with an outreach worker who 
provides case management. Not all Horsham 
participants are identified as suitable for 
mentorship. 

Program type – not categorised 

Ballarat Works with existing support agencies and 
services connected to young people to provide 
an overarching co-ordination role. The project 
completes a comprehensive analysis and 
synthesis of existing information and plans 
prior to engagement. The project provides an 
avenue to address gaps identified for young 
people, provides an opportunity for capacity 
and capability building and technical support 
for case managers.  

 

5.1.6 Crime Prevention Officers  

The YCPG program contracts are managed under a unique funding model, with Crime 
Prevention Officers (CPOs) funded to support the program across seven regions. The CPOs are 
responsible for managing the direct liaison with projects, and a centralised contract manager 
within CCPU is responsible for oversight of the program. Prior to 2020, CPOs were funded in four 
regions based on the number of YCPG projects being delivered in the area, and particularly 
where there were directed projects. In the remaining three regions this local oversight role was 
taken on by the Local Engagement Officer or the Regional General Manager of Community 
Services. Since March 2020, there have been CPOs in all regions employed on a part-time or 
full-time basis to ensure there are dedicated local staff managing the projects.  
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Table 3 outlines the support provided by DJCS to each YCPG project.  

Table 3: DJCS support to YCPG projects 

DJCS Region CPO Projects 

Barwon South West Part-time Geelong 

Gippsland Part-time Latrobe, East Gippsland 

Grampians Part-time Ballarat, Horsham 

Hume Part-time Shepparton 

Loddon Mallee Part-time Bendigo, Mildura 

North West Metropolitan Full-time Hume, Wyndham, Melton, Brimbank 

South East Metropolitan Full-time Casey-Dandenong, Frankston 

 

6. Program Delivery and Demographics Findings 

6.1 Program delivery 

6.1.1 Number of participants 

Six hundred and ninety-five young people participated in the YCPG program between 1 July 2019 
and 30 June 202115. An additional 45 young people were referred into the program but never 
engaged. Five hundred and twenty-six (76 per cent) young people had exited by 30 June 2021. 
Of these, 246 (47 per cent) had a planned exit, 197 (37 per cent) had an unplanned exit, and 56 
(11 per cent) were exited because of a custodial sentence or were referred into an intensive 
support service. The remaining 27 (5 per cent) young people exited for unknown reasons. 

The majority of young people with a planned exit (n = 170, 69 per cent) were exited due to having 
achieved their goals, while those with an unplanned exit were exited primarily due to disengaging 
with the program (n = 134, 68 per cent).  

Figure 4 shows the exit pathways young people have taken through the YCPG program. 

 
 
15 The Mildura project is not included in the analyses due to incomplete data collection. 
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Figure 4: Flow diagram of paths young people have taken through the YCPG program 
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Table 4 shows the target number of young people each project was funded to work with over 
the four years of YCPG funding (2017-21)16 and the number of young people projects reported 
they worked with.  

Table 4: Target and actual numbers of young people participating in the YCPG program 2017-
21 

Project Target number Actual number 

Direct 

Ballarat 55 55 

Casey-Dandenong 60-80 87 

Frankston 40 52 

Geelong 30 55 

Hume  36 (intensive) and 240 (guided 
& managed) 

306 

Latrobe 50 46 

Wyndham 30-35 39 

Competitive 

Bendigo 70 148 

Brimbank 240 251 

East Gippsland 80 87 

Horsham 60 90 

Melton 90 79 

Shepparton 40 33 

Mildura 40 21 

TOTAL 1186 1349 

 

• Overall, the total number of young people who participated in the YCPG program over the 
four years exceeded the target number.  

• Eighty per cent of projects (n = 12) reached their target numbers. 

• Bendigo far exceeded its target number. The Bendigo project is strongly linked into the local 
courts and is highly regarded by Magistrates and Victorian Legal Aid lawyers. Some Bendigo 
stakeholders noted during consultations that they would have liked to refer more young 
people into the project but were unable to do so due to capacity limits. 

• Horsham also exceeded its target. The Horsham project is based on mentoring of young 
people and has an additional outreach component. Over the last two years of funding, the 
project noted an increase in the number of young people with more complex needs being 
referred. 

 
 
16 No targets were applied for the 2019-21 funding. 
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• Some stakeholders involved with the Casey-Dandenong and Frankston projects reported 
that sometimes young people who were referred to the projects had to be placed on waitlists, 
because they were unable to meet the demand for the service. 

• La Trobe, Melton, Shepparton, and Mildura did not reach their target. La Trobe had a high 
number of young people moving in and out of the region, which impacted on their ability to 
provide service to them. Melton was unable to operate their drop-in centre during COVID-19 
restrictions. Shepparton reported difficulty obtaining referrals due to COVID-19 and a 
decrease in the number of young offenders in the area. Mildura had staffing issues which 
impacted on program delivery.  

 

Table 5 shows the number of young people who participated in each individual project between 
1 July 2019 and 30 June 2021. It also displays the number of young people who exited from 
each project by 30 June 2021 and their type of exits (unplanned, planned, custodial or intensive 
service support exit). 

Table 5: Number of young people engaged in projects, by program type and location 

Project Participant
s (Jul 2019 
– Jun 2021) 

Did not 
engage 

Unplanned 
exit 

Planned exit Custodial or 
intensive 
support 

service exit 

n % n % n % 

Direct 

Ballarat 44 0 11 25.0 5 11.4 1 2.3 

Casey-
Dandenong 

43 3 10 33.3 11 36.7 9 30.0 

Frankston 25 5 5 21.7 13 56.5 5 21.7 

Geelong 29 2 5 29.4 8 47.1 4 23.5 

Hume 
(intensive) 

18 0 1 10.0 7 70.0 2 20.0 

Hume 
(guided & 
managed) 

119 14 26 27.4 65 68.4 4 4.2 

Latrobe 42 9 25 62.5 14 35.0 1 2.5 

Wyndham 32 0 5 35.7 5 35.7 4 28.6 
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Project Participant
s (Jul 2019 
– Jun 2021) 

Did not 
engage 

Unplanned 
exit 

Planned exit Custodial or 
intensive 
support 

service exit 

n % n % n % 

Competitive 

Bendigo 79 1 35 47.3 31 41.9 8 10.8 

Brimbank 48 0 5 11.6 30 69.8 8 18.6 

East 
Gippsland 

72 5 17 48.6 17 48.6 1 2.8 

Horsham 76 4 28 59.6 17 36.2 2 4.2 

Melton 41 2 17 50.0 12 35.3 5 14.7 

Shepparton 27 0 7 35.0 11 55.0 2 10.0 

TOTAL 695 45 197  246  56  

Note: Ballarat had 27 (61.4 per cent) young people exit for unknown reasons. 

 

As can be seen in Table 5: 

• Latrobe had the highest proportion of unplanned exits (62.5 per cent), which was largely due 
to young people leaving the LGA or being deemed unsuitable for the program. 

• Projects that used a mentoring approach (Horsham and East Gippsland) had a high 
proportion of unplanned exits (59.6 per cent and 48.6 per cent respectively). Unplanned exits 
in Horsham occurred primarily because young people disengaged from the project. The 
cohort of young people referred to Horsham presented with increasingly complex needs, 
which made it difficult for the project worker to maintain their engagement. 

• Both Hume projects (intensive and guided/managed) had the highest proportion of planned 
exits (70.0 per cent and 68.4 per cent respectively) along with Brimbank (69.8 per cent). 

• Casey-Dandenong and Wyndham had the highest proportion of custodial or intensive service 
support exits (30.0 per cent and 28.6 per cent respectively). These types of exits occurred in 
Casey-Dandenong because young people were given a custodial sentence, while in 
Wyndham young people were transferred to another intensive support service. This finding is 
not surprising as both projects targeted young people who had been identified as serious or 
recidivist offenders. 

Planned and unplanned exits from the program show differences in outcomes   

Figure 5 below shows that the type of planned exits varied among young people by project: 
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• Planned exits in East Gippsland were primarily because the young person or family decided 
that they no longer required support from a mentor. 

• Planned exits in Brimbank and Melton were high for young people that achieved their goals. 
Often young people engage with these projects over the duration of activities. For example, 
Brimbank activities often aligned with timeframes associated with court requirements and 
exits occurred once a determination was made. 

Figure 5: Type of planned exits by project  

 

Figure 6 shows the type of unplanned exits of young people by project.  

• The majority of unplanned exits occurred because young people disengaged from projects. 

• Unplanned exits due to young people leaving their LGAs occurred mostly in regional areas 
(Shepparton, East Gippsland, Horsham). 

• Latrobe had a high number of young people exited because they were deemed unsuitable. 
This was because they were no longer residing within the Latrobe Valley catchment area or 
had turned 15 years of age and were no longer eligible for the program. All of the young 
people who were too old for the program were referred into alternative support programs. 
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Figure 6: Type of unplanned exits by project 

 

6.1.2 Program duration and delivery modes 
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used a mentoring approach coordinated through local schools and had longer durations than 
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outreach, case management, with low caseloads. 

Projects used various methods to engage and work with young people and recorded the 
delivery mode17 and duration of activities conducted for each young person. Where possible 
projects included the number of hours that partner agencies had spent working with young 
people, however this proved to be difficult because there was no obligation on partner agencies 
to provide this information. As a result, the data does not represent the total time spent by 
services and programs working with the young person.18  

A greater amount of time and number of activities was spent engaged with young people in 
directed projects (71.0 hours, 9.4 days, 62.0 activities) than competitive projects (21.0 hours, 

 
 
17 A description of delivery modes can be found in Appendix 4. 

18 Melton and Bendigo provided limited data on the number of hours engaged with young people and so the data does not represent the total 

time spent engaging with young people. 
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2.8 days, 30.2 activities), which may reflect the low caseloads and greater flexibility in engaging 
and working with young people in directed projects. 

As expected, projects spent more time and engaged in more activities with young people that 
had a planned exit (41.3 hours, 5.5 days, 49.7 activities) than an unplanned exit (26.3 hours, 3.5 
days, 29.4 activities). However, the most time and number of activities was spent with young 
people who were exited due to a custodial sentence or transferred to another support service 
(61.8 hours, 8.1 days, 75.5 activities), which likely reflects the intensive work required with this 
cohort of young people.  

Table 6: Average program duration, time engaged with young people, and number of activities 

Project site Average time in 
project (days) 

Average time 
engaged with 
young person 
(hours) 

Average time 
engaged with 
young person 
(days)19 

Average 
number of 
activities 

Directed 

Ballarat 498.1 50.0 6.6 43.8 

Casey-Dandenong 486.1 111.0 14.6 141.9 

Frankston 352.4 80.2 10.6 73.4 

Geelong 515.2 95.0 12.5 68.4 

Hume (intensive) 386.5 74.7 9.8 39.3 

Hume (guided & 
managed) 

170.7 26.6 3.6 9.6 

Latrobe 350.1 50.8 6.7 56.4 

Wyndham 560.0 80.0 10.5 63.4 

TOTAL 414.9 71.0 9.4 62.0 

Competitive 

Bendigo 236.6 11.7 1.5 29.8 

Brimbank 205.3 24.9 3.3 65.1 

East Gippsland 400.8 26.5 3.5 15.1 

Horsham 451.5 14.8 1.9 8.4 

Melton 200.7 6.0 0.8 26.2 

Shepparton 270.6 42.3 5.6 36.6 

TOTAL 294.3 21.0 2.8 30.2 

 

Projects also recorded the number of hours that were spent on activities that did not involve 
working with the young person directly. On average, projects spent 6.5 hours on administration 

 
 
19 The average time engaged with a young person in days was calculated by dividing the average number of hours by 7.6 (length of an average 

working day). 
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tasks for the young person and 12.6 hours engaging and co-ordinating with other service 
providers and agencies engaged with the young person.  

6.2 Profile of participants 

The following section outlines the characteristics of two categories of program participants: (1) 
young people who exited the project by 30 June 2021; and (2) young people who exited by 31 
March 2021 as recorded by Victoria Police. 

6.2.1 Characteristics of program participants exited by 30 June 2021 

This section describes the characteristics of the 526 young people who had exited the project 
prior to 30 June 2021 as recorded by projects.  

Age 

The average age of young people when they entered the YCPG program was 16.7 years and 
ranged from 9 to 25 years. 

As seen in Table 7, almost half (49 per cent) of young people were aged between 15 and 19 
years when they commenced the program.   

Table 7: Age of young people 

Age Number % 

9-14 149 28.3 

15-19 259 49.2 

20-25 113 21.5 

Unknown 5 1.0 

Total 526 100.0 

Gender 

Overall, 77 per cent (n = 403) of young people who participated in the YCPG program were 
males, compared to 22 per cent (n = 118) females and one per cent other or unknown. This is 
expected and reflects the high number of male young offenders in the Victorian Justice 
system.20 

As seen in Figure 7, males accounted for the majority of participants in each age group, with the 
highest proportion of males (n = 113, 84 per cent) in the 20-to-25-year age group. Conversely, 
the highest proportion of females who participated (n = 44, 30 per cent) was in the 9-to-14-year 
age group.  

 
 
20 In the 12 months to 31 March 2019, 73.5 per cent of young offenders were male and 26.5 per cent were female (Crime Statistics Agency, 

2019). 
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Figure 7: Gender of young people who participated in YCPC, by age group (%) 

 

Note: The ages of five young people were unknown and therefore were excluded from the above figure.  

Country of birth  

As shown in Figure 8, most young people who participated in the YCPG program were born in 
Australia (n = 405, 77 per cent). The second most common country of birth was North Africa 
and the Middle East (n = 38, 7 per cent).  

Figure 8: Country of birth of young people  
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Aboriginal status  

Young people who identified as Aboriginal accounted for 11.8 per cent (n = 62) of young people 
who participated in the YCPG program. The majority of Aboriginal young people participated in 
the Shepparton, Bendigo, East Gippsland, and Casey-Dandenong projects.  

Identified needs 

The cohort of young people in the YCPG program had a range of identified needs. As shown in 
Figure 9, over half of the young people (n = 290, 55 per cent) had current or prior substance 
abuse, 40 per cent (n = 209) had either a physical or mental health issue and almost a third (n = 
163, 31 per cent) had been a victim of, or witnessed, violence.   

Figure 9: Identified needs of young people  
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Figure 10: Participant cohort type  
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Table 8: Demographic characteristics of program participants, by cohort 

Characteristics of 
program participants 

At-risk Young offender All participants 

Number % Number % Number % 

Gender 

Female 50 34.5% 57 17.6% 107 22.8% 

Male 95 65.5% 265 81.8% 360 76.8% 

Unknown   ≤3 0.6% ≤3 0.4% 

Age at program start 

9 to 14 67 46.2% 74 22.9% 141 30.1% 

15 to 19 57 39.3% 159 49.2% 216 46.2% 

20 to 25 17 11.7% 90 27.9% 107 22.9% 

Unknown 4 2.8% - - 4 0.9% 

Country of birth 

Australia 50 34.2% 266 82.4% 316 67.5% 

Overseas ≤3 1.4% 51 15.8% 52 11.1% 

Unknown 29 19.9% 6 1.9% 35 7.5% 

No LEAP information 65 44.5% - - 65 13.9% 

Aboriginal status 

Aboriginal 8 5.5% 49 15.2% 57 12.2% 

Non-Aboriginal 59 40.7% 274 84.8% 333 71.2% 

Unknown 13 9.0% - - 13 2.8% 

No LEAP information 65 44.8% - - 65 13.9% 

Offending recorded 12 months prior to program 

No 145 100.0% 17 5.3% 162 34.6% 

Yes - - 306 94.7% 306 65.4% 

Total 145 100.0% 323 100.0% 468 100.0% 

 

Table 9 shows participants’ contact with police (at any time up to 30 June 2021). It shows  

• 56 per cent of Young offenders and 26 per cent of the At risk cohort had a victim of crime 
record. 

• The At risk cohort were more likely to be recorded as the Affected Family Member (AFM; 22 
per cent) than as the Other party (perpetrator; 8 per cent) in a Family Violence (FV) incident. 

• Young offenders were more likely to be recorded as the perpetrator (52 per cent) than the 
AFM (32 per cent) in a FV incident. 
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Table 9: Type of contact recorded with police, by cohort 

Type of police contact 
(ever) 

At-risk Young offender All participants 

Number % Number % Number % 

Criminal offences 

Victim only 33 22.8% - - 33 7.1% 

Offender only 13 9.0% 104 32.2% 117 25.0% 

Victim and Offender 14 9.7% 219 67.8% 233 49.8% 

No LEAP information 85 58.6% - - 85 18.2% 

Family violence incidents 

Other party (Perpetrator) 20 13.8% 205 63.5% 225 48.1% 

Affected family member 
(Victim) 

39 26.9% 128 39.6% 167 35.7% 

Program characteristics 

Table 10 shows project sites, program approaches and exit types for the two cohorts. 

For At risk participants: 

• The majority participated in Horsham (27 per cent), Hume (23 per cent) and East 
Gippsland (21 per cent). 

• Almost half (48 per cent) participated in a ‘mentoring’ program and 30 per cent in a 
‘social competence’ only program. 

• Planned and unplanned exit rates were similar (44 per cent and 47 per cent 
respectively). Less than four per cent (n = 5) exited due to time in custody. 

For Young offender participants: 

• The most common sites were Hume (24 per cent), Bendigo (19 per cent) and Brimbank 
(10 per cent). 

• Approximately one-third participated in a ‘comprehensive and social competence 
approach’ program (35 per cent) and another third in ‘social competence’ only (33 per 
cent). Nineteen per cent participated in a ‘comprehensive approach and employment’ 
program. 

• Planned and unplanned exit rates were similar (40 per cent and 39 per cent 
respectively), however these figures were lower than the At risk cohort as 12 per cent of 
Young offenders exited due to time in custody. 

