	
	


	
	



Data quality information — Child protection and youth justice services, chapter 15

	Data Quality Information

	Data quality information (DQI) was prepared for the first time for the 2011 Report on Government Services. DQI provides information against the seven ABS data quality framework dimensions, for a selection of performance indicators in the Child protection and youth justice services chapter. DQI for additional indicators will be progressively introduced in future reports.

Technical DQI has been supplied or agreed by relevant data providers. Additional Steering Committee commentary does not necessarily reflect the views of data providers. 

	

	


DQI are available for the following performance indicators:
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3CHILD PROTECTION AND OUT-OF-HOME CARE SERVICES


3Effectiveness, child protection services — Response times


4Effectiveness, child protection services — Substantiation rate


6Effectiveness, out-of-home care services — Safety in out-of-home care


8Effectiveness, out-of-home care services — Stability of placement


9Effectiveness, out-of-home care services — Children aged under 12 years in home-based care


11Effectiveness, out-of-home care services — Placement with extended family


12Effectiveness, out-of-home care services — Placement in accordance with the Aboriginal Child Placement Principle


13Outcomes, child protection services — Improved safety


15Outcomes, child protection services — Improved education, health and wellbeing of the child


17JUVENILE JUSTICE SERVICES


17Effectiveness, diversion — Pre-sentence reports completed


18Effectiveness, diversion — Group conferencing outcomes


19Effectiveness, rehabilitation — Education and training attendance


21Effectiveness, safe and secure environment — Deaths in custody


22Effectiveness, safe and secure environments — Escapes


23Effectiveness, safe and secure environment — Absconds from unescorted leave


24Effectiveness, safe and secure environments — Assaults in custody


26Effectiveness, safe and secure environments — Self-harm and attempted suicide in custody


27Effectiveness, statutory responsibilities — Completion of community‑based orders


28Effectiveness, statutory responsibilities — case plans prepared


30Efficiency, input per output unit — Centre utilisation




CHILD PROTECTION AND OUT-OF-HOME CARE SERVICES

Effectiveness, child protection services — Response times
Data quality information for this indicator has been drafted by the Protection and Support Services Working Group.
	Indicator definition and description 


	Element
	Effectiveness — Child protection services

	Indicator 
	This indicator comprises two measures:

· Response time to commence investigation

· Response time to complete investigation

	Measure (computation)
	Definition:

· The proportion of investigations commenced, by time taken to commence investigation (time categories: up to 7 days; 8 to 14 days; 15 to 21 days; 22 to 28 days; 29 days or more), within the reference period.

· The proportion of investigations completed, by time taken to complete investigation (time categories: 28 days or less; 29 to 62 days; 63 to 90 days; more than 90 days), within the reference period.

Numerators: 

· Total number of investigations commenced within each time category (i.e., up to 7 days; 8 to 14 days; 15 to 21 days; 22 to 28 days; 29 days or more), within the reference period, regardless of the date of notification. 

· Total number of investigations completed within each time category (i.e., 28 days or less; 29 to 62 days; 63 to 90 days; more than 90 days), within the reference period, with an outcome of substantiated or not substantiated recorded by 31 August.

Denominators: 

· Total number of investigations commenced within the reference period
· Total number of finalised investigations within the reference period
Computation:

Expressed as a percentage. Calculation is: (Numerator ( Denominator) x 100.

	Data source/s
	Numerators: 

Australian Institute of Health and Welfare, ‘Notifications, investigations and substantiations collection’, data supplied by jurisdictions. 

Denominators: 

Australian Institute of Health and Welfare, ‘Notifications, investigations and substantiations collection’, data supplied by jurisdictions. 

	Data Quality Framework Dimensions 

	Institutional environment 
	Data are sourced from state and territory administrative data systems and compiled by the Australian Institute of Health and Welfare. 

	Relevance 
	Data are reported by Australian state and territory governments and provide information on the timeliness of governments’ responses to notifications of possible harm or risk of harm to children. 

Response times to complete investigations are calculated by reference to the total number of finalised investigations. A finalised investigation is an investigation that is complete by 31 August (as distinct from one that is still ‘in process’ at this date).

	Timeliness 
	The most timely data (i.e., data for the most recent financial year) are reported.

	Accuracy 
	Data are affected by comparability issues resulting from different policy and legislative requirements across jurisdictions which stipulate the time required for commencing and completing investigations (both of which are based on the seriousness of the presenting child protection concern). In addition, jurisdictions record notifications at different stages in response to a report. There is greater consistency within jurisdictions over time. 

	Coherence 
	As noted above, the data items used to construct this performance indicator are affected by comparability issues arising from different child protection policy and legislation across states and territories.

