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‘Managing separation in the Children and Young People Secure Estate’ draft policy framework
Comments from Independent Monitoring Boards (IMBs) at Young Offender Institutions (YOIs) in England
IMBs across the youth estate in England have raised particular concerns about prolonged periods of separation and, in some cases, the extremely restricted regimes for separated young people.
IMBs broadly agree with the principles set out in this draft policy framework.  However, it lacks both clear timescales and detail about the governance and oversight of decisions to separate young people in YOIs. There is a danger that a document that is so focused on aspirations and lacks practical guidance will simply not be implemented at local level. 
Boards are particularly concerned about the absence of any mention of the additional processes and support that are necessary when separating young people on an open ACCT plan (for those identified as at risk of suicide or self-harm).
More detailed comments are provided below:
	Paragraph/page
	Comment

	1.7/p.5
	The comparison between a football playing field and a YOI/STC is irrelevant and inappropriate.

	1.8/p.5
	Typo: National *Preventive Mechanism

	1.17/p.6
	“feelings of safety in response to external influences such as intimidation (real or perceived) from other children” – the language here should be plainer and more direct. Young people may choose to self-isolate because they are scared. It is not just that other young people may be intimidating them. The environment itself may be intimidating. 

	1.17/p.6
	“unplanned operational pressures may be unavoidable” – some clarity is needed here. Presumably this also covers any future COVID-19 lockdowns and COVID-19 self-isolation. What would happen with regular but unpredictable regime restrictions, for example due to low staffing levels, which may affect a large number of young people? Would they all be managed under separation rules? Treating all these young people as “separated”, requiring a full range of multi-agency interventions, would stretch resources and likely be at the expense of the care and support of the young people with the most complex needs.

	3.3/p.16
	Vague wording here – regime should be equivalent to that of their non-separated peers.

	13/p.21
	Are these formats already available as templates for staff/young people to use including in Easyread and the most commonly used languages? If not, they need to be created, presumably at national level.


	15/p.22
	Targets should be time-bound.

	18/p.22
	“Special clothing” - surely such clothing should be used only in exceptional circumstances? Clothing is an important familiar thing for a young person and substitution should be subject to some kind of additional governance/oversight/authorisation.

	22/p.22
	This is not a role for IMBs. While it is important that separated young people have access to IMB members, IMBs are scrutiny, not advocacy bodies, with no regulatory role. It is therefore completely inappropriate to include them among bodies providing this kind of support or management input.  

	27/p.24
	The use of “promptly” is vague. Clearer time limit needed.

	29/p.24
	IMBs strongly agree with the statement that “restorative processes must be in place”, but this is mentioned almost as an aside. IMBs believe that these processes are crucial, and conflict resolution in YOIs is under-resourced and under-developed.

	32/p.24
	[bookmark: _GoBack]This handover needs to be recorded. Verbal handovers are ripe for misunderstandings.

	4.38/p.25
	Young people separated under Rule 49 should spend at least one hour in fresh air daily.

	4.42/p.26
	This seems to be just an afterthought. It would make more sense to include it under 4. Requirements, Before separation or self-isolation.



	Section 4/pp.17-27
	This section attempts to address all forms of separation (for safety of self, for safety of others and self-isolation) generically, as if they all require the same interventions. This is unfocussed and unclear. 