Table 10: YCPG program information, by cohort 

Program Information 
At-risk Young offender All participants 

Number % Number % Number % 

Project site 

Ballarat 8 5.5% 29 9.0% 37 7.9% 

Bendigo 6 4.1% 62 19.2% 68 14.5% 

Brimbank 4 2.7% 33 10.2% 37 7.9% 
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Casey-Dandenong ≤3 1.4% 28 8.7% 29 6.2% 

East Gippsland 30 20.5% 7 2.2% 37 7.9% 

Frankston ≤3 1.4% 17 5.3% 19 4.1% 

Geelong ≤3 1.4% 13 4.0% 16 3.4% 

Horsham 40 27.4% 5 1.5% 45 9.6% 

Hume* 33 22.6% 77 23.8% 110 23.5% 

La Trobe 11 7.5% 30 9.3% 41 8.8% 

Melton 6 4.1% 4 1.2% 10 2.1% 

Shepparton ≤3 1.4% 12 3.7% 13 2.8% 

Wyndham   6 1.9% 6 1.3% 

Program approach 

Comprehensive and social 
competence approach 

18 12.4% 114 35.3% 132 28.2% 

Comprehensive approach 
and employment program 

6 4.1% 62 19.2% 68 14.5% 

Mentoring program 70 48.3% 12 3.7% 82 17.5% 

Not specified, system wide 
integration 

8 5.5% 29 9.0% 37 7.9% 

Social competence 
approach 

43 29.7% 106 32.8% 149 31.8% 

Exit type 

Planned exit 64 44.1% 130 40.2% 194 41.5% 

Unplanned exit 68 46.9% 125 38.7% 193 41.2% 

Custodial 5 3.4% 38 11.8% 43 9.2% 

Unknown 8 5.5% 30 9.3% 38 8.1% 

Days in program 

0 to 90 days 22 15.2% 57 17.6% 79 16.9% 

91 to 180 days 21 14.5% 78 24.1% 99 21.2% 

181 to 270 days 22 15.2% 55 17.0% 77 16.5% 

271 to 360 days 24 16.6% 30 9.3% 54 11.5% 

more than 360 days 56 38.6% 103 31.9% 159 34.0% 

Days since program 

90 to 180 days 16 11.0% 35 10.8% 51 10.9% 

181 to 270 days 21 14.5% 29 9.0% 50 10.7% 

271 to 360 days 22 15.2% 36 11.1% 58 12.4% 

More than 360 days 86 59.3% 223 69.0% 309 66.0% 

* All Hume grouped into one (Guided, Managed, Intensive) 
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7. Key Outcomes Findings 

Key outcome findings are outlined in the following sections which address all six key evaluation 
questions and are structured around the following headings: 

• Progress towards achievement of end of program outcomes 

• Progress towards achievement of long-term outcomes 

• Facilitators to program delivery 

• Challenges to program delivery 

• Service integration 

• Influence of contextual factors 

• Unintended outcomes 

• Sustainability of the program.  

7.1 Progress towards achievement of end of program outcomes 

Projects funded through the YCPG program were expected to achieve the following end of 
program outcomes: 

• a decrease in the known crime-related risk factors and increase in protective factors among 
program participants 

• sustained improvement in engagement in school, training and/or employment among 
program participants 

• sense of community connectedness among participants, including increased engagement in 
activities and services 

• the development or consolidation of strong, effective partnerships between community 
organisations and government agencies involved in projects. 

An additional four outcomes were included for the final evaluation: 

• participants adaptive coping skills have increased as has their self-efficacy 

• participants have a greater understanding of the consequences of their crime, including a 
change of attitude to anti-social behaviour 

• participants engagement with government agencies (e.g., Victoria Police, Centrelink) have 
improved 

• improved relationships within the family unit. 

 

This section examines the extent to which the YCPG program achieved its intended end of 
program outcomes. It is important to note that COVID-19 restrictions may have impacted on the 
ability of the YCPG program to achieve its outcomes (see section 7.6.2 for details regarding the 
impact of COVID-19 on projects).  

7.1.1 Decrease in the known crime-related risk factors and increase in protective factors  

All projects worked towards decreasing crime-related risk factors and increasing protective 
factors for young people participating in their projects, but some projects focused on specific 
factors. Young people were identified by projects to have a variety of risk and protective factors 
on entry to the YCPG program.    

A common theme to emerge during stakeholder consultations was the importance of addressing 
young people’s basic needs (that is, physiological needs and safety and security needs) before 
other complex behaviours can be addressed. This aligns with the concept of Maslow’s 
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Hierarchy of Needs.21 For example, young people need food, stable accommodation, financial 

security, and health and wellness before their social and other needs can be addressed. 

“So working through like those really fundamental issues first, like ‘do you have 
somewhere to live?’ If not, how do we link you in with accommodation that's safe and 
secure, and that provides you with that foundation to then, you know, go from there, 
because if you don't have that, your capacity to turn up at school or to go for a job 
interview is incredibly impacted upon.” 

 (Lawyer) 

A number of activities were conducted by projects to decrease risk factors and increase 
protective factors, including: 

• Liaising with housing support agencies to assist young people who are homeless find 
accommodation. 

• Accessing funds to assist young people who have a lack of transport, such as car repairs, 
gaining driver’s license or providing alternate forms of transport such as bicycles. 

• Referring young people with mental health issues to mental health supports and 
professionals, such as Headspace, Orygen, psychologists, and counsellors, and arranging 
psychological assessments. 

• Making referrals to AOD services (e.g., detox, rehab) for young people with substance use 
issues. 

• Supporting access to primary health care, for example, GPs, specialist medical 
appointments, dentists, and allied health professionals. 

• Assisting families experiencing conflict to access relevant services, such as Integrated 
Family Services and the Orange Door. 

• Working intensively with young people and their families to increase positive attachment to 
family and stabilise home environments. 

• Providing education around risk taking behaviours, drug and alcohol use and mental health 
concerns to young people and their families. 

• Organising structured programs and activities for young people to increase opportunities for 
prosocial involvement and encouraging engagement in the community.  

• Working with education and training providers to assist young people re-engage with 
school and training. 

• Assisting unemployed young people to access employment services to help gain 
employment. 

• Supporting young people with financial difficulties to access Centrelink benefits.  

 

Data shows that across all projects, the average number of risk and protective factors 
addressed for each young person was 10, ranging from 1 to 23 per person.  

Risk and protective factors most frequently addressed by projects were:   

• access to services (n = 320, 61 per cent) 

• risky behaviour and impulsivity (n = 289, 55 per cent) 

• mental and physical health issues (n = 281, 53 per cent) 

• pro-social involvement (n = 267, 51 per cent) 

• family attachment (n = 266, 51 per cent). 

 

 
 
21 Maslow. A.H (1943), A Theory of Human Motivation. 
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Risk and protective factors addressed for young people were compared according to exit type to 
identify whether program ‘completion’ was more successful for young people with particular risk 
profiles. An average of 10 risk factors were targeted for young people with planned and 
unplanned exits compared to 12 for young people who exited the program because they were 
required to serve custodial time or were referred into another intensive support service. 

Table 11 displays the risk and protective factors targeted for young people with planned, 
unplanned, and custodial or intensive service support exits. 

Table 11: Risk and protective factors targeted for young people with planned, unplanned, and 
custodial or intensive support exits 

Risk or protective 
factor targeted 

Planned exit Unplanned exit Custodial or 
intensive support 

exit 

 Number % Number % Number % 

Access to services 
(e.g., Centrelink) 

167 68 104 53 39 70 

Adaptive coping skills 136 55 92 47 30 54 

Community 
opportunities for 
prosocial involvement 

132 54 88 45 31 55 

Court / police matters 123 50 82 42 29 52 

Family attachment 129 52 89 45 35 63 

Family conflict or 
separation 

119 48 102 52 31 55 

Favourable attitudes to 
antisocial behaviour 

92 37 83 42 29 52 

Instability in living 
environment 

73 30 76 39 24 43 

Interaction with 
antisocial peers 

123 50 100 51 34 63 

Low academic 
achievement 

100 41 91 46 28 50 

Low commitment to 
school/work 

82 33 84 43 29 52 

Low community 
attachment 

97 39 99 50 29 52 

Low salary / income 106 43 77 40 28 50 

Mental and/or physical 
health issues 

126 51 108 55 36 64 

Poor emotional control 113 21 87 44 38 69 
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Risk or protective 
factor targeted 

Planned exit Unplanned exit Custodial or 
intensive support 

exit 

 Number % Number % Number % 

Poor family 
management 

80 33 74 38 25 45 

Prosocial involvement 144 58 91 46 25 45 

Risky behaviour and 
impulsivity 

139 57 101 51 37 66 

School/work 
opportunities for 
prosocial involvement 

139 57 84 43 26 46 

Substance use 122 50 94 48 41 73 

Unemployment 103 42 92 47 36 64 

Workplace or school 
bullying 

36 15 36 18 10 18 

 

As shown in Table 11, access to services, mental and physical health issues, and risky 
behaviour and impulsivity were frequently targeted among all young people, irrespective of exit 
type.  

Although the risk profiles were similar for all exit types, there were some differences identified: 

• Young people with planned exits had the protective factor of prosocial involvement (58 
per cent) and school/work opportunities for prosocial involvement (57 per cent) 
addressed more frequently than young people with unplanned exits (46 per cent prosocial 
involvement; 43 per cent school/work opportunities for prosocial involvement) and 
custodial/intensive service support exits (45 per cent prosocial involvement; 46 per cent 
school/work opportunities for prosocial involvement). 

• Young people with custodial /intensive service support exits and unplanned exits had 
the risk factors of low community attachment (52 per cent and 50 per cent respectively) 
and poor emotional control (69 per cent and 44 per cent respectively) addressed more 
frequently compared to planned exits (39 per cent low community attachment; 21 per cent 
poor emotional control). 

• Young people with custodial/intensive service support exits had the risk factors of 
substance abuse (73 per cent) and poor emotional control (69 per cent) addressed more 
frequently than young people with planned (50 per cent substance abuse; 21 per cent poor 
emotional control) and unplanned exits (48 per cent substance abuse; 44 per cent poor 
emotional control). 

These findings suggest that young people with planned exits had more protective factors which 
assisted them to complete the YCPG program. 

As shown in Figure 11 below, over 80 per cent of staff survey respondents agreed or strongly 
agreed that participation in the YCPG program led to a decrease in crime-related risk factors 
and an increase in protective factors (n = 35, 81.4 per cent).  
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Figure 11: To what extent has the program led to young people achieving a decrease in crime-
related risk factors and an increase in protective factors? 

 

Young people reported changes in risk and protective factors between entry and exit to the 
YCPG program via the participant survey. The majority of survey respondents (n= 39, 95.1 per 
cent) had a positive change in at least one factor between the entry and exit survey, with an 
average22 positive change in 4.7 factors (out of a possible 20 factors). However, almost three 
quarters of respondents (n = 30, 73.2 per cent) also showed a negative change in at least one 
factor, with an average negative change in 2.5 factors.  

The greatest positive changes in risk and protective factors between entry and exit to the YCPG 
program occurred in the individual and peer domain. Specifically: 

• 18 (43.9 per cent) young people reported decreased substance use 

• 17 (42.5 per cent) young people moved to a lower ranking on Kessler’s psychological 
distress scale (a measure of anxiety and depression) 

• 13 (32.5 per cent) young people no longer had personal transition and mobility as a risk 
factor. 

While the survey response rates were low, these findings suggest that young people are 
changing their attitudes and behaviours during their participation in the YCPG program to some 
extent. 

 

Case Study 1 

Case Study 1 below highlights the benefits of a reduction in risk factors, including substance 
abuse and mental health issues.   

 
 
22 The average is calculated by taking the summed total and dividing by the total number of responses. 

4.7%

14%

58.1%

23.3%

Decrease in crime-related risk factors and an increase in protective factors

Disagree Neither agree, nor disagree Agree Strongly Agree
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7.1.2 Sustained improvement in engagement in school, training and/or employment  

Young people’s engagement in education and employment was seen by stakeholders as vital in 
reducing their risk of offending. However, the cohort of young people in the YCPG program 
were often disengaged from school, training, and employment.  

Key issues identified by projects leading to young people’s disengagement with education and 
training included: 

• school truancy 

• family conflict 

• learning disabilities 

• negative peer influence 

• drug and/or alcohol use 

• mental health concerns 

• poor health and/or hygiene 

• financial disadvantage 

• homelessness. 

 

While all projects were expected to achieve sustained improvement in engagement in school, 
training and/or employment among participants, some projects had a specific focus on these 
outcomes. Specifically, Shepparton had a particular focus on education and was the only 
project to employ a teacher, while Bendigo focused on improving training and employment 
opportunities.  

Project workers carried out many activities to support young people to re-engage in 
school/training and or employment, including: 

Case Study 1: Karl

Karl was 15 years old when 
referred to the program by 
Youth Justice. He had a 

history of service involvement 
(Residential Care, Child 

Protection, and Youth Justice), 
was suffering from depression, 

used large quantities of 
marijuana on a daily basis,had 
disengaged from school, and 

been involved in criminal 
offending. He was on a Youth 

Justice Order.

Karl participated with the 
program for two years. During 
this time, his project worker 

supported him to engage with 
an AOD outreach worker to 

address his substance abuse, 
and counselling to focus on 
mental health issues. They 

also assisted Karl to access an 
employment service to help 

with employment and life skills.  

Karl stopped using marijuana, 
engaged in prosocial activities, 

and gained full-time 
employment.  

He successfully completed a 
Youth Justice Order and 
ceased offending for 12 

months while engaged in the 
program.
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• Liaised with mainstream schools and alternative education schools (e.g., Flexible Learning 
Options) to ensure they were able to cater for young peoples’ needs. 

• Made referrals to education and employment programs (e.g., Youth Plus, Empower Youth, 
Youth Learning Pathways, The Navigator Program, Skills First Reconnect program). 

• Advocated for flexible education options for young people, such as reduced timetables at 
mainstream schools while reintegrating to the community post release and/or access to 
alternate providers. 

• Worked closely with Education Court Liaison Officers to overcome barriers to education. 

• Supported attendance at education and training via transport or facilitation of taxi vouchers. 

• Worked with Wellbeing Units at schools to ensure adequate supports surrounded young 
people. 

• Worked with parents and carers to promote the value of education and develop practical 
strategies to reduce barriers to young people attending school, such as paying tuition fees, 
purchasing uniforms and textbooks, and providing transport. 

• Provided referrals and advocacy to housing services, Centrelink, and other financial aid to 
remove barriers to engagement in education. 

• Helped young people access Neuropsychological Assessments to provide a greater 
understanding of the impact of trauma on the individual and inform effective engagement 
supports. 

• Assisted young people to build job readiness by establishing routines and structure, support 
to write resumes, practice interviews, practicing basic communication skills, and providing 
financial assistance to purchase clothes and shoes for interviews. 

• Assisted young people to gain IDs (birth certificate), Tax File Numbers and open bank 
accounts, which enabled young people to obtain employment. 

• Worked with training providers to ensure they provided the level of support required for 
young people to successfully engage in employment, such as on the job training, and flexible 
working arrangements.  

 

As shown in Figure 12 below, almost two thirds (n = 28, 65.1 per cent) of staff survey 
respondents agreed or strongly agreed that the YCPG program had led to young people 
achieving improved engagement at school, while just over a quarter (n = 11, 25.6 per cent) 
neither agreed/nor disagreed.   
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Figure 12: To what extent has the program led to young people achieving improved 
engagement in school? 

  

As demonstrated in Figure 13 below, responses were more mixed regarding improved 
engagement in training or gaining employment. Just over half (n = 25, 58.2 per cent) agreed or 
strongly agreed that there was an improvement in young people’s engagement in training or 
gaining employment. However, more than a third (n = 16, 37.2 per cent) neither agreed/nor 
disagreed suggesting that they were unsure whether young people’s engagement in training 
and employment had changed after participating in the YCPG program.   

Figure 13: To what extent has the program led to young people achieving improved 
engagement in school? 

 

9.3%

25.6%

46.5%

18.6%

Improved engagement in school

Disagree Neither agree, nor disagree Agree Strongly Agree

4.7%

37.2%

44.2%

14%

Improved engagement in training or gaining employment

Disagree Neither agree, nor disagree Agree Strongly Agree
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Data shows that young people’s improved engagement in school, training, and employment 
differed according to participant and program characteristics.  
 
Figure 14 below shows the proportion of young people observed by project workers to have 
improved education and employment outcomes by age of entry into the YCPG program. There 
were some notable differences between the age groups: 
• The highest proportion of observed increased engagement in school was in the 9–14-year-

old age group (n = 44, 29.5 per cent). 

• The highest proportion of observed improved engagement in training was in the 15–19-year-
old age group (n = 88, 34.0 per cent) 

• oung people aged 20-25 years-old were observed by project workers to have the highest 
proportion of improved engagement in employment (n = 25, 23.9 per cent). 

It is to be expected that the 9–14-year-old age group would be less likely to gain employment 
than the older age groups due to restrictions on employing children under 15 years of age in 
Victoria. The findings highlight that the support provided by projects was age appropriate: the 
younger age groups were supported to improve their engagement with education.  

Figure 14: Proportion of young people observed by project workers to have improved 
engagement in school, training, and employment, by age of entry into program 

 
 

Gender was also found to impact upon improved engagement in school, training, and 
employment. A higher proportion of females (n = 30, 25.4 per cent) had improved engagement 
in school compared to males (n = 74,18.4 per cent). However, a higher proportion of males 
were observed to have improved engagement in training (n = 107, 26.6 per cent) and 
employment (n = 64, 15.9 per cent) than females (n = 17, 14.4 per cent and n = 10, 8.5 per cent 
respectively). 
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Furthermore, improvements in engagement in school, training, and employment were different 
across project sites, program approaches and exit types. As can be seen in Table 12: 

• Projects that utilised a ‘comprehensive and social competence approach’ had a higher 
proportion of young people observed by project workers to have improved engagement in 
school (44.2 per cent) and training (36.4 per cent) compared to ‘social competence’ only 
approach (20.9 per cent and 35.5 per cent respectively) and mentoring programs (26.8 per 
cent and 17.1 per cent respectively). 