	Accessibility 
	Data are published in the Steering Committee for the Review of Government Service Provision’s (SCRGSP) Report on Government Services (RoGS).

	Interpretability 
	Further technical details are available in the AIHW manual ‘Child protection notifications, investigations and substantiations, Australia: Data collection standards & counting rules’ at http://www.aihw.gov.au/child-protection/. 

	Data Gaps/Issues Analysis

	Key data gaps/issues
	The Steering Committee notes the following issues:

· Caution should be used when interpreting results as jurisdictions count notifications at different points in response to a report, and have different policies and protocols governing the type of response to a notification.


Effectiveness, child protection services — Substantiation rate
Data quality information for this indicator has been drafted by the Protection and Support Services Working Group.
	Indicator definition and description 


	Element
	Effectiveness — Child protection services

	Indicator 
	Substantiation rate

	Measure (computation)
	Definition:

The proportion of finalised investigations where harm or risk of harm was confirmed. 

Numerator: 

Total number of finalised child protection investigations, for notifications received in the reference year, that were substantiated (that is, where harm or risk of harm was confirmed).

Denominators: 

Total number of finalised child protection investigations of notifications received in the reference year.

Computation:

Expressed as a percentage. Calculation is: (Numerator ( Denominator) x 100.

	Data source/s
	Numerator: 

Australian Institute of Health and Welfare, ‘Notifications, investigations and substantiations collection’, data supplied by jurisdictions. 

Denominator: 

Australian Institute of Health and Welfare, ‘Notifications, investigations and substantiations collection’, data supplied by jurisdictions. 

	Data Quality Framework Dimensions 

	Institutional environment 
	Data are sourced from state and territory administrative data systems and compiled by the Australian Institute of Health and Welfare. 

	Relevance 
	Data are reported by Australian state and territory governments and provide information on the rates of finalised investigations that were substantiated over time. The indicator attempts to assess the extent to which child protection services are targeting investigations to those notifications where a substantive child abuse or neglect incident has occurred or is at risk of occurring. 

It is important to note that this indicator is not a measure of the rate of child abuse and neglect in the community, or a measure of the extent to which governments are detecting child abuse and neglect in the community (i.e., without a national incidence or prevalence study, it is not possible to estimate these figures). Instead, it is a measure of the extent to which governments target investigations to cases that warrant such intervention, thus avoiding undesirable stress to families in circumstances where investigations are not warranted. 

The proportion of investigations substantiated is calculated by reference to the total number of finalised investigations. A finalised investigation is an investigation that is complete by 31 August (as distinct from one that is still ‘in process’ at this date).

	Timeliness 
	The most timely data (i.e., data for the most recent financial year) are reported.

	Accuracy 
	Data are affected by comparability issues resulting from different substantiation criteria across jurisdictions (i.e., legislation and policy documents which define thresholds for substantiation vary across jurisdictions, such as whether ‘risk of harm’ or ‘significant risk of harm’ is required in order to substantiate). However, there is greater consistency within jurisdictions over time. 

	Coherence 
	As noted above, the data items used to construct this performance indicator are affected by comparability issues arising from different child protection legislation, policy and practice across states and territories.  

	Accessibility 
	Data are published in the Steering Committee for the Review of Government Service Provision’s (SCRGSP) Report on Government Services (RoGS). The numerator and denominator are also published separately in the Australian Institute of Health and Welfare (AIHW) publication ‘Child protection Australia’ (CPA), however, the derived rate is not published in CPA.

	Interpretability 
	Further technical details are available in the AIHW manual ‘Child protection notifications, investigations and substantiations, Australia: Data collection standards & counting rules’ at http://www.aihw.gov.au/child-protection/. 

	Data Gaps/Issues Analysis

	Key data gaps/issues
	The Steering Committee notes the following issues:

· The proportion of investigations resulting in substantiation vary significantly across jurisdictions. In part, these differences are the result of differences in the availability and capacity of diversionary and family support services; differences in what is substantiated; and threshold differences in the point at which child protection services determine there has been harm/abuse or that there is a risk of harm/abuse (Holzer and Bromfield, 2008).
· The proportion of investigations resulting in substantiation also vary within jurisdictions over time. Factors that contribute to these variations include: the introduction of risk assessment frameworks/instruments; changes to the threshold for substantiation (e.g., in January 2010, NSW legislation was amended to change the threshold for recording a substantiation from ‘risk of harm’ to ‘risk of significant harm’); and other practice changes (e.g., from March 2005, Qld required all notifications be investigated).


Effectiveness, out-of-home care services — Safety in out-of-home care
Data quality information for this indicator has been drafted by the Protection and Support Services Working Group.
	Indicator definition and description 


	Element
	Effectