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A brief paper prepared by Andrew Mercer, former Vice Chair of the AYM, on the issues of pay and responsibilities for Heads of Youth Offending Services / YOT Managers

August 2004.

Youth Offending Teams (YOTs) were established in April 2000 under the Crime and Disorder Act 1998 although a small number of teams were set up in 1998 as pilot areas for the Home Office and also as pathfinder sites under the Youth Justice Board.

YOTs have been established on a multi agency basis to deliver a wide range of services to young people and their families who are at risk of offending or who are already involved with the youth justice system. The overall aim is to reduce and prevent offending by young people.

 In the early days of YOTs the role and responsibilities of managers was relatively straight forward, the key elements of the post were to develop effective working relationships with a wide range of agencies that had direct or indirect responsibilities for delivering youth justice services. The legislation required that local authorities (social service and education), police, probation and health all contributed resources to the new services. This task varied according to previous local factors that had existed under the old youth justice teams, in some areas there were already well established interagency links and services worked together whilst in others links and cooperation were poor.

YOTs have been established under umbrella of the local authority rather than a specific department, such as social services, in order to support and facilitate joint working and reducing the risk that youth justice services would be embroiled in the deeper workings of specific departments. The establishment of steering groups that are now transforming into management boards chaired by the local authority Chief Executive has further supported this positioning. A recent paper by the Audit Commission shows that over 75% of YOT steering groups are chaired by Chief Executives and that these have a much greater level of general cooperation amongst the agencies involved.

Youth Crime has been a very high profile policy area under the current government. Since YOTs were set up a range of performance indicators have been devised by the Youth Justice Board to monitor progress. Although these stand on their own there has also been a prolific development of measures and policies in other areas that have directly impacted on YOTs and the responsibility of Heads of Service.

Recent legislation on Anti Social Behaviour, development of Local Criminal Justice Boards (LCJB), further involvement in CDRPs, Children’s Fund, ISSP and other initiatives have all now added to the range of responsibilities that YOT Managers are responsible for.

As a direct result of the continuing development of YOTs and the responsibilities that managers now face a number of authorities have amended the title of teams to become Youth Offending Services, this recognised that a far greater number of service are provided either directly or indirectly than was the case in 2000. Similarly a number of managers have had their job titles changed to Head of Service, again in recognition of the wider responsibilities that they now have.

The introduction of LCJBs in 2003 has further reinforced the responsibilities that YOTs have to the delivery of high quality services to young people and to work within a wider multi agency criminal justice setting. LCJBs are made up of Chief Officers from the participating agencies, including YOT Heads of Service. This inclusion further reinforces the high level and strategic role that a Head of Service has and the level of negotiation, consultation and development that they are responsible for. YOTs cannot be seen as a sub set of a social services children’s services division.    

Heads of Service need to be seen and recognised as a senior manager in their own right and be able to hold other chief officers and senior managers to account. This can only be achieved if the Head of Service post is appropriately situated within wider authority structures. The original guidance on establishing YOTs emphasised that the Head of Service should be directly managed by the Chief Executive of the authority or by a similarly senior manager according to how authorities are structured. Recent research amongst a sample group of Heads of Service has shown that the actual management varies considerably. 

A number of people are managed by chief Executives or Deputy chief Executives with responsibility form community safety issues, others are managed by Directors of Social Services and a few are managed by managers who are at a much lower grade. The impact of this lower level of management can be considerable, Heads of Service are caught up in issues that do not directly affect them, and their ability to negotiate with other agencies for additional resources or to resolve specific issues is considerably restricted. In the longer term this may well have an effect on the sustainability and viability of the YOT to deliver services, meet the performance levels required by the Youth Justice Board and other regulatory bodies and contribute to other developments.

This level of management is also reflected in salary scales amongst Heads of Service. The same sample group demonstrated that salary levels vary widely and do not reflect the responsibilities that are now beholden to the post. The lowest salary (based on 2003/04 levels) was around £35,000 with the upper level reported as being around £55,000. No direct comparison was made about the size of area or population served when seeking this information but the respondents were all in the same YJB family group.  

As is demonstrated in this brief paper roles and responsibilities for Heads of Service have altered considerably since 2000. The level of responsibility has dramatically increased with greater involvement in a wide range local organisations and national policy issues that have emerged in the last four years. Levels of accountability have also increased through more projects, bigger and more complex budgets and greater numbers of staff to supervise. All of these factors need to be considered as part of pay grading and management within authorities. 

Andrew Mercer

Vice Chair 
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