• Projects that used the ‘social competence’ only approach had a higher proportion of 
young people observed to have gained employment (27.9 per cent) compared to projects 
using a ‘comprehensive and social competence approach’ (12.3 per cent) and mentoring 
programs (12.2 per cent). 

• Latrobe had the greatest proportion of young people observed to have improved 
engagement in school (47.5 per cent), followed by Shepparton (40.0 per cent). 

• Frankston had the greatest proportion of young people observed with improved 
engagement in training (69.6 per cent). 

• Brimbank project had the highest proportion of young people observed to have gained 
employment (37.2 per cent). 

• Young people who had a planned exit were observed to have greater improved 
engagement in school (28.5 per cent), training (36.6 per cent) and gaining employment 
(25.2 per cent) than those with an unplanned exit (12.7 per cent, 11.7 per cent and 25.2 per 
cent respectively) or custodial/intensive service support exit (21.4 per cent, 19.6 per cent and 
3.6 per cent respectively). 
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Table 12: Number and proportion of young people observed by project workers to have improved 
engagement in school, training, and employment, by project site, program approach and exit type23 

 
 
23 Ballarat, Bendigo, and East Gippsland are not included in the comparison between projects because they provided outcome observations for 

less than 20 per cent of young people. 

24 All Hume grouped into one (Guided, Managed, Intensive).  

25 Two program approaches (‘Comprehensive approach and employment program’ and ‘Not specified, system wide integration’) are not included 

in the comparison between program approaches because outcome observations were provided for less than 20 per cent of young people. 

 Improved engagement 
in school 

Improved engagement in 
training 

Gained employment 

 Number % Number % Number % 

Project site      

Casey-
Dandenong 

9 30.0 10 33.3 2 6.7 

Frankston 8 34.8 16 69.6 7 30.4 

Geelong 5 29.4 5 29.4 1 5.9 

Hume24  24 22.9 35 33.3 26 24.8 

Latrobe 19 47.5 3 7.5 1 2.5 

Wyndham 4 28.6 8 57.1 4 28.6 

Brimbank 5 11.6 18 41.9 16 37.2 

Horsham 14 8.7 2 2.7 2 2.7 

Melton 8 23.5 12 35.3 8 23.5 

Shepparton 8 40.0 10 50.0 2 10.0 

Program approach25  

Comprehensive 
and social 
competence 
approach 

68 44.2 56 36.4 19 12.3 

Mentoring 
program 

22 26.8 14 17.1 10 12.2 

Social 
competence 
approach 

36 20.9 61 35.5 48 27.9 

Exit type  

Planned 70 28.5 90 36.6 62 25.2 

Unplanned 25 12.7 23 11.7 9 4.6 

Custodial/intensi
ve service 
support 

12 21.4 11 19.6 2 3.6 
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Consultations with stakeholders also supported the findings reported above. Stakeholders 
involved in the Latrobe and Shepparton projects identified re-engagement in school as a major 
success of both projects, especially due to the cohort of young people: 

“And they say, in our program 30 per cent of the kids I think that have gone through this 
program have been re-engaged in education or potentially employment and that for me 
doesn’t sound that great, but it’s a really great outcome in terms of who they were dealing 
with. Yes, because these are kids that essentially schools have not been able to work 
with.” 

(DJCS staff member) 

Similarly, stakeholders engaged in the Frankston project reported that project staff worked hard 
to find alternative education and training options and pathways for young people, which had 
helped to sustain their engagement in education and training. Those involved in the Brimbank 
project attributed the successful employment outcomes to youth specific vocational support 
provided by the North West Youth Learning Pathways program (see section 7.5.2 for further 
information about this program).  

Although a complete set of project worker outcome observations was unavailable for Bendigo, 
there was consensus amongst stakeholders that the project led to improved training and 
employment outcomes for participants. For example, many young people completed 
qualifications (such as Certificate II Rail Infrastructure, Cert III Civil Construction) which led on to 
part-time or full-time employment. 

 “…We know that some of these kids have gone on to be quite successful in their jobs that 
they’ve found. We know they’re still employed and stuff like that where prior to that they 
were very much on the trajectory that was going to put them in contact with the courts. 
They may have already been in contact with them and may have already been looking at 
a long-term career with youth justice and a follow-up association with the adult 
correctional system.” 

 (DJCS staff member) 

 

Case Study 2 

Case study 2 below highlights the benefits of improved engagement in employment, including 
stable housing. 
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7.1.3 Increased connectedness with the community  

While all projects were expected to increase young people’s connectedness with the 
community, it was not a key focus for Bendigo, Brimbank, Geelong, and Horsham.  

Increased connectedness with community was achieved by projects through assisting young 
people to engage with prosocial activities, such as sports, martial arts, cultural activities, school 
holiday programs, camps, art classes, hip hop workshops, cooking classes, and visits to 
libraries, museums, galleries, cafes, and restaurants. 

Specific examples of successful efforts by projects to increase community connectedness were 
provided by Hume and Ballarat. Hume organised a school holiday bike maintenance program 
for young people on the Banksia Gardens Estate. One participant was a youth justice client who 
was well known to the Banksia Gardens Estate for his past problematic behaviour. He actively 
participated in the program and fixed bikes for a number of families on the estate with whom he 
had only ever had negative interactions previously. 

Ballarat co-funded a community development role with the YMCA. One of the programs 
developed by the community development worker for Ballarat clients and other young people in 
the community was the Jump Start pilot program. The program was an automotive educational 
program involving four online sessions (due to COVID-19 restrictions), followed by two weekly 
sessions in the workshop over four weeks. Participants gained experience pulling apart and 
reassembling engines, transmissions and learning basic procedures, including oil changes and 
replacing brake pads. The program was highly regarded by stakeholders and viewed as an 
effective method of increasing community connectedness for the cohort. 

Over 80 per cent of staff survey respondents agreed or strongly agreed that participation in the 
YCPG program led to improved relationships with the community (n = 28, 83.8 per cent). 

However, findings were more mixed regarding young people’s self-reported changes in risk and 
protective factors related to the community between entry and exit to the YCPG program. While 

Case Study 2: Luke

Luke was referred into the 
program by Victorian Legal Aid  
for court support for upcoming 
matters when he was 20 years 

old. He was staying at a 
friends house due to being 

homeless. He was also 
unemployed. 

Luke participated in the 
program for three months. He 
was supported to get a birth 
certificate, Tax File Number 

and create a resume in order 
to obtain employment. Luke 
was also assisted to contact 
the Department of Education 

and Training (DET) Reconnect 
program to help find housing. 

Luke was successful in 
obtaining full-time employment 
as a motor mechanic and also 
completed his apprenticeship. 
He secured a long-term rental 
property. All criminal charges 

were dropped.
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positive changes26 around community disorganisation27 were reported by nine (23.1 per cent) 
young people, negative changes related to community attachment28 and community prosocial 
rewards29 were reported by six (15.0 per cent) and 10 (25.6 per cent) young people 
respectively. 

Young people’s increased connectedness with the community was found to differ according to 
participants age at entry into the YCPG program. As shown in Figure 15 below, project workers 
observed a higher proportion of improved community connectedness for 15–19-year-olds (n = 
83, 33.2 per cent) compared to 9–14-year-olds (n = 27, 18.1 per cent) and 20–25-year-olds (n = 
29, 25.7 per cent).  

Figure 15: Proportion of young people observed by project workers to have increased 
community connectedness, by age of entry into program 

 

Data shows that young people’s increased connectedness with the community also differed 
according to project site, program approach and exit type. As demonstrated in Table 13:  

• There was a higher proportion of young people observed to have increased community 
connectedness in projects that used a ‘social competence’ only approach (n = 78, 45.3 per 
cent) compared to projects that used a ‘comprehensive and social competence approach’ (n 
= 59, 38.3 per cent) or mentoring approach (n = 12, 14.6 per cent). 

• Frankston had the greatest proportion of young people observed to have increased 
connectedness with community (65.2 per cent). 

 
 
26 A positive change is identified when the participant no longer has a risk factor present or a protective factor absent. Where there has been no 

change to the presence or absence of a risk or protective factor these are identified as neutral, although there may have been a shift in the 

overall score associated with these risk and protective factors. 

27 Neighbourhoods with high population density, lack of natural surveillance of public places, physical deterioration, and high rates of adult crime 

have higher rates of juvenile crime, violence, and drug use (The Communities That Care Youth Survey, 2010). 

28 Neighbourhoods where residents report low levels of bonding to the neighbourhood have higher rates of juvenile crime, violence, and drug 

use (The Communities That Care Youth Survey, 2010). 
29 When opportunities for positive participation are available in a community, children are more likely to become bonded to the community (The 

Communities That Care Youth Survey, 2010).   
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• Young people who had a planned exit were observed to have greater improved connection 
with the community (n = 103, 41.9 per cent) than those with an unplanned exit (n = 24, 12.2 
per cent) or custodial/intensive service support exit (n = 14, 25.0 per cent). 

Table 13: Number and proportion of young people observed by project workers to have 
increased community connectedness, by project site, program approach and exit type30 

Project information Number % 

Project site   

Casey-Dandenong 16 53.3 

Frankston 14 60.9 

Geelong 9 52.9 

Hume31  42 40.0 

Latrobe 15 37.5 

Wyndham 7 50.0 

Brimbank 13 30.2 

Horsham 4 5.4 

Melton 11 32.4 

Shepparton 8 40.0 

Program approach32 

Comprehensive and social 
competence approach 

59 38.3 

Mentoring program 12 14.6 

Social competence approach 78 45.3 

Exit type   

Planned 103 41.9 

Unplanned 24 12.2 

Custodial/intensive service 
support 

14 25.0 

 

Although mentoring programs did not appear to be as successful in improving young people’s 
community connectedness based on available project workers observations, the majority of 
survey respondents (n = 8, 87.5 per cent) involved in mentoring projects (Horsham and East 

 
 
30 Ballarat, Bendigo, and East Gippsland are not included in the comparison between projects because they provided outcome observations for 

less than 20 per cent of young people. 

31 All Hume grouped into one (Guided, Managed, Intensive).  

32 Two program approaches (‘Comprehensive approach and employment program’ and ‘Not specified, system wide integration’) are not included 

in the comparison between program approaches because outcome observations were provided for less than 20 per cent of young people. 
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Gippsland) agreed or strongly agreed that the program increased young people’s connection 
with the community. Stakeholder consultations supported this view:   

“Young people require connectedness to community to feel good about themselves. The 
program offers a nonjudgmental avenue to achieving acceptance and contact with a 
significant positive adult. This in turn gives the young person the mechanism to do 
prosocial activities, thus reducing the likelihood of further negative behaviour.” 

 (Youth Justice Team Leader) 

 

Case Study 3 

Case study 3 highlights a young person who experienced increased community connectedness 
through participation in education and prosocial activities. 

 

 

7.1.4 Participants have a greater understanding of the consequences of their crime, 
including a change of attitude to anti-social behaviour 

Projects worked with young people to help them understand the consequences of their crime 
and change their attitude towards anti-social behaviour. They did this by utilising motivational 
interactions and behaviour change strategies during all engagements to challenge normative 
beliefs about aggression and offending and reflect on consequences of high-risk taking 
behaviours and trajectory of offending. 

Findings from the entry and exit surveys completed by a small number of young people who 
participated in the YCPG program showed that eight (28.6 per cent) young people (representing 
six different projects) reported that they no longer interacted with anti-social peers. This 
finding suggests that these young people understood the relationship between spending time 
with anti-social peers and anti-social behaviour.  

In addition, six (14.6 per cent) young people (from four projects) when exiting the YCPG 
program had a reduced level of self-serving cognitive distortions (thinking errors), which 

Case Study 3: Cho

Cho was 16 years old when he 
was referred to the program by 
a community organisation. He 

had been suspended from 
school numerous times and 

had been involved in criminal 
activity at school. He had been 

associating with a group of 
peers who were a negative 

influence and he would often 
be involved in antisocial 

activities. 

Cho engaged in the program 
for six months.He received 

intensive case management, 
informal counselling, and 
participated in recreation 

and therapeutic wilderness acti
vities. He was also accepted 

into the Football Victoria -
Empowering Lives Through 

Football program.

Cho regularly attended 
school, and there were no 

further incidents at school. He 
transitioned into the sport and 

recreation VCAL stream. 

He developed a new prosocial 
friendship network of school 
friends and joined the local 

soccer club.
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have been shown to lessen inhibitions and permit young people to justify antisocial behaviour 
(Wallinius, Johansson, Larden, & Dernevik, 2011).  

Stakeholders also discussed observing positive shifts in attitudes, beliefs, and values towards 
criminal activity amongst some young people. However, based on the limited evidence 
available, the evaluation cannot conclude whether participants had a greater understanding of 
the consequences of their crime, including a change of attitude to anti-social behaviour, after 
participating in the YCPG program.  

7.1.5 Participants adaptive coping skills have increased as has their self-efficacy 

Projects identified adaptive coping skills as a risk factor for almost half of the young people (49 
per cent) on entry to the YCPG program.  

To assist young people increase their use of adaptive coping skills and self-efficacy, projects: 

• Worked with young people to identify and manage feelings such as anger, rejection, and 
helplessness and develop strategies and techniques to communicate and manage these 
feeling appropriately.  

• Taught young people problem solving and coping skills.  

• Explored hopes and dreams with young people.  

• Helped young people recognise their capacity for growth and change. 

 

Responses from young people who completed both entry and exit surveys showed that 
adaptive coping skills only increased for two young people (6.9 per cent) on exit from the YCPG 
program, while they decreased for seven young people (24.1 per cent).  

However, seven young people (17.9 per cent) demonstrated an improvement in emotional 
control, while for five young people (12.8 per cent) their emotional control decreased from 
program entry to exit. 

Many stakeholders reported that participation in the YCPG program helped young people to 
realise their potential and understand that they have control over their future. 

“Young people are supported to pursue life goals and it changes their relationships with 
the community and perspective on their life and future prospects.” 

(Project Coordinator) 

Due to the limited data available, it is difficult to conclude whether the YCPG program assisted 
young people achieve an increase in adaptive coping skills and self-efficacy. 

7.1.6 Increased connection with government services  

Stakeholders highlighted the importance of connecting young people with government services 
to ensure that their basic needs were addressed and any other barriers to engaging in 
education, employment and community activities were removed.  

Stakeholders reported that many young people and their families were distrustful of government 
services due to previous negative experiences and were reluctant to engage with these 
services.  

Projects assisted young people engage with government services by: 

• Helping young people acquire identity and formal documents – birth certificates, Medicare 
and Centrelink access, MYKI cards, bank accounts and Tax File Numbers. 
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• Assisting young people to access the Disability Support Pension and the National Disability 
Insurance Scheme (NDIS), which gave them a level of financial security while also allowing 
them to access a range of professional services through the NDIS.  

• Supporting young people to obtain their driver’s license (through L2P programs). 

• Helping young people get mental health care plans from GPs to enable them to access a 
mental health professional. 

• Encouraging and supporting young people to make and attend appointments with medical 
services to address health issues. 

• Liaising with housing support agencies to assist young people who have instable housing. 

• Helping young people to address legal issues and police matters. 

 

Some stakeholders believed that projects had helped change young people’s perception of 
government services. For example, it was reported that young people in the Melton project 
gained a more positive perception of Victoria Police. As part of the Offender Youth Management 
Program delivered by Victoria Police and Melton City Council, the Melton project worker 
accompanied an outreach workers and Victoria Police members to homes of at-risk youth. 
During the visit, they provided information, resources, advice and support to the young person 
and their family unit. Fifty-five young people were engaged over a period 14 weeks. The 
program became a referral pathway for the Melton project and improved young people and their 
families’ perceptions of, and relationships with, Victoria Police members.   

Further evidence supporting projects’ ability to increase young people’s connection with 
government services comes from the survey completed by project staff and partners. When 
asked to provide reasons why they thought the program was an effective intervention for young 
people at risk of offending or reoffending, over a third (32.6 per cent) of respondents 
commented that it was because young people developed better relationships with services. 

“..It is coordinating services and supports to assist or/and engage with young people that 
may not have the support or knowledge around services/support that they require – 
making connection, referrals.” 

(Team Leader) 

7.1.7 Improved relationships within the family unit 

Often young people in the YCPG program came from complex families, with parents/guardians 
who had low resources and high support needs. Some of the families had active child protection 
involvement, a history of family violence, intergenerational trauma, and negative histories with 
government agencies and social services. 

The following projects focussed on supporting young people and their families with the overall 
goal of strengthening the entire family unit as a protective factor for youth crime: Casey-
Dandenong, Frankston, Wyndham, Hume, Geelong, Latrobe, Melton, and Ballarat.  

These projects supported families by: 

• Providing families with material and financial aid. 

• Referring families to required services. 

• Providing education and advice to parents/guardians about constructive and positive 
parenting practices, the normal stages of child development, and realistic expectations to 
have about their child’s behaviour. 

• Liaising with custodial settings for families to visit young people in custody, transporting 
family members into custodial settings, preparing family members for the visit and debriefing 
with them afterwards, advocating for families and young people to have input into planning 
for release (where appropriate) and support post release where needed. 
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An example of a project’s effort to improve relationships within the family unit came from 
Wyndham. Through Specialist Intervention Funds, Foundation House was funded to run a 
South Sudanese Mothers and Grandmothers group for women caring for young people involved 
or at risk of involvement in the justice system. The group provided support and education for 
women around topics such as navigating the justice system, the impact of trauma upon 
individuals and families, understanding the legal system, parenting, and raising children in 
Australia, self-care and managing stress, grief, and education and training options for young 
people. The group helped women to develop strategies to become empowered caregivers, 
which in turn strengthened the family unit. 

The majority of staff survey respondents (n = 36, 83.7 per cent) agreed or strongly agreed that 
participation in the YCPG program led to improved relationships with families.  

Similarly, young people who completed the survey reported positive changes in risk and 
protective factors related to family between entry and exit to the YCPG program. Specifically:  

• Family conflict and poor family management were no longer risk factors for eight (19.5 
per cent) and six (16.2 per cent) young people respectively. 

• Improved attachment to at least one parental figure became a protective factor for nine 
young people (22.5 per cent). However, decreased attachment to at least one parental 
figure became a risk factor for eight young people (20.0 per cent). 

These findings highlight that improving family relationships is particularly challenging for 
services and suggest that longer-term support is required to ensure that positive changes are 
maintained over time.   

Project worker outcome observations showed that participant and program characteristics 
impacted upon the extent to which relationships within family units improved. 

Figure 16 shows the proportion of young people observed by project workers to have improved 
relationships with families or peers by age of entry into the YCPG program. There was a higher 
proportion of observed improvement in family relationships or peers (32.4 per cent) for young 
people aged 15–19-years-old, compared to those aged 20–25-years-old (23.0 per cent) and 9-
14-years-old (20.8 per cent). 
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Figure 16: Proportion of young people observed by project workers to have improved 
relationships with families or peers, by age of entry into program 

 

 

The gender of participants was also found to impact upon improved relationships with families 
or peers, with a higher proportion of males (n = 113, 28.0 per cent) than females were observed 
by project workers to have improved relationships with families or peers (n = 27, 22.9 per cent). 

Young people’s improved relationships with families or peers also differed according to project 
site, program approach, and exit type. As demonstrated in Table 14: 

• Young people who had a planned exit were observed to have greater improved relationships 
with families or peers (n = 97, 39.0 per cent) than those with an unplanned exit (n = 26, 13.2 
per cent) or custodial/intensive service support exit (n = 17, 30.4 per cent). 

• Projects that utilised a ‘comprehensive and social competence approach’ had a higher 
proportion of young people observed to have improved with families or peers (n = 71, 46.1 
per cent) compared to projects that used a ‘social competence only approach’ (n = 64, 37.2 
per cent) or mentoring approach (n = 15, 18.3 per cent).  
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Table 14: Number and proportion of young people observed by project workers to have 
improved with families or peers, by project site, program approach and exit type33 

Project information Number % 

Project site   

Casey-Dandenong 16 53.3 

Frankston 14 60.9 

Geelong 9 52.9 

Hume34  42 40.0 

Latrobe 15 37.5 

Wyndham 7 50.0 

Brimbank 13 30.2 

Horsham 4 5.4 

Melton 11 32.4 

Shepparton 8 40.0 

Program approach35 

Comprehensive and social 
competence approach 

71 46.1 

Mentoring program 15 18.3 

Social competence approach 64 37.2 

Exit type   

Planned 97 39.0 

Unplanned 26 13.2 

Custodial/intensive service 
support 

17 30.4 

 

Of the projects that focussed on working with families, Frankston and Casey-Dandenong, who 
deliver the PIVOT program, appeared to be most successful at improving family relationships.  
As shown in Table 14 above, more than 50 per cent of their participants were observed by 
project workers to have improved relationships with families or peers (Frankston: n = 14, 60.9 
per cent; Casey-Dandenong: n = 16, 53.3 per cent) and most (62.5 per cent) PIVOT project staff 
who completed the survey agreed or strongly agreed that the project improved family 
relationships. Furthermore, stakeholders considered the ability to work with families was a 
strength of the project and assisted young people achieve outcomes. 

 
 
33 Ballarat, Bendigo, and East Gippsland are not included in the comparison between projects because they provided outcome observations for 

less than 20 per cent of young people. 

34 All Hume grouped into one (Guided, Managed, Intensive).  

35 Two program approaches (‘Comprehensive approach and employment program’ and ‘Not specified, system wide integration’) are not included 

in the comparison between program approaches because outcome observations were provided for less than 20 per cent of young people. 
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“It is a program that can work with both young people and their families for a long period of 
time which is believed to be a gap in services. PIVOT staff members use family models and 
engage in fortnightly family work to support and better their work.” 

(Case Manager) 

 

Case Study 4 

Case study 4 highlights the benefits of improved relationships within the family unit.  

 

7.1.8 The development of strong, effective partnerships between community 
organisations and government agencies  

Partnerships between local agencies were a key focus of the YCPG program and it was a 
requirement for projects funded in the directed stream to be delivered in a partnership 
arrangement with the aim of establishing and strengthening partnership between community 
organisations and government agencies. Grant guidelines stated that, “Funded projects will be 
delivered by a local consortium made up of a broad coalition of partners prepared to work 
together.” Competitive stream guidelines stated, “Priority will be given to those applications that 
will deliver projects by local consortia made up of a broad coalition of partners prepared to work 
together.” All competitive projects used partnership models. 

While most partnerships remained strong during the second two years of funding, there were 
examples of two projects where the partnerships had effectively broken down due to staff 
turnover (refer to section 7.4.2 for an example).  

Survey respondents were asked whether their relationship with other agencies had changed 
throughout the delivery of the program. As demonstrated in Figure 17 below, 71 per cent of 
survey respondents indicated that their relationship with other agencies/organisations was much 
better or somewhat better as a result of delivering the project together, while just over a quarter 
(28.6 per cent) indicated that it was the same.  

Case Study 4: Mia

Mia was 11 years old when 
referred to the program by 
police. She had a history of 
childhood trauma, including 
parental substance misuse, 
poor parental supervision, 

neglect, and family violence. 
She went to live with her father 
and stepmother at age 3, but 
became aggressive towards 
her stepmother after the birth 
of her half-brother, resulting in 
a family violence incident. After 
this, Mia went to live with her 
Step Maternal Grandmother.

Mia engaged with the program 
for eight months. She was 

referred to Headspace to help 
her work through her trauma 
history. Mia and her parents 
attended family mediation 

sessions facilitated by a family 
therapist on a fortnightly basis. 

Mia moved back to the family 
home and family 

disagreements decreased. 
She remained engaged in 
education and took on a 

student leadership role. Mia 
had no further involvement 

with police. She reported that 
her mental health and 

wellbeing have improved 
significantly. 
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Figure 17: How has your relationship with other agencies/ organisations changed throughout 
delivery of the program?  

 

Benefits of working in partnerships 

Stakeholders participating in consultations were asked to reflect on their relationships with 
partner agencies and the successes and challenges of delivering projects within partnerships. 
They identified three main benefits of working with partners to deliver projects which are 
outlined below.  

Strengthened relationships 

Many projects appreciated strengthening existing relationships and establishing new 
relationships with other agencies, both government and non-government. The partnerships 
brought a range of different people together to discuss service options for the targeted cohort of 
young people. 

“The really good spinoffs of the project was the collaboration and the working at the 
governance level brought all levels involved around the table. You know from the Local 
Learning and Employment Network and Victoria Police, Youth Justice, Community Health. 
All of those people started coming together and I think the YMCA and others and that in 
itself was a really good thing.” 

(DJCS staff member) 

However, in regional areas, relationships were already strong among agencies before the 
YCPG program partnership. Stakeholders attributed this to living in small communities, where 
partners had worked with each other previously on other projects and been on panels together.  

Improved referrals and referral pathways 

Stakeholders developed a greater understanding of the services that agencies within the 
partnership offered and it opened up referral pathways for young people. In most projects, 
partners prioritised entry into their programs and services for young people in the YCPG 
program. Partners provided support that lay outside the scope of projects, including providing 
assessments, and secondary consults around legal, mental health, and AOD issues. 

 

 

28.6%

23.8%

47.6%

How has your relationship with other agencies/ organisations 
changed throughout delivery of the program? 

Same

Somewhat better

Much better



 

 

 

Youth Crime Prevention Grants Program Evaluation Final Report  

  TRIM ID: CD/22/143332 

Page 63 of 116 Date: 7 March 2022  3  

“Partnerships with other youth and community organisations is key to ensuring that the 
needs of all young people are met. Key partnerships with Youth Justice, schools, and 
local health care professionals are integral to the project being able to successfully 
address young people and their risk and protective factors.” 

(Project worker) 

Shared resources 

Partnerships encouraged agencies to share resources, knowledge, and skills which enhanced 
cross-sector learnings. Examples of resources that were shared included, COVID-19 
management plans and assessment tools. The independent chair for one of the partnerships 
commented: 

“I think true collaborative partnerships are a way to influence change and if this was with 
one agency, I think there’s no way you would be able to tap into the breadth of networks 
that have been created. Yeah, you learn, you can bounce ideas. You know different 
agencies bring different philosophies and different ways of working. And I think that really 
enhances the team. You know you get to see other people’s viewpoints, but also share, 
share their learning, share their challenges, share resources. So I do think that the 
partnership really enhances the project.” 

(Independent Chair) 

Some lead agencies organised partners to conduct training for staff in their areas of expertise, 
which helped build staff and program capacity. For example, a lead agency of a metropolitan 
project co-located with partner agencies, had the Community Legal Centre deliver training to 
staff around legal matters. Other lead agencies arranged for agencies outside of the partnership 
to run training for all partners after identifying gaps in service provision. For example, the lead 
agency delivering an assertive outreach project in metropolitan Melbourne for high-risk young 
people arranged for culturally responsive training to be facilitated for the partnership by a not-
for-profit organisation providing specialist knowledge and support to young people from migrant 
and refugee backgrounds.   

Challenges of working in partnerships 

The following challenges to delivering projects within partnerships were identified by 
stakeholders:  

Lack of information sharing 

• Difficulties getting data from some lead agencies: there were concerns from other 
partners, particularly Youth Justice and Corrections Victoria, that they did not know which 
young people were participating in the project, what goals they were working on, and how 
they were progressing. This was particularly important when young people participating in 
the YCPG program were also Youth Justice or Corrections Victoria clients. 

• Sharing information with statutory authorities: some agencies were reluctant to share 
information about individual young people in stakeholder meetings because they were 
worried how the information would be used by statutory authorities. For example, there was 
concern that information would be used by Victoria Police as ‘intel’ in investigations or by 
Youth Justice as evidence that a young person had breached their orders. Agencies wanted 
to protect the confidentiality of the young people participating in their project. DJCS 
stakeholders were hopeful that the Better, Connected Care reform would help resolve the 
issues around information sharing between agencies. 

 

 



 

 

 

Youth Crime Prevention Grants Program Evaluation Final Report  

  TRIM ID: CD/22/143332 

Page 64 of 116 Date: 7 March 2022  3  

“…so sometimes what a young person might say to a worker, whether or not they choose 
to share that with others, we might see it in a different light around what we want to do 
with that information compared to what they wanted to do with that information... And so 
that is an ongoing tension in a partnership where you have a voluntary community agency 
and you have a statutory body.” 

(Youth Justice staff member) 

Staff turnover 

Structural or personnel changes also impacted on partnerships. There was often a lack of 
consistency in members who attended steering committee meetings which made forming 
relationships with other partners difficult. Further, towards the end of each cycle of funding, 
there was a high rate of staff turnover due to the uncertainty of continued funding. Staff turnover 
at management level sometimes led to partners’ roles and responsibilities becoming unclear. In 
one project, the lead agency underwent a major restructure, and the new management was not 
committed to delivering the project in partnership. This caused tensions between partners and 
the partnership effectively ended.  

“The program was designed to be far more collaborative between stakeholders than the 
reality became. The lead organisation had a number of senior leadership changes from 
the design to the role out phases and the face-to-face staff also were not consistent. At 
times, it seemed that the collaborative design of the project was absolutely forgotten in 
the implementation even to the point that information shared with the steering committee 
seemed to not always have the depth it required.” 

 (Steering committee member) 

Different policies and procedures among partners 

Differences in policies and procedures among partners caused challenges within partnerships. 
For example, in one project, two partner agencies co-funded a community development role 
which sat within one of the agencies. The aim of the role was to engage young people from the 
project in existing youth and community recreational activities. However, the Child Safety and 
insurance policies and procedures of the partner agency prevented the worker from being able 
to go to the young people’s homes and transport them to the activities. Thus, the goals of the 
role were unable to be achieved.  

Challenges caused by incompatible policies and procedures were particularly evident during 
COVID-19 restrictions when partners differed in their risk assessment policies and procedures 
(see section 7.6.2 for further discussion around the impact of COVID-19 on partnerships). 

Lack of authorising environment within the governance structure   

Some stakeholders discussed the difficulty lead agencies had managing partnerships when 
there was no authorising environment within the governance structure. The lead agency could 
ask partners at steering committee meetings to carry out tasks, but they had no authority to 
make them do the tasks. This caused difficulties for some partnerships and significant time and 
effort was required to maintain good working relationships among partners.   

Elements of strong partnerships 

Projects identified as having strong partnerships consisted of the following elements: 

• An experienced lead agency who was skilled in working with the cohort of young people in 
the YCPG program and had pre-existing relationships with partner agencies. 

• The roles, responsibilities, and expectations of partners were clearly defined from the 
outset. 
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• An independent chair who facilitated governance meetings and encouraged high-level 
strategic discussions around the project as opposed to updates about individual young 
people. 

• Partnerships were reviewed regularly to ensure the most appropriate agencies were 
represented. 

• All partners were equally committed to the success of the project. 

• Information sharing was prioritised, and all partners were willing and able to share 
information freely. 

• Consistent representatives from each partner agency attended governance meetings.  

 

 

 

 

7.1.9 Other observed outcomes 

Many stakeholders discussed other observed outcomes for young people who participated in 
the YCPG program which they acknowledged were difficult to measure. For example, changes 
in a young person’s life were often intangible but nonetheless meaningful. As one stakeholder 
commented:  

“I think there’s been a lot of change in areas that you can’t measure for a young person. I 
count a measure of success even just having a positive experience with the service, I 
think that’s a success because then maybe in the future they might be more inclined to 
engage with support services.” 

(Project Coordinator) 

It was believed that simply having an adult who was willing to help a young person achieve 
goals and advocate for them would have a long-lasting positive impact on their life. 

“Fairly basic things can have a long-term impact …if they feel they have someone that’s 
kind of fighting for them in their corner. Yeah, and listening to things that they want to 
achieve, the things that they care about, which I think’s important but also giving them 
skills as well, think about what their goals are and how they can get from A to B with them 
as well.” 

(Project worker) 

 

 

Recommendation 1: It is recommended that DJCS supports lead agencies to facilitate 
information sharing between government and community organisations where required and 
should encourage appropriate agency representation and engagement in each project. 

Recommendation 2: It is recommended that DJCS supports projects to maintain 
partnerships by providing them with resources outlining the elements of successful 
partnerships.  

Recommendation 3: It is recommended that DJCS assists projects to improve data 
collection related to outcomes to inform any future evaluations of the YCPG program. The 
current data collection tool could be streamlined by excluding data that projects find difficult to 
access, such as dosage data. 
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Outcomes not specifically measured through the evaluation, but observed by stakeholders 
included: 

• increased self-esteem and confidence 

• disruption of gang activity, known to promote criminal and other risk-taking behaviours 

• development of leadership skills 

• development of life skills, such as budgeting, cooking, opening an email account, 
navigating public transport, and scheduling a medical appointment 

• increased positive decision-making 

• strengthened resilience to overcome life stressors. 

7.2 Progress towards achievement of long-term outcomes 

The expected long-term outcomes of the YCPG program are to: (1) reduce the re-offending risk 
of existing young offenders, and (2) prevent young people deemed at risk (i.e., those who had 
identified risk factors present and/or protective factors absent) from commencing engagement in 
the criminal justice system.  

Almost three quarters (n = 32, 74.5 per cent) of staff survey respondents agreed or strongly 
agreed that participation in the YCPG program led to a reduction in offending behaviour and 
recidivism. 

This section provides an overview of the analysis conducted using LEAP data to identify 
progress towards offending outcomes for the 468 YCPG participants who exited the program 
prior to 31 March 2021. As noted in section 6.2.2, two cohorts of participants were identified 
based on whether they had a police record of offending prior to entering the program: 

• the Young offender cohort (n = 323, 69 per cent) had an offending record  

• the At risk cohort (n = 145, 31 per cent) had no offending record. 

Figure 18 summarises the overall offending outcomes for the two cohorts. 
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Figure 18: Flow of YCPG participants’ offending by cohort 

 

 

The post-program study period for each participant is the number of days between exiting the 
program and 30 June 2021. The pre-program study period is the same number of days prior to 
entering the program. Therefore, each participant will have an equal number of days in their 
pre- and post-program study period, however this number of days differs between participants. 
Note that it is possible for a participant to be allocated to the Young offender cohort but not 
record offending in their pre-program study period if their only offending occurred at an earlier 
date. 

Overall, there was a reduction in offending recorded post-program. For the Young offender 
cohort, 64 per cent offended in the post-program study period, down from 93 per cent in the pre-
program study period. The program did not prevent the At risk cohort from offending entirely – 
13 per cent offended post-program – however this was a much lower proportion than the Young 
offender cohort.  
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7.2.1 At risk cohort – no offending prior to entering the YCPG program 

This section considers post-program offending for the 145 participants who had no offending 
history prior to entering a YCPG program. 

Post-program offending 

Participants  

This section considers the number and/or proportion of At risk participants who had offending 
recorded post-program. 

Figure 19 shows 13 per cent (n = 19) of At risk participants offended after exiting a YCPG 
program up to 30 June 2021. 

Figure 19: Proportion of At-risk participants who offended post-program 

 

Only two project sites (Horsham and Hume) had more than three offending participants. Figure 
20 shows the number and proportion of At risk participants who offended post-program in the 
Horsham (n = 5, 13 per cent) and Hume (n = 5, 15 per cent) project sites.  

Figure 20: Number and proportion of At-risk participants who offended post-program, by project 
site 
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Figure 21 shows 14 per cent of male At risk participants offended post-program, slightly higher 
than female participants (12 per cent). 

Figure 21: Proportion of At-risk participants who offended post-program, by gender 

 

Figure 22 shows the number of days spent on a program (grouped) and the number and 
proportion of each group who offended post-program. For example, 18 per cent or four 
participants who spent up to 90 days on the program offended post-program. This figure shows 
higher offending rates for participant groups who spent less time on the program, however this 
figure should be read with caution due to small numbers. 

Figure 22: Number and proportion of At-risk participants who offended post-program, by days 
spent on program 

 

 

Incidents recorded by police after program completion 

This section considers the average number of police-recorded incidents post-program per 
person per year (365 days) for At risk participants. Note that a police-recorded incident may 
involve just one or multiple offences that occurred at the same or different times and locations. 
Note that one participant has been excluded from incident rate calculations in this section as it 
was an outlier. 
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Figure 23 shows female participants recorded 0.2 incidents per person per year post-program, 
slightly less than male offenders who recorded 0.3 incidents per person per year. 

Figure 23: Average number of incidents post-program per 365 days per at risk participant, by 
gender 

 

Figure 24 shows the post-program incident rates for Horsham (0.3) and Hume (0.4) project 
sites. Note this figure only includes sites with more than three offending participants. 

Figure 24. Average number of incidents post-program per 365 days per At risk participant, by 
project site 
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Figure 25: Average number of incidents post-program per 365 days per At risk participant, by 
days on program 

 

 

Offences recorded by police after program completion 
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7.2.2 Young offender cohort – offending history prior to entering the YCPG program  

There were 323 participants who had an offending history prior to entering a YCPG program. 
This section considers the number and/or proportion of Young offender participants who 
offended in the study periods pre- and post-program. 

Differences in offending pre- and post-program are considered by: 

• age of entry into the program 

• gender 

• project site 

• program approach 

• exit type (planned, unplanned or custodial) 

• time spent in the program  

• study period length 

• seriousness 

• police-recorded incidents 

• police-recorded offences. 

 

Overall, the findings show that for the Young offender cohort there was a reduction in the 
number of participants who were recorded for offending post-program across different ages, 
gender, program approaches, exit types, time spent in program, study period lengths, and 
almost all project sites. Further, there was a reduction in offending for young people one year or 
longer after exiting a YCPG program. 

Pre- and post- program offending  

Participants 

As noted previously, the post-program study period for each participant is the number of days 
between exiting the program and 30 June 2021. The pre-program study period is the same 
number of days prior to entering the program. Therefore, each participant will have an equal 
number of days in their pre- and post-program study period, however this number of days differs 
between participants. This also explains why not all Young offenders offended in their pre-
program study period as they committed offences prior to this timeframe 

Figure 26 shows offending reduced post-program. It shows 93 per cent (n = 299) of Young 
offender participants offended in the study period prior to entering a YCPG program and 64 per 
cent (n = 208) offended in the study period after exiting a YCPG program. 

Figure 26: Proportion of Young offenders recorded for offending in the pre-program and post-
program study periods 
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Changes in offending by age of entry into the program 

Figure 27 shows the change in pre- and post-program offending by participant age when they 
entered the program. It shows a reduction in post-program offending for all age groups. The 
greatest reduction was the 9–14-year-old age group, down from 93 per cent pre-program to 58 
per cent post-program.  

Figure 27: Proportion of Young offenders recorded for offending in the pre-program and post-
program study periods, by age of entry into program 
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Figure 28: Proportion of Young offenders recorded for offending in the pre-program and post-
program study periods, by gender 
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Changes in offending by project site 

Figure 29 shows changes in pre- and post-program offending by project site. Figures should be 
read with caution due to small numbers in some sites. For example, Horsham offending 
reduced from 80 per cent pre-program to 0 per cent post-program, however the 80 per cent 
represents four of a total of five participants for this program site. Nevertheless, there was a 
reduction in post-program offending in all sites except Wyndham (which experienced a small 
increase from five to six participants offending post-program).  

Post-program offending was lowest in Ballarat (n = 12, 41 per cent) and Geelong (n = 6, 46 per 
cent). Other sites with notable reductions include: La Trobe down from 100 per cent (n = 30) to 
60 per cent (n = 18), Brimbank down from 97% (n = 32) to 61% (n = 20) and Bendigo down from 
94 per cent (n = 58) to 61 per cent (n = 38). These findings should be considered in the context 
of the different communities and cohorts of young people that each project was servicing.  

Figure 29: Number and proportion of Young offenders recorded for offending in the pre-program 
and post-program study periods, by YCPG project12 

 

* All Hume (Guided, Managed, Intensive) 

1 Graph excludes project types with three or fewer participants in line with the CSA’s confidentiality policy 

2 Note small participant numbers (<10) for East Gippsland, Horsham and Wyndham. 

 

Changes in offending by program approach 

Figure 30 shows changes in pre- and post-program offending by program approach. There was 
a reduction in post-program offending for all program approaches. The most common program 
approaches were ‘comprehensive and social competence’36, where offending dropped 23 
percentage points from 96 per cent pre-program to 73 per cent post-program and ‘social 
competence’ only which dropped 25 percentage points from 92 per cent pre-program to 67 per 
cent post-program. The largest reduction in offending was seen in the mentoring program, down 
from 83 per cent to 33 per cent, however this was the smallest group with only 12 young 
offenders in total. 

 
 
36 See Table 2 in section 5.1.5 for a description of each program approach and which YCPG projects were categorised into each program 
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Figure 30: Proportion of Young offenders recorded for offending in the pre-program and post-
program study periods, by program approach 

 

 

Changes in offending by exit type (planned, unplanned or custodial)  

Figure 31 shows changes in pre- and post-program offending by participant exit type. 
Participants with a planned exit showed the greatest reduction in post-program offending, down 
38 percentage points from 96 per cent to 58 per cent. This finding is to be expected as 
participants with a planned exit had remained engaged with the program until completion, which 
was determined by them either having achieved their goals, completed their orders or having 
sufficient support services in place. In comparison, participants with an unplanned exit saw a 
reduction of 20 percentage points from 91 per cent to 71 per cent. Participants who exited the 
program due to time in custody recorded a similar reduction in offending rates, down 23 
percentage points from 89 per cent to 66 per cent. 

Figure 31: Proportion of Young offenders recorded for offending in the pre-program and post-
program study periods, by exit type (planned, unplanned or custodial) 
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comparison, the ‘disengaged’ group recorded a smaller reduction in offending, from 95 per cent 
to 75 per cent (down 20 percentage points). Nonetheless, there were reductions in offending 
across all detailed exit types. 

Figure 32: Proportion of Young offenders recorded for offending in the pre-program and post-
program study periods, by exit type 
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Figure 33: Proportion of Young offenders recorded for offending in the pre-program and post-
program study periods, by time in program 
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Changes in offending by study period length 

Figure 34 shows the number of days in the participants’ pre- and post-program study periods, 
and the number and proportion of each group who offended pre- and post-program. This 
facilitates analysis of longer-term outcomes by identifying participants in the study who have 
had more time ‘available’ to offend. 

For example, the 90-to-180-day study period refers to participants who had between 90 and 180 
days between their program exit date and 30 June 2021, with the same number of days 
analysed pre-program. For participants in this group, 77 per cent offended pre-program and 26 
per cent post-program. 

This figure shows that as study periods increase in length, rates of pre- and post-program 
offending also increase. This is unsurprising, as longer study periods allow more time in which 
to observe offending. 

The figure shows positive medium/longer term outcomes for Young offender participants. Most 
participants were in the more than 360 days (approximately one year) study group (n = 223). 
Seventy-three per cent of participants offended in their post-program study period, down from 
96 per cent pre-program. This represents 53 young people who had previously offended, 
maintaining a ‘crime free’ period of approximately one year or longer after exiting a YCPG 
program. 

Figure 34: Proportion of Young offenders recorded offending in the pre-program and post-
program study periods, by study period length 
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program. There was a smaller, but still positive reduction in medium seriousness offending, 
down from 21 per cent to 17 per cent. Low seriousness offending was the least prevalent and 
increased from 1 per cent to 3 per cent post-program. As has already been established, there 
was a reduction in overall post-program offending. The proportion who did not offend increased 
from 7 per cent pre-program to 36 per cent post program.  

Figure 35: Proportion of Young offenders recorded for offending in the pre-program and post-
program study periods, by Seriousness level (of their most serious offence) 

 

Figure 36 shows the changes in offending pre- and post-program by CSA’s Offence Division 
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post-program. There were minor reductions in the number of participants recorded for Drug 
offences and Justice procedure offences. One offence division saw a notable increase post-
program: participants recorded for Other offences increased from four per cent to 20 per cent. 
Further examination showed this increase was predominantly due to breach of public health 
order (COVID-19 regulation) offences. 

Figure 36: Proportion of Young offenders recorded for offending in the pre-program and post-
program study periods, by offence division 
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Changes in police-recorded incidents  

This section considers the average number of police-recorded incidents pre-program and post-
program per person per year (365 days) for Young offender participants. Note that a police-
recorded incident may involve just one or multiple offences that occurred at the same or 
different times and locations. Incident rates are intended to control for different exit dates and 
therefore different observation study periods. 

Figure 37 shows the incident rate for male participants was higher both pre-program and post-
program than female participants. The incident rate for males reduced substantially, from 5.5 
pre-program to 3.4 post-program. 

Figure 37: Average number of incidents in pre- and post-program study periods per 365 days 
per young offender, by gender 
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Figure 38: Average number of incidents in pre- and post-program study periods per 365 days 
per Young offender, by project site12 

 

* All Hume (Guided, Managed, Intensive) 

1 Graph excludes projects with three or fewer participants in line with the CSA’s confidentiality policy 

2 Note small participant numbers (<10) for East Gippsland, Horsham, and Wyndham. 

 

Figure 39: Average number of incidents in pre- and post-program study periods per 365 days 
per Young offender, by YCPG project site12 

 

* All Hume (Guided, Managed, Intensive) 

1 Graph excludes project types with three or fewer participants in line with the CSA’s confidentiality policy 

2 Note small participant numbers (<10) for East Gippsland, Horsham, and Wyndham. 

 

Figure 40 shows the number of days spent on a program (grouped) and the incident rate pre- 
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incident rate reduced from 3.7 to 3.0 per participant (pro-rated over 365 days). 
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There is no meaningful correlation between time spent in program and change in incident rates 
according to this figure, as the incident rate increased slightly for the 271–360-day group 
despite significant reductions in its neighbouring groups. 

Figure 40: Average number of incidents in pre- and post-program study periods per 365 days 
per Young offender, by time in program 

 

 

Changes in police-recorded offences  

This section considers the total number of police-recorded offences recorded pre-program and 
post-program for Young offender participants. 

Figure 41 and Figure 42 show the change in volume of offences by seriousness pre- and post-
program. The majority of offences in both study periods were medium seriousness (n = 2,403 
pre-program; n = 1,625 post-program). There was a reduction in the number of offences across 
all three seriousness categories post-program of between 28 per cent and 32 per cent. 

Figure 41: Total number of offences recorded for Young offenders in pre- and post-program 
study periods, by offence seriousness 
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Figure 42: Percentage change in number of offences recorded for Young offenders in pre- and 
post-program study periods, by offence seriousness. 

 

Table 16 shows the total number of offences recorded pre-program and post-program by CSA 
Offence subdivision classification. Percentage changes should be read with caution where small 
numbers are presented.  
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Table 16: Number of offences recorded by Young offenders in pre- and post-program study 
periods, by offence subdivision 

Subdivision offences 
Pre-program 

offences 
Post-program 

offences 
Percentage 

change 

Crimes against the Person 

A10 Homicide and related offences ≤3 4 100.0% 

A20 Assault and related offences  359   278  -22.6% 

A30 Sexual offences  35   18  -48.6% 

A40 Abduction and related offences  8   9  12.5% 

A50 Robbery  188   96  -48.9% 

A70 Stalking, harassment and threatening 
behaviour 

 58   34  -41.4% 

A80 Dangerous and negligent acts 
endangering people 

 68   67  -1.5% 

Property and Deception offences 

B10 Arson  48   7  -85.4% 

B20 Property damage  323   168  -48.0% 

B30 Burglary/Break and enter  369   155  -58.0% 

B40 Theft  1,142   790  -30.8% 

B50 Deception  295   125  -57.6% 

Drug offences 

C10 Drug dealing and trafficking 22 20 -9.1% 

C20 Cultivate or manufacture drugs ≤3 ≤3 0.0% 

C30 Drug use and possession  155   132  -14.8% 

C90 Other drug offences ≤3 0 -100.0% 

Public order and Security offences 

D10 Weapons and explosives offences  129   84  -34.9% 

D20 Disorderly and offensive conduct  133   96  -27.8% 

D30 Public nuisance offences  40   15  -62.5% 

Justice procedures offences 

E10 Justice procedures  114   81  -28.9% 

E20 Breaches of orders  174   219  25.9% 

Other offences 

F20 Transport regulation offences 10 ≤3 -80.0% 

F30 Other government regulatory offences ≤3 ≤3 0.0% 

F90 Miscellaneous offences ≤3  -100.0% 

Breach of COVID-19 public health order 
offences 

 7   146  1942.9% 

 

7.3 Facilitators to program delivery 

7.3.1 Experienced project staff were critical to success 

Employing appropriately skilled and highly experienced staff who were able to engage with the 
cohort of young people was viewed as critical to program delivery. Project workers were very 
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committed and were willing to ‘go the extra mile’ to build rapport with young people, keep them 
engaged and assist them to achieve their goals. Workers were described as ‘persistent’ and 
‘consistent’ and were perceived by stakeholders as making more of an effort to engage young 
people than other services. 

“The program is so phenomenal because of the people that the program has chosen to 
employ and I have to say that their willingness to go above and beyond for young people 
is just phenomenal, and as a result of that, I think that’s why we get the results we do.”  

(Lawyer) 

The ability to build relationships and trust with partners and other stakeholders was also seen 
as an invaluable attribute for project staff to have. It was acknowledged that project staff needed 
to be well-supported by management to be successful in their role.  

However, there was concern raised by stakeholders involved with two regional projects that 
some workers were too responsive to young people’s needs, making themselves available to be 
contacted by young people outside of work hours. They felt that the professional boundaries 
between project workers and young people was blurred, setting up unrealistic expectations for 
how services work with young people. 

“…it’s created that confusion between the roles and understanding what a professional is 
and what their role is.” 

(DJCS staff member) 

7.3.2 Flexibility was a key facilitator to program delivery 

The flexibility of projects was consistently referred to by stakeholders as a key facilitator to 
program delivery. Flexibility was referred to in a range of different contexts including:   

• in the lengths of time young people could be engaged in the project: unlike other 
programs for young people which are often time limited, YCPG projects could remain 
working with young people for extended periods of time based on their individual needs.  

“...there has been no limit how long each client is on the program allowing them time to 
get their life sorted with support.” 

(Caseworker) 

• in the types of activities project workers could engage in with young people: project 
workers were able to respond to the multiple needs of young people by engaging in a wide 
range of activities with them. For example, rock climbing, basketball, go karting, paintball, 
weekends away, meeting for lunch, and transporting them to appointments. One stakeholder 
commented:  

“… some of the other programs are reliant on the young person to fit your program 
whereas we mould the program around the child.” 

(Team Leader) 

• in the use of brokerage funds: brokerage funds were perceived as extremely important in 
enabling projects to respond to the individual needs of young people and their families. 
Funds were used to provide access to support and services, including accommodation, 
health and medical needs, cultural supports, travel, educational needs, vocational 
assistance, recreational programs and equipment, and material aid. Brokerage funds were 
particularly useful during COVID-19 restrictions when they were used to purchase 
educational equipment (e.g., laptops, textbooks), technology (e.g., mobile phones, phone 
credit), and transportation (workers were unable to transport young people to appointments). 
Families who faced financial difficulties because of job losses during COVID-19 also 



 

 

 

Youth Crime Prevention Grants Program Evaluation Final Report  

  TRIM ID: CD/22/143332 

Page 85 of 116 Date: 7 March 2022  3  

benefited from brokerage, which was used to pay for groceries, rent, utility bills, and home 
repairs.    

“Providing a tailored and individualised plan attached with adequate brokerage to be 
flexibly utilised has ensured this project has been able to meet the needs of the client and 
their family.” 

(Project Coordinator) 

7.3.3 Low caseloads enabled more intensive work with young people 

Low caseloads were valued highly by stakeholders because they afforded project workers the 
time to do intensive casework with young people, build trusting relationships with them and gain 
a greater understanding of the interventions that might best suit their needs and circumstances.  

“One of the biggest factors putting the program in good stead to be able to understand 
young people, their situations and provide informed interventions, is having a small 
caseload and being able to spend significant time developing relationship (in many 
different environments) and understanding of their situations.” 

(Caseworker) 

As reported in the interim report, estimated caseloads varied across projects, but were on 
average nine young people per full-time worker. In comparison, Youth Justice caseloads which 
were usually 12-15 young people per worker.  

Corrections Victoria and Youth Justice stakeholders observed that projects were able to do the 
practical work with young people that they were unable to do due to large caseloads, such as 
transporting young people to appointments, supporting them to access services, and more in-
depth work with families.  

7.3.4 Working with families was important for success 

Many stakeholders identified that working with young people’s families assisted with program 
delivery for the following reasons:  

• Families often helped keep young people engaged in projects.   

• Provided greater knowledge and insight into young people’s background and current 
environment. 

• Assisted families to build stronger connections and improve family dynamics, leading to more 
stable home environments. 

• Improved the capacity of families to support the young person to achieve their goals. 

• Educated families around the services and supports that they could access within the 
community. 

Two programs also identified the importance of continuing to work with, and support, young 
people’s families while the young people were in custody. This ensured that families had input 
into planning for their child’s release (where appropriate) and the capacity to support them post 
release.  

“It has been equally important to recognise that while professionals can play a significant 
role in a young person’s life, it is the role of the parents and other family/friends that has 
the most impact.” 

  (Team Leader) 

Youth Justice stakeholders in particular appreciated projects’ ability to work with families 
especially younger siblings, because they felt that this would provide early intervention for 
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younger siblings and potentially break the cycle of offending. Youth Justice is primarily focused 
on the young person in contact with the criminal justice system. 

“…for kids with younger siblings (the project) is really good because they do actively 
engage the family, and so there may possibly be an early intervention prevention avenue 
for preventing the younger siblings engaging in criminal activity. Yeah, so I think that 
element does also play a significant role.”  

(Youth Justice staff member) 

7.3.5 Support and involvement from DJCS was strengthened by the CPO roles 

The support received by projects from DJCS Community Services General Managers (GMs) 
and dedicated CPO roles was seen by many stakeholders (particularly in regional areas) as 
vital to the effective delivery of the projects. The GMs and CPOs acted as the conduit between 
the projects and DJCS and attended governance meetings. The GMs role in the YCPG program 
focussed more on strategic and partnership aspects of the projects at the executive level, while 
the CPOs role consisted primarily of day-to-day contract management and stakeholder 
engagement. 

The benefits identified of having CPOs were that they: 

• established relationships with project partners 

• helped strengthen relationships within project partnerships 

• acted as a problem solver when issues arose with projects  

• gave the GMs more time to focus on other program areas 

• acted as the point of contact to liaise with DJCS central office 

• created community engagement opportunities  

• had local knowledge of crime trends and particular factors influencing crime in the area. 

 

“… another key facilitator was backbone support provided by the CPOs role… the role 
could go over and above a normal contract management role to make sure that you know 
she played the intermediary I guess between the funded agency and all the other 
partners. So if people had issues with the independent chair, they could have a quiet 
conversation with the CPO or me. So that kind of backbone work allowed the agency to 
concentrate on the operations and the independent chair could concentrate on the system 
design.”  

(DJCS staff member) 

7.4 Challenges to program delivery 

There were a number of challenges to program delivery identified. These challenges impacted 
both the implementation and operation of the projects and provide an opportunity for 
improvement to the YCPG program.   

7.4.1 Short-term funding cycle was disruptive 

The short-term funding cycle was viewed as a barrier to program delivery. Projects were funded 
for two years initially (2017-19), followed by another two years (2019-21) and were recently 
funded for an additional 12 months (2021-22). Towards the end of the funding periods, project 
staff on fixed-term contracts became anxious about their roles and whether they were going to 
continue. This led to some staff leaving their roles and management were then faced with the 
task or recruiting and training new staff once the decision of future funding was announced. 
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Projects in regional areas found recruiting new staff particularly difficult due to a lack of skilled 
workers in the regions.  

Short-term funding also impacted on projects’ ability to take on new referrals. Most projects 
stopped taking new referrals around three months before the funding was due to cease and 
spent time finding other supports and services that they could refer existing young people to.   

“.. I think it also creates a real sense of uncertainty for the projects as they come into the 
end of their (funding) cycles, because it’s obviously something they’re mindful of and they 
know from experience what’s happened in the past that they did get some extra funding, 
and I can’t avoid that. But at the same time, their staff will start to move on and there is 
still risk to the success of the project and the viability of it in that last three months, 
perhaps when people do start looking at other opportunities when everything’s a bit up in 
the air, so yes, it makes it really tricky, which is completely understandable.”  

(DJCS staff member) 

Some stakeholders reflected that it was difficult to gain traction and trust with stakeholders and 
clients when the project was only funded for short periods of time. Others felt that a longer 
funding cycle would allow the program to have a greater impact on the target cohort and would 
allow more time to understand the validity of the model in terms of crime prevention.  

A stakeholder from one regional project commented that they would have designed the project 
differently if they had known it was going to be funded for four years rather than two years, 
including building in time to reassess the operation of the project at the two-year mark and 
making any changes deemed necessary. In addition, it was believed that more experienced 
staff would have been able to be recruited to deliver the project if four-year instead of two-year 
contracts could have been offered. 

 

7.4.2 Staff turnover had a negative impact 

Staff turnover across projects (including project workers, team leaders and staff in partner 
organisations) impacted considerably on program delivery, especially in terms of knowledge 
transfer and clarity of roles and responsibilities of workers and partners across projects.  

DJCS stakeholders felt that high rates of staff turnover in some projects had led to the original 
intent of the project being lost. This was particularly true for projects where none of the staff had 
been involved with the project since its inception and therefore had little knowledge about the 
history of the project. As one DJCS staff member commented in relation to a project delivered in 
the regions: 

“… I reckon on two occasions the staff turned over completely. Yeah and of course when 
`that happens we’re basically starting from scratch. Getting them up to speed again and 
all that. So that was a big barrier.” 

Staff turnover was also observed to be difficult for the young people participating in projects.  
Young people who had built a trusting relationship with their worker would oftentimes become 
disengaged and make slower progress in achieving their goals when transferred to a new 
worker.  

Staff turnover was less of a problem for projects delivered by larger organisations who had staff 
from other areas within their organisation able to temporarily cover the workload until new staff 
could be recruited. However, for smaller organisations, there was often no-one to replace the 

Recommendation 4: It is recommended that options for longer-term resourcing for the 
program are considered to support projects to achieve longer-term outcomes, and to support 
the recruitment and retention of skilled staff. 
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staff member who had left, leading to long waitlists, which frustrated agencies referring into 
projects. 

Projects with only one worker were considered a particular risk as project delivery was reliant on 
the worker remaining in the role. For one regional project this created a significant challenge 
when its only worker went on unexpected long-term leave. The core service delivery of the lead 
agency was health rather than crime prevention and the project sat on its own within the agency 
and had to sustain itself. The agency went through a restructure and there was high staff 
turnover at the management level, resulting in a lack of knowledge and understanding about the 
operation of the project. In addition, there was limited oversight over the project. All of these 
factors made it difficult for the project to continue operating as originally intended when the 
worker went on leave. Two part-time clinicians employed in another program run by the lead 
agency were recruited into the project, however they were unable to provide the same intensive 
one-on-one support as the initial worker. It was agreed in March 2021 by DJCS to amend the 
deliverables of this YCPG project to transition existing program participants into another youth 
program run by the agency so that they could continue to receive support and be referred to 
relevant health and social support agencies.  

7.4.3 Complexity of the young people was greater than anticipated  

As discussed in the mid-term evaluation, some projects found the complexity of issues amongst 
the target cohort greater than anticipated, which is surprising given that most lead agencies 
were highly experienced in working with young people in their community. Projects reported that 
young people’s complexities made engaging them in projects difficult. For example, some 
young people had mental health issues, cognitive impairments, and complex trauma. This 
resulted in a large amount of project workers time being spent on crisis management rather 
than delivering interventions.  

For one regional project that delivered case management and mentoring, the cohort of young 
people referred to the project presented with more complex needs during the second period of 
funding. As a result, they were highly disengaged, and it required more effort to gain their trust 
and establish rapport with them. One stakeholder believed that the increased complexity of 
these young people was due to them not receiving early intervention:  

“… for me it’s because they were too hard to work with and there’s other people that 
engage in services, yes, so they just got put in the too hard basket because they could 
move on to the next and needed to move on to the next young person… But then we’ve 
got this group of young people, they just don’t get the support yeah, and obviously I don’t 
know why earlier interventions weren’t put in place, but they just obviously weren’t there 
when they were primary school age, right?” 

(Project Officer) 

Similarly, a metropolitan project that supported young people through case management and 
engagement in multiple programs, experienced an increase in complex referrals from the 
reporting period 1 January to 30 June 2020 to 1 July to 31 December 2020. The number of 
referrals assessed in custody increased from 63 per cent to 86 per cent, while the number of 
referrals that occurred within the community decreased from 37 per cent to 14 per cent.38 The 
project reported that this cohort of young people were being seen for more substantial matters 
and reflected that the increased complexity of the young people may have been a result of them 
missing out on early intervention supports. 

Some projects discussed the importance of putting appropriate supports in place to address the 
issues young people were presenting with, such as mental health plans and referrals to AOD 

 
 
38 Data reported by the Youth Junction Incorporated in the Sustainability Progress Report supplied to CCPU. 
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services, prior to commencing engagement with the community, education, training, or 
employment. Without such supports, there was concern that young people were being ‘set up 
for failure’.   

7.4.4  Systemic barriers slowed young people’s progress 

Program delivery was made more difficult by systemic barriers, including: 

• Long waitlists for other services, especially housing, mental health and AOD services. 

• Limited employment opportunities, which was exacerbated by COVID-19 restrictions. 

• Lack of public transport, particularly in regional areas. 

• Limited alternative education options. 

• Difficulties navigating the service system, for example Centrelink and the NDIS.  

 

Systemic barriers often resulted in project workers taking on the roles of other services, despite 
not having the required skills and expertise. Furthermore, systemic barriers slowed down the 
progress of young people and made it difficult for them to maintain positive changes post 
program involvement.  

“I’m big for systemic advocacy and change, but we really need to look at how our system 
supports those with multiple and complex needs...so the barriers by far are what I spoke 
about being in that that the system just doesn’t have the capacity to respond.” 

(Project Coordinator) 

7.4.5  Administration and information sharing issues were a challenge 

The lack of a shared information platform was viewed as a limitation by projects who had 
workers from different agencies delivering the project. Project workers were unable to access 
other workers case notes and case plans if they were on leave, which made it difficult to pick up 
their work with a young person. Furthermore, it made it challenging for the lead agency to 
understand the nature of support that young people were receiving when supervised by project 
workers from other agencies.  

The YCPG program contractual reporting requirements and evaluation requirements were 
described as onerous and an administrative burden for projects. These views were reflected in 
the interim report. Specifically, projects were required to submit milestone reports every six 
months to CCPU. For the evaluation, projects were asked to complete an activity monitoring 
data template on a quarterly basis, encourage young people to compete a survey on entry and 
exit to the project, and participate in a survey and focus groups or interviews. Stakeholders from 
CCPU reflected that there was more focus on evaluation for the YCPG program than previous 
grants programs they had designed, due to their desire to build the evidence base around crime 
prevention.  

It was also pointed out by stakeholders that the reporting requirements were the same for 
competitive projects as for directive projects, despite the competitive projects receiving less 
funding:  

“I did receive like multiple comments about like the amount of reporting. I think it’s like all 
the onerous reporting requirements. Yes, because we do need the data and the 
information. It’s been important that I justify this to the programs. I do think it was a little 
bit of tension there between the competitive and the directive, realising they get 
differences in funding, yet they’ve still got the same reporting requirements.” 

(DJCS staff member) 
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7.5 Service integration 

Overall, the majority of stakeholders considered projects within the YCPG program to be unique 
projects that ‘filled a gap’ in service delivery for young people at risk of re-offending or at risk of 
entering the criminal justice system. After four years of delivery, projects were well-established 
and were linked in with other programs and services within their LGA. Projects had built a 
positive reputation in the community and agencies readily referred young people into them.    

“It’s almost the glue that is necessary to bring those young people into connection with the 
other services that they might need.” 

(Executive Manager)  

Examples of service integration are described below: 

• Projects were able to carry out roles that other agencies were unable to due to lack of 
resources, such as service coordination, acting as an advocate for young people, providing 
quasi-legal services (identifying and triaging legal issues young people needed assistance 
with), assisting young people to build relationships with statutory services (e.g., Child 
Protection), and transporting young people to appointments and school. 

• Projects provided valuable information to other agencies, such as Corrections Victoria 
and Victoria Legal Aid, regarding how young people were progressing ‘on the ground’, in the 
form of court reports. 

• In some instances, Magistrates were utilising YCPG projects as part of sentencing options 
for young people. For example, in Bendigo, the YCPG project gave Magistrates another 
sentencing option (to participate with Second Chance) or they could avoid sentencing a 
young person altogether based on positive reports about their participation in the program.  

Young people were often engaged in other services and programs while participating in the 
YCPG program, such as Alcohol and Drug Counselling, behaviour change programs, 
Reconnect, Youth Learning Pathways, The Navigator Program, L2P, Youth Plus, Headspace, 
Youth Justice Community Support Service, and Youth Support Service. Participation in these 
programs and accessing these services was either voluntary or court ordered. 

A number of projects were co-located with other services which assisted with service integration 
by: 

• helping project workers to build rapport with other service providers  

• providing young people with easy access to other services 

• providing a warm referral of young people into other services 

• promoting the visibility of the project within the community. 

7.5.1 Similarities between YCPG projects and other government funded programs 

Similarities and duplications between some YCPG projects and two Youth Justice programs 
were noted by stakeholders and are discussed below.  

Youth Justice Community Support Services (YJCSS) 

YJCSS provides integrated and intensive support and services to young people involved with 
Youth Justice. Similarities between the YCPG project and YJCSS projects were highlighted in 

Recommendation 5: It is recommended that DJCS explores the possibility of access to 
a shared information platform for case management purposes for all project 
partners/workers, particularly for projects that employ workers across different 
organisations. 
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both the interim and mid-term evaluation reports. It was noted in the mid-term report that the 
similarities caused confusion for referring agencies in relation to five projects (in Casey-
Dandenong, Frankston, Geelong, Wyndham, and Hume) around who to refer to each program, 
and the following recommendation was made in the mid-term report: “Consider whether there is 
value in merging YCPG funding with YJCSS in some areas to create a single program, or 
alternatively ensure clear differentiation between the service offerings of the two programs.”  

Although funding for both programs has not been merged, there does appear to be more 
differentiation between the five YCPG funded projects and YJCSS now than previously noted in 
the mid-term report indicating the recommendation had been actioned. These differences are 
described in Table 17 below.  

Table 17: Differences between YCPG projects and YJCSS 

Project site Differences between YCPG project and YJCSS 

Casey-Dandenong 
and Frankston 

• PIVOT conducts more intensive work with the families of young 
people than YJCSS.  

• PIVOT continues to work with families when a young person is in 
custody, whereas YJCSS will close with the case. 

• PIVOT can take referrals from Corrections Victoria and Victoria Police 
(YJCSS can only take Youth Justice referrals). 

• YJCSS offers an afterhours service, but young people in PIVOT are 
unable to access this service. If it is considered important for a young 
person to access the after-hours service, they are referred into 
YJCSS rather than PIVOT. 

• YJCSS provides transitional housing and support via the Transitional 
Housing Management – Youth Justice Housing Pathways Initiative 
(THM-YJHPI), and provides transitional housing properties, 
assistance, and housing outreach support for young people. In 
situations where young people could be referred to either PIVOT or 
YJCSS but needed transitional housing, they were referred to YJCSS. 

Geelong • YJCSS is delivered by the same organisation delivering Reignite. 
Young people participating in Reignite can also access YJCSS after-
hours service. 

• Reignite can take referrals from schools, whereas YJCSS can only 
take referrals for young people involved in Youth Justice. 

Wyndham • A similar cohort is targeted through YJCSS and Change It Up. The 
wait time for YJCSS is long in Wyndham so young people are often 
referred into Change It Up if there is no place available in YJCSS.  

• Young people in Change It Up cannot access the YJCSS after-hours 
service. 

• Change It Up focusses more on culturally appropriate responses than 
YJCSS. 

Hume • The cohort targeted through the Hume Guided and Managed streams 
require lower-level support than young people engaged in YJCSS.   

 

Although YJCSS operates state-wide, similarities between other YCPG funded projects and 
YJCSS were not mentioned by stakeholders. For the Bendigo project, it was specifically stated 



 

 

 

Youth Crime Prevention Grants Program Evaluation Final Report  

  TRIM ID: CD/22/143332 

Page 92 of 116 Date: 7 March 2022  3  

by Youth Justice that there was no overlap with YJCSS, because few Youth Justice young 
people were referred into the Second Chance program as it targeted an older cohort. Other 
stakeholders considered it beneficial to have the YCPG projects and YJCSS operating in the 
same area due to demand for such programs.  

“We’re in a position where it’s good having both because we can discern which program 
we refer into based on individual need.” 

(Youth Justice staff member) 

However, concerns were raised by some stakeholders over the potential for an organisation 
delivering both programs to double count targets. It was thought that the department needed 
greater oversight of reporting of justice funded programs.   

Youth Support Service (YSS) 

Overlap in the first year of funding between YSS and the Ballarat project was discussed during 
consultations. Both programs are delivered by the same organisation and the primary referrer is 
Victoria Police. YSS is a Youth Justice funded program targeting ‘at risk’ young people aged 10 
to 18 years, while the Ballarat project targets young people with more complex risk factors. The 
similarities between programs caused confusion for Victoria Police regarding which program to 
refer young people to. YSS also accepted referrals from the Ballarat project, but YSS workers 
ended up spending more time working with the Ballarat clients due to their level of complexity. 
This practice created throughput and target issues (the Ballarat project was claiming the same 
targets as YSS) and was stopped. There appears to be a greater understanding of differences 
between the two programs now, specifically that the Ballarat project is not case management, 
but a collaborative wraparound support service.  

“…there’s no model out there like this in Ballarat, so when I think of the project, I think of a 
bit of a gateway and an umbrella for young people, but not just young people, for their 
families to access services.” 

(Project Coordinator) 
 

 

7.5.2 Other similar initiatives 

The government has also funded several other initiatives aimed at improving the outcomes for 
young people in Victoria since the YCPG program commenced. These initiatives provided 
additional pathways for referrals into or out of the YCPG program. Table 18 below describes the 
initiatives and their intersection with the YCPG program

Recommendation 6: It is recommended that DJCS reviews YCPG projects that are 
delivered in the same LGAs as the Youth Justice Community Support Service, particularly 
where organisations deliver both programs, to ensure that there is no duplication of service 
offering. 
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Table 18: Other government funded initiatives and their intersection with the YCPG program 

Initiative  Description Intersection with the YCPG program 

Youth 
Learning 
Pathways 
(YLP) 

 

The Department of Education and Training (DET) implemented the 
YLP project as a second-order education response to support the 
YCPG program. The initiative is targeted at the North West 
Metropolitan Brimbank, Melton and Wyndham LGAs and the South 
East Metropolitan including the Greater Dandenong, Casey and 
Cardinia LGAs. The YLP project addresses emerging issues of 
criminal activity among young people aged between 17-25 years 
who are engaged in, or at risk of entering the criminal justice 
system. Participants engage in relevant education and training 
programs to lead to future employment. In 2021, the program was 
amalgamated into the ‘Reconnect’ program which is delivered 
across all 79 Victorian LGAs. 

• Young people participating in the Brimbank, 
Melton, Wyndham and Case-Dandenong 
YCPG projects were referred into the YLP to 
receive further education and training support. 
The YLP program complemented the YCPG 
projects by providing young people with 
tailored education and employment pathways 
planning and support, in addition to Case 
Management support provided through the 
YCPG project.  

Multi-Agency 
Panels (MAPs) 

 

Multi-agency panels operate across eight sites in partnership with 
key departments; Victoria Police, Department of Families, Fairness 
and Housing (DFFH) and DET to provide intensive support and 
oversee the progress of young people who are at higher risk. This 
support includes engagement with school and employment and 
connection with the critical services like housing, child protection, 
and health services they need to get their lives on track. 

• Some high-risk young people monitored by 
MAPs were referred into YCPG projects in the 
North West Metropolitan Region (Brimbank, 
Hume, Wyndham, and Melton) and South 
East Metropolitan Region (Frankston and 
Casey-Dandenong).  

Community 
Support 
Groups 
(CSGs) 

CSGs located in Wyndham/Melton/Brimbank and 
Dandenong/Casey were established by DFFH in 2018 and 
auspiced by the Centre for Multicultural Youth. They provide a 
coordinated, community led approach to enhance youth and 
community engagement, and to respond to local community issues 
and needs by supporting South Sudanese young people of all ages 
and their families. The groups link young people to education, 
training, employment pathways, health and human services, and 
sport and recreation activities. 

• South Sudanese young people participating in 
the YCPG projects in Wyndham, Melton, 
Brimbank and Casey-Dandenong were 
referred into CSGs for additional support 
where appropriate.  

• Family members were also referred to the 
CSGs for support. 

• Regular collaboration occurred between 
YCPG projects and CSGs on community 
issues regarding South Sudanese 
communities.  
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Initiative  Description Intersection with the YCPG program 

Children’s 
Court Youth 
Diversion 
(CCYD) 

The CCYD provides a pre-plea diversionary option for young 
people appearing before the criminal division of the Children’s 
Court. Since commencing in January 2017, the CCYD has 
delivered a high volume of diversions with a high success rate. In 
2020-21, the CCYD service oversaw 1,166 diversions, with a 98 
per cent success rate. 

• Some young people were referred into YCPG 
projects as part of their diversion plan. Once 
they had successfully completed their 
diversion plan, they were either exited from 
the YCPG project or remained in the project 
to continue receiving support. 

Multisystemic 
Therapy 
(MST) and 
Functional 
Family 
Therapy (FFT) 

The MST and FFT programs began operating in March and April 
2019 as part of a suite of interventions funded by Youth Justice to 
address the criminogenic needs of young people in the community. 
These evidence-based programs provide intensive in-home support 
to young people and their families to help strengthen relationships, 
improve communication, and respond to challenging behaviour. 
MST is delivered in the South East Metropolitan Region, while FFT 
operates in the North West Metropolitan Region of Melbourne.   

• A small number of young people participating 
in the Casey-Dandenong YCPG project were 
currently, or had previously been, engaged in 
the MST program with their families. 

Community-
based 
Aboriginal 
Youth Justice 
Program 

The Community-based Aboriginal Youth Justice Program provides 
Koori Community-based Youth Justice workers to help Aboriginal 
children and young people in the community who are at risk of 
offending or re-offending. These workers strengthen Aboriginal 
young people’s identity and culture, and work with them to build 
resilience and resolve challenges they face.  

• This program provided support to Aboriginal 
young people participating in YCPG projects 
who were at risk of youth justice involvement, 
or subject to a Youth Justice Order.  
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7.6 Influence of contextual factors  

Since the YCPG program commenced, changes have occurred across government through the 
introduction of new legislation and system reforms related to youth crime. These changes may 
have impacted upon the outcomes of the YCPG program by introducing new supports and 
services for young people involved in the justice system, including those participating in the 
YCPG program.  

In addition, the arrival of COVID-19 in Victoria led to significant disruptions for the delivery of the 
YCPG program and impacted the engagement of young people in the program to varying 
degrees.  

The system reforms and legislative changes are described below. In addition, the impact of 
COVID-19 restrictions on the YCPG program are discussed. It is important to note that these 
contextual factors impact the extent to which the participant outcomes are attributable to the 
YCPG program. 

7.6.1 System reforms and legislative changes 

Victoria’s Youth Justice system has undergone significant reform from 2017 to 2021 with the 
“Youth justice review and strategy” by Penny Armytage and Professor James Ogloff AM in 2017 
providing the roadmap for reform. The report emphasised the importance for a robust and 
considered Youth Justice plan with a renewed focus on age-appropriate responses and 
developing evidence-based approaches to improve outcomes for young people in Victoria.   

Legislative changes 

A key legislative change implemented in response to the “Youth justice review and strategy” 
includes the Children and Justice Legislation (Youth Justice Reform) Act 2017. The Act was 
introduced to hold young offenders to account for serious crimes with the objective to reduce 
recidivism. The Act established a new community-based sentencing option, the Youth Control 
Order (YCO), which commenced operation on 1 June 2018. The YCO requires young offenders 
to engage in education, work or training and may include curfews and anti-association 
conditions.  

For some young people subject to a YCO, it was a condition on their order to engage in a 
YCPG program, for example PIVOT in Casey-Dandenong. PIVOT is designed to be a voluntary 
program and stakeholders felt that mandating participation in the program went against the 
philosophy of the program. Further, it made it harder to engage young people in the program, 
because they were not choosing to be involved in the program.  

System reforms 

The Youth Justice system also implemented several reforms to reflect the recommendations of 
the “Youth justice review and strategy”, including the Intensive Monitoring and Control Bail 
(Intensive Bail) Scheme in 2018. The Scheme ensures young offenders on bail will comply with 
their orders to report to court, youth justice officers and police. The Scheme also provided more 
opportunities to re-engage young offenders with work, training, school, or education programs. 

In 2019, the Victorian government further implemented an integrated case management 
framework across community and custodial youth justice operations. The framework ensured 
the risks and needs of every young person in the youth justice system were assessed and 
responded to with appropriate support and interventions.  

This case management framework aligns to the current Better, Connected Care reform work to 
better support people who use multiple services across the justice, health and social services 
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systems, including young people who are vulnerable, or at risk of, contact with the justice 
system. The Better, Connected Care reform work is a whole of system and Victorian 
government collaboration across departments led by DJCS and DFFH. The work represents a 
new collaborative way of working between government departments and the funded service 
sector focusing on place-based ways of working recognising unique local needs and challenges 
and working with people with lived experience and their communities. Established in 2020, the 
Better, Connected Care outcomes framework, supports this work guiding a holistic government 
service delivery approach around our clients so their health, justice, education, housing, and 
human services needs are met in an integrated manner.  

Please refer to section 7.8 for stakeholders’ views on how the YCPG program would help inform 
the Better, Connected Care reform.   

Youth Justice Strategic Plan 2020-2030 

The Youth Justice Strategic Plan was launched in May 2021 and provides the future direction 
for the youth justice system. It outlines four main opportunities:  

• improving the approach to diversion and early intervention 

• using tailored rehabilitation efforts that address a child or young person’s assessed risks 
and needs and support them to reduce offending  

• enhancing and formalising partnerships with Youth Justice and other services to improve 
rehabilitation and life outcomes 

• improving end-to-end career support for the Youth Justice workforce.  

The strategy also provides the framework for supporting plans such as the Youth Justice 
Custodial Workforce Plan and the Youth Justice Community Workforce Plan.   

The Youth Justice Custodial Workforce Plan aims to build a capable and high performing 
custodial workforce by recognising, valuing and investing in this workforce. The Plan addresses 
each part of the employee life cycle and emphasises attraction and foundational learning for 
new employees, retention, quality practice and skill development for employees and 
occupational health and safety.  

The Youth Justice Community Workforce Plan sets the direction of how the department will 
educate, train and support community Youth Justice staff to deliver on the strategic plan. The 
Plan emphasises attraction and foundational learning for new employees, ongoing practice and 
skill development, and professional support for all employees.  

Crime Prevention Strategy  

In June 2021, the Crime Prevention Strategy was launched to tackle the root causes of crime 
and build safer, more connected Victorian communities. It aims to get Victorian communities 
engaged in local solutions to prevent crime – to reduce contact with the criminal justice system, 
get more people connected with early support, and ultimately safer communities. 

The Strategy will support effective, collaborative efforts to improve outcomes for individuals and 
communities in Victoria across three interconnected action areas: 

• empower and invest in communities to deliver tailored and effective interventions addressing 
the causes of offending 

• enhance and connect support to people and communities in need, including through creating 
partnerships across private, public and community sectors 

• build and share the evidence base on what works to prevent crime. 
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The Strategy will also support young people who are at risk of offending by intervening early to 
prevent contact with the justice system. This complements work under the Youth Justice 
Strategic Plan, so that a range of support is provided across the spectrum of vulnerability to 
prevent offending and re-offending. 

Increasing the age of criminal responsibility 

The age at which young people are first sentenced for an offence is related to their likelihood of 
reoffending. The Sentencing Advisory Council (2016) found that the reoffending rate of young 
people who were first sentenced aged 10 to 12 years (8 per cent) was more than double that of 
those who were first sentenced aged 19 to 20 years (33 per cent).   

To provide better care for young people in Victoria, the Victorian government is currently in 
discussions around increasing the age of criminal responsibility from 10 years to 12 or 14 years. 
Evidence indicates that the existing age of criminal responsibility has the harshest impact on 
young people from disadvantaged backgrounds, or who have experienced violence and trauma, 
and Aboriginal and Torres Strait Island backgrounds. These young people are accelerated into 
the system and ultimately custody at an age where they are still experiencing significant 
childhood development changes (Rouch, 2021).  

The increased age of criminal responsibility aims to provide a greater emphasis on support and 
diversion programs and will coincide with international human rights law (Rouch, 2021).  

With these system reforms, legislative changes and the strategic plan, the department will bring 
together all areas of government in partnership with the community to address underlying 
causes of youth offending, rehabilitation of these young people and diversion from criminal 
behaviour (Youth Justice Strategic Plan 2020). 

7.6.2 Impact of COVID-19 and program response  

The arrival of COVID-19 to Victoria in February 2020 and subsequent outbreaks of the virus led 
to significant disruptions for agencies and impacted program delivery and the engagement of 
young people.  

The introduction of restrictions on movement and work required projects to pivot their primary 
mode of delivery from face-to-face to phone or online within a very short space of time. This 
meant that, aside from a few exceptions, the majority of interactions with young people, their 
families, Care Teams and partners were conducted over the phone or via video link from April 
2020 into 2021.    

To support the continued delivery of projects, all agencies ensured that families were able to 
access the service by supplying them with equipment (e.g., phones, sim cards, credit for data, 
and laptops) to receive phone or video calls. They also provided additional support in the setting 
up and use of platforms to facilitate video calls with services. A benefit of the use of technology 
to deliver services was the increased digital literacy of young people, families, and staff. 

Overall, stakeholders were very positive with the rapid adaptation undertaken to ensure projects 
ongoing delivery. Staff’s willingness to be flexible and come up with innovative and creative 
ways to maintain engagement with young people during this period was commended.  

Notable impacts brought about by COVID-19 are discussed below.  
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“COVID has completely changed what our role is and moved from us being a highly 
specific targeted program where we build great in-depth bio/psych/social understanding of 
young people and their families and use that knowledge to have very targeted specific 
intervention and support mechanisms around young people. Since COVID it has had to 
become more of a mainstream service due to the inability to spend the appropriate 
amount of face-to-face time, giving us less information to work with and limited flexibility in 
service provision.” 

(Caseworker) 

Program delivery 

As shown in Figure 43, survey respondents reported that COVID-19 affected numerous aspects 
of the program. The most common aspect that was affected was the services and activities 
delivered by projects (n = 38, 88 per cent), followed by the referral process (58 per cent, n = 25) 
and the extent of family involvement (n = 23, 54 per cent). Aspects of the program that were 
impacted to a lesser degree included assessment (n = 19, 44 per cent), targets (n = 14, 33 per 
cent), information sharing (n = 14, 33 per cent) and program governance (n = 8, 19 per cent).   

Respondents also identified other aspects of the program affected by COVID-19 (n = 9, 21 per 
cent) including outreach services being unavailable, no panel meetings, working remotely, and 
insufficient time spent with young people. 

Figure 43: Aspects of the program affected by COVID-19 

 

Figure 44 shows the amount of time spent on program delivery during COVID-19 restrictions. 
Just over half of program staff (51 per cent, n = 21) surveyed reported that the time spent on 
program delivery during COVID-19 restrictions decreased or significantly decreased compared 
to normal face-to-face delivery pre-COVID. However, over a quarter of respondents stated that 
time spent on program delivery actually increased or significantly increased (26.8 per cent, n = 
11), due to activities aimed at engaging young people, such as the development of online 
activities, and creating and delivering care packages and resource packs.  
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Figure 44: Time spent on program delivery during COVID-19 restrictions compared to face-to-
face delivery 

 

The following impacts of COVID-19 on program delivery were identified during consultations: 

• Disruption to referrals. Many projects stopped accepting new referrals during COVID-19 
restrictions because they felt it was too difficult to develop rapport and build a relationship 
with young people remotely. Instead, they felt it was more important to maintain the 
engagement with young people who were already in the program. Projects also found that 
referrals decreased as referral agencies focused on other priorities. For example, it was 
noted that referrals from Victoria Police into the Casey-Dandenong and Frankston projects 
were difficult to get because police were increasingly busy with the COVID-19 response and 
were not prioritising youth referrals. Further, referrals through schools were limited for the 
mentoring programs because young people were not attending schools in person due to 
remote learning. Finally, projects that were reliant on referrals through Courts noticed a 
decrease in referrals due to matters getting adjourned.  

• Delayed access to services also impacted on project workers ability to follow through with 
goals identified by young people and families. For example, waitlist times for services such 
as mental health increased; Vic Roads closed driver’s license testing; job agencies moved to 
phone or video appointments; and Births, Deaths and Marriages customer service centre 
closed.  

• Lack of prosocial activities available for young people to participate in during COVID-19 
restrictions. Community sports and training, recreational facilities, drop-in centres, and skate 
parks were all temporarily closed, limiting the opportunities for young people to build 
prosocial skills and connections with community.  

• Lack of employment opportunities. Many young people suffered job losses due to the 
closure of retail and hospitality during COVID-19 restrictions and there were few alternative 
employment opportunities available. 

• Inability to assess and manage risk. One of the challenges identified by project workers in 
delivering the program remotely was the inability to accurately assess and manage risk. 
Workers were reliant on young people to provide information about what was happening in 
the home, such as family violence. However, for many young people there was no private 
space within their home to engage one-on-one with their worker, thus limiting the likelihood 
of them making a disclosure. It is important to note that workers were able to conduct 
emergency welfare checks when it was deemed ‘essential’, for example those young people 
identified as ‘high risk’ or where significant safety concerns may be present. 
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• Remote learning. The closure of schools and the move to remote learning was challenging 
for some young people who reported missing the social contact with friends and peers and 
the respite school provided from issues at home. Young people also missed the structure 
and routine that attending school in person provided. Language barriers at home made it 
difficult for young people from culturally and linguistically diverse (CALD) backgrounds to 
seek assistance from their parents with their schoolwork.  

• Relationships among partners changed. Projects that were co-located with other services 
found that their relationships diminished when they were required to work from home due to 
COVID-19 restrictions. These project staff found it difficult to collaborate with other services 
online compared to in person and subsequently had limited contact with them. Relationships 
were further impacted by staff turnover that occurred during COVID-19, with projects 
expressing difficulties forming relationships with new staff from other agencies virtually.  

Lead agencies reported that managing partnerships during COVID-19 was problematic and 
time consuming due to partner agencies developing different responses to the pandemic. For 
example, some agencies allowed staff onsite, some agencies continued to undertake 
outreach and transport, some agencies allowed limited client contact with a risk assessment 
and some agencies allowed no face-to-face contact.  

“That was a challenge because there were some organisations who had a very clear 
process around risk assessment and protocols in place so that when there was an 
identified need around vulnerability or risk, you could go out and see a kid and kit up in a 
COVID safe way, but there were some organisations who didn’t do that for a long time or 
required like a copious amount of you know, like CEO level, sign off for outreach for 
example. And you know, so that’s really hard to manage consortium wise.” 

(Team Leader) 

Due to a reallocation of resources within Victoria Police, police members were often unable 
to attend referral and assessment panels and steering committee meetings. This was 
considered a loss to partnerships who relied on the professional input and information from 
police to assist in decisions around how best to support young people.  

 

Four unintended benefits from COVID-19 restrictions were also identified that impacted on 
projects and their participants: 

• Government payments relieved financial pressure. Projects reported that the increase in 
Centrelink payments during COVID-19 helped relieved financial pressure on young people 
and families, resulting in fewer requests for support. Some young people and families were 
able to pay bills, purchase essential items, and clear fines or debts.  

• Increased time spent working with families. One of the positive impacts of COVID-19 was 
that projects reported spending more time working with families. It was easier to engage 
families because they were at home with the young people. This was especially true for 
mentoring programs, which were normally based in schools and previously had limited 
contact with families. Projects valued the insight they gained into the context of the young 
people’s family life. One regional project working with a cohort of young people aged 10 to 14 
years of age noted an increase in the number of phone calls received from parents and 
carers seeking assistance and guidance particularly around how to respond to undesirable 
behaviours. Up until this time, many parents had demonstrated limited investment and 
engagement with the program.  

• Remote learning. For several young people, remote learning proved to be a positive 
experience and resulted in improved engagement in education. Learning from home reduced 
the uncertainty and anxiety faced daily by young people trying to navigate the complexity of 
peer relationships and helped to minimise concerns relating to personal safety and exposure 
to bullying and peer pressure. 
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• Strengthened relationships among partners. Some stakeholders indicated that their 
relationship with partner organisations strengthened during COVID-19. Due to the 
convenience of meeting online, some partners met online more frequently and the number of 
partners who attended meetings increased. 

Engaging young people in the YCPG program 

As can be seen in Figure 45 below, the majority of survey respondents (n = 25, 61 per cent) 
reported that young people’s engagement reduced during COVID-19 restrictions, with 17 per 
cent (n = 7) indicating that it significantly reduced. All but one of the remaining respondents (n = 
8, 20 per cent) indicated that the engagement of young people had remained the same. In 
contrast, one respondent felt that young people’s engagement had increased.  

Figure 45: Young people’s engagement during COVID-19 restrictions 

 

This finding aligns with feedback received during consultations with stakeholders. Overall, 
stakeholders found it more difficult to engage young people, especially new referrals who they 
did not have a pre-existing relationship with.  

Stakeholders reported several barriers to engagement including: 

• Young people not answering phone calls, or their phone numbers having changed. 
Workers were frustrated by not knowing how young people were progressing and sometimes 
only found out through other services who had managed to contact the young people.   

• Intermittent phone and internet coverage, especially in regional areas. 

• Young people involved with multiple services complained to workers that they were 
overwhelmed by the number of phone calls they received, and they couldn’t distinguish 
one service from another. Each service was ‘just another voice at the end of the phone’. 

• Difficulties maintaining contact with young people in custody as custodial facilities did 
not always have the resources to support the contact remotely. Projects reported that young 
people were often in lockdowns or the facilities were short staffed, and as a result phone 
calls or video calls were frequently cancelled or rescheduled.  

• Inability to informally engage with young people, such as driving them to appointments, 
sitting in court, and taking them out for lunch. 
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Conversely, stakeholders also noted that some young people were easier to engage remotely, 
especially those who found face-to-face meetings anxiety provoking and preferred phone 
contact.  

Facilitators to engagement included: 

• Young people were able to meet with their worker from the convenience of their home, 
without having to travel. 

• Young people were able to access their worker more frequently via phone calls. 

• Parents and guardians responded to and initiated contact with workers more readily. 

• The use of brokerage funding and crisis intervention funds (see section 7.3.2 for details). 

 

Project workers used a variety of activities to maintain engagement with young people during 
COVID-19 restrictions.  

As can be seen in Figure 46 below, the most common type of activity to engage young people 
was phone call (n = 39, 90 per cent), followed by SMS (n = 36, 83 per cent). Video calls and 
dropping off care packages were used equally often (n = 28, 65 per cent). 

Over a third of survey respondents (n = 16, 37 per cent) used other activities to engage young 
people in programs including: 

• delivering resource packs with activities, such as art and crafts, recipes, and games 

• online classes, such as cooking, fitness, meditation, yoga 

• online activities, such as quizzes, scavenger hunts, games 

• virtual gym 

• socially distanced walks 

• meeting outdoors for lunch. 

Figure 46: Type of activities used to engage young people in programs during COVID-19 
restrictions 

 

Stakeholders commented that staying connected with young people was crucial in order to 
proactively work with program participants to ensure they were supported and that their needs 
were addressed during COVID-19. 
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7.7 Unintended outcomes 

Several unintended outcomes of the YCPG program were identified during consultations. 
Namely: 

• Supported the breaking down of barriers between young people and Victoria Police. 
Those projects which incorporated Victoria Police member’s involvement in pro social 
activities reported it had helped change some young people’s perceptions of the police. 
Interactions between police and young people were more positive since involvement with the 
YCPG program. 

• Assisted several young people and family members to access the NDIS. Project 
workers acknowledged that the NDIS is a hard system for young people and their families to 
navigate, but once approval is granted, it provides lifetime support for young people with 
disabilities. Projects paid for young people to be assessed and reports to be provided by 
appropriate services and supported them through planning meetings.  

• New programs were created by partners for young people and mothers involved in the 
YCPG program. For example, Jump Start, a hands-on automotive educational program 
successfully engaged a number of participants and enhanced their career aspirations; a 
Mothers groups reduced isolation for mothers of participants (mostly single parents) and 
increased their parenting knowledge, skills, and confidence; a South Sudanese Mothers and 
Grandmothers group helped educate carers of young people in the criminal justice system 
about navigating the justice system, parenting and raising children in Australia, the impact of 
past trauma, mental health, and AOD issues. 

• Young people promoted the projects within their friendship network. Young people who 
had positive experiences with projects had been known to pass on information and resources 
about the project to their friends, who then self-referred into the service. 

• Increased community organisations awareness of crime-related risk factors for young 
people and the importance of a whole of system response, rather than simply a crime 
prevention response.  

• Built the capacity of community organisations in LGAs not targeted by YCPG 
program. For example, training developed for a YCPG mentoring project was used by other 
community organisations in LGAs where YCPG funded projects were not being delivered.  

7.8 Sustainability of the program 

Projects were asked to reflect on sustainability plans in the milestone report provided to DJCS 
as part of their contract reporting and during consultations. Consultations were conducted prior 
to the announcement that projects would receive an additional 12 months of funding. There was 
much discussion around the future of the projects and young people if no further funding was 
provided by government. 

While all stakeholders wanted the projects to continue, they agreed that it would be difficult to 
do so without further government investment. Some projects were exploring alternative funding 
sources with the assistance of DJCS Community Services GMs, but none had secured 
additional funding at the time of consultations.  

Most partners were committed to continuing to work together in some capacity if the projects 
were not refunded, however, most thought that the partnership model would be too difficult to 
maintain. There were concerns over who would take on the governance role if they were not 
compensated for the time it takes to convene and support steering committee meetings.  

Stakeholders also felt that it would be challenging to source flexible brokerage funding, which 
was considered an important element of projects success and had been so well received by 
young people, families, and workers alike. 
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“… my experience would be that a lot of people are committed, but without a little bit of 
resourcing, it is difficult, especially the panel. I just can’t envisage how it would continue 
for any length of time without some resourcing, but what I do is say is it doesn’t take a lot 
of resources. Like the level of funding for the youth crime prevention grants – we could 
sustain a lot of the work with much less funding you know. You know, just a little bit of sort 
of flexibility to coordinate the panel and support for a worker in working through that, and 
so a little bit of capacity building work and a little bit of flexible brokerage funds would take 
things a long way.” 

(Independent Chair) 

While many projects had engaged in sustainability planning, there was one project in particular 
that had spent considerable time and effort to ensure their project would continue into the 
future. The Ballarat project commenced sustainability planning almost a year before funding 
was due to cease, with the objective of embedding the project into the existing service system. 
They did this by engaging stakeholders from Family Services and the Orange Door in 
sustainability co-design workshops and planning meetings. This resulted in agreement for 
project workers to train Family Services and Orange Door staff how to assess for crime-related 
risk and protective factors and create care plans aimed at minimising risk factors and increasing 
protective factors for young people. The project also created a Community Connector Project 
Coordinator role aimed at engaging participants in existing community activities linked to their 
interests and had negotiated with a local University to utilise third year criminology students as 
Community Connector support workers, whose role will be to provide out of hours activity 
engagement, transport, and one-on-one mentoring for young people. 

DJCS stakeholders believed that the experiences and lessons learnt in the YCPG program 
would help inform the Better, Connected Care reform, which seeks to achieve better client 
outcomes using integrated justice, health, and social service systems (see section 7.6.1 for 
more detail regarding the Better, Connected Care reform). The YCPG program had helped 
break down the silos and strengthened working relationships between government 
departments, agencies, and the sector. 

Projects identified a number of important benefits of the YCPG program that would be sustained 
beyond the funding period. Some benefits related to outcomes achieved by young people and 
families, while others focused on practice improvements within agencies and across the service 
system. These are shown in Figure 47 below.  
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Figure 47: Sustained benefits of the YCPG program 

 
 
 

  

 

  

improved outcomes for young people, such as employment, 
completion of education, reduction in offending, improved family 
relationships, improved physical and mental health

strong working relationship between agencies and government 
departments

improved service delivery pathways

increased capacity of agencies to deliver individual and 
family supports 

improved understanding of best-practice approaches to 
working with complex young people and their families 

increased families awareness of the different services and 
agencies that are available to support them

a partnership model that can be duplicated in a range of different 
projects

Recommendation 7: It is recommended that additional sustainability planning, such as the 
development of partnerships with other local service providers, be built into the delivery of 
projects to maximise opportunities for projects to continue in the longer term. 

Recommendation 8: It is recommended that DJCS share evaluation findings with individual 
projects and identify opportunities to continue to improve service delivery. 
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8. Appendices 
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Appendix 1. Youth Crime Prevention Grants program logic model 
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Appendix 2. Directed Youth Crime Prevention Grants 

LGA Project Name Project Type Project Description Target Cohort Average Duration 

(days) 

Directed      

Ballarat Ballarat Youth Crime 

Prevention Program 

Not specified, system 

wide integration 

This project provides intensive support to up to 55 young 

people (aged 10-17) at risk of recidivist offending. Each young 

person and their family have their own Multi-Agency Support 

Team (MAST) comprising highly skilled staff from family, 

education, youth and health services. The program includes 

individualised Action and Support plans targeted prioritised risk 

and protective factors and linkage to support services. 

High risk, recidivist 

offenders aged 10-17  

498.1 

Casey-

Dandenong 

PIVOT Comprehensive and 

social competence 

training 

Intensive support for 60-80 young people (across both 

locations) aged 14-22 who have been identified as serious or 

recidivist offenders through a three phased approach 

(establishing a foundation, providing intensive support and 

then gradually reducing services). The program utilises an 

assertive outreach approach through ‘guides’ that create 

individualised plans for each young person. 

High risk, recidivist 

offenders aged 14-22 

486.1 

Frankston PIVOT Comprehensive and 

social competence 

training 

Provides intensive support to 40 young people aged 12-23 and 
their families by a dedicated ‘Advocate’ who provides support 
and referrals to build resilience and reduce reliance on anti-
social strategies as a pathway away from offending.  

 

High risk, recidivist 

offenders aged 12-23 

352.4 

Geelong Reignite Comprehensive and 

social competence 

training 

The Reignite program is a collaborative response targeting a 

group of 30 high-risk, recidivist offenders (aged 14-18). 

Specialist workers work intensively with the young people and 

their families to steer participants away from criminal 

behaviour. The program aims to help develop pro-social 

connections and recognise their aspirations through education, 

economic participation, and community connections. 

High risk, recidivist 

offenders aged 14-18 

515.2 
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Hume 

(intensive) 

 

 

Hume (guided & 
managed) 

Broadmeadows 

Community Youth 

Justice Alliance 

Comprehensive and 

social competence 

training 

 

Social competence 
training 

This project targets 240 highly vulnerable young people (lower-

level support), including 36 high-risk recidivists, living in or 

near the Banksia Gardens Public Housing Estate. Young 

people are engaged to participate in meaningful sporting or 

recreational activities and are referred to appropriate services 

if they are assessed as highly vulnerable. Recidivist young 

people are referred by the courts and received intensive 

support and community conferencing provided by Jesuit Social 

Services. 

High risk, recidivist 

offenders aged 10-24 

 

Highly vulnerable young 

people aged 10-24  

170.7 

 

 

386.5 

Latrobe ReBoot Comprehensive and 

social competence 

training 

ReBoot is an early intervention program providing intensive 

support to up to 50 young people (aged 10 to 14) with a 

demonstrated risk of engaging with the criminal justice system 

or with current low-level offending. ReBoot helps the young 

person and their family access services and engage with 

education and community opportunities. Program participants 

are identified through the Youth At Risk Tool developed by 

Victoria Police. 

At-risk young people aged 

10-14 

350.1 

Wyndham Change It Up Comprehensive and 

social competence 

training 

Provides intensive support services to 30-35 young people 

aged 16-24 and their families to create a pathway away from 

offending. The wraparound support model provides young 

people with a comprehensive needs assessment, 

individualised case plan, appropriate referrals, case 

coordination and the brokerage of resources. 

High risk, recidivist 

offenders aged 16-24 

560.0 
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Appendix 3. Competitive Youth Crime Prevention Grants 

LGA Project Name Project Type Project Description Target Cohort Average Duration 

(days) 

Competitive      

Bendigo Second Chance Comprehensive 

program and 

employment program 

Integrated service program providing diversionary health, 

education, and employment support to up to 70 young people 

aged 17-24 who appear before the Bendigo Magistrates’ 

Court. 

High risk, recidivist 

offenders aged 17-24 

236.6 

Brimbank Youth Umbrella 

Project (YUP) 

Social competence 

training 

Intensive support for 60-80 young people (across both 

locations) aged 14-22 who have been identified as serious or 

recidivist offenders through a three phased approach 

(establishing a foundation, providing intensive support and 

then gradually reducing services). The program utilises an 

assertive outreach approach through ‘guides’ that create 

individualised plans for each young person. 

At-risk to recidivist 

offenders aged 12-24 

205.3 

East Gippsland Gippsland Engaged 

Mentoring (GEM) 

Mentoring Partnership project to expand an existing mentoring program 

to approximately 80 young people aged 10-24 who have had, 

or are at risk of having involvement with the criminal justice 

system in East Gippsland. Youth engagement activities to 

support reconnection to community life, referrals to service 

networks, skills and resilience building, and links to education 

and employment pathways. 

At-risk young people aged 

10-24  

400.8 

Horsham Connecting the service 

puzzle for youth at risk 

Mentoring A mentoring and flexible case management program for up to 

40 highly vulnerable young people aged 10-24. 

Highly vulnerable young 

people aged 10-24 

451.5 

Melton UTURN 193 Social competence 

training 

This program provides case management, sporting and 
wilderness activities to 90 young people aged 10-24 who have 
come into contact with the criminal justice system. The 
program aims to reduce risk and enhance the protective 
factors of these young people.   

At-risk to recidivist 

offenders aged 10-24 

200.7 
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Shepparton OutTeach Comprehensive and 

social competence 

training 

This program provides a youth worker and teacher to work 

two-on-one with 40 young people aged 10-24 in a variety of 

locations outside the mainstream or alternative school 

environment. The program aims to support at risk participants 

to address their physical and psycho-social barriers that are 

hindering their engagement with education. 

High risk, recidivist 

offenders aged 10-24 

270.6 

Mildura Mildura Youth 

Commitment Program 

Comprehensive and 

social competence 

training 

Intensive, wrap-around case management support to reduce 

risk factors and enhance protective factors for 40 young 

people aged 10-14 who are at significant risk of becoming 

involved with the criminal justice system, and their families.   

At-risk young people aged 

10-14 

Data not available 
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Appendix 4. Delivery modes 

Engagement Activity  Description 

In take session and exit or 
closure session 

 

Care team meeting Generally organised by key worker in young person’s life invites all organisations 
working with the young person, the young person, and their family to discuss 
goals, progress, and requirements. 

Mentoring sessions Generally a formal mentoring session through a related program such as 
Horsham or East Gippsland, although other mentoring sessions have been 
conducted by projects. 

Counselling sessions Formal counselling sessions for issues such as mental health and substance 
use. 

Behaviour change programs Generally short-term programs focused on specific programs, e.g., P.A.R.T.Y 
Program – Prevent Alcohol and Risk Related Trauma in Youth – One day injury 
awareness and prevention program for youth aged 15 and older. These may be 
court order requirements 

Meetings with family where 
young person is present 

Often associated with home visits, meetings and engagement that occurs with 
one or more family members present with the young person. 

Group activities Includes activities such as football and wilderness activities. 

Individual activities Includes activities such as attending the gym with a young person. 

Education and training Includes literature and numeracy activities. 

Employment and job ready Includes activities such as resume writing and interview training. 

Informal sessions Practice informed informal sessions between a project worker and a young 
person. Includes activities such as lunch, transporting a young person to school 
or between appointments. 

Informal contact Contact with the young person through phone calls, text messaging and video 
calls.  

Visits in remand or detention  

Addressing or advocating for 
young person in court or police 
matters 

Includes attending court appearances and visiting in police cells. 

Service sessions Attendance at any sessions required by the justice system such as Youth Justice 
appointments, ROPES course. 

Accessing services Engaging with services (government or other) that are not required by the justice 
system such as Centrelink, doctors appointments, and drivers license tests. 

Family engagement without 
young person  

Engagement with family members without the young person present. It may be 
directly related to the young person e.g., arranging transport or discussing 
concerns, or it might be more broadly related to the family member such as 
supporting attendance at the doctors or Centrelink or arranging mental health 
support. 

Service co-ordination or liaison Engagement with other services (already engaged with or potential support 
providers) to co-ordinate services for the young person. 
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Administration   
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Acronyms Description 

CCPU Community Crime Prevention Unit 

CPO Crime Prevention Officers 

CSA Crime Statistics Agency 

CSG Community Support Groups 

DET Department of Education and Training 

DFFH Department of Families, Fairness and Housing 

DJCS Department of Justice and Community Safety 

E&I Evidence and Insights 

FFT Functional Family Therapy 

FV Family Violence 

GEM Gippsland Engaged Mentoring 

GM General Manager 

LEAP Law Enforcement Assistance Program 

LGA Local Government Area 

MAP Multi-Agency Panels 

MAST Multi-Agency Support Team 

MST Multisystemic Therapy 

NDIS National Disability Insurance Scheme 

THM-YJHP Transitional Housing Management – Youth Justice Housing Pathways 
Initiative 

YCO Youth Control Order 

YCPG Youth Crime Prevention Grant 

YJCSS Youth Justice Community Support Service 

YLP Youth Learning Pathways 

YSS Youth Support Service 

YUP Youth Umbrella Project 
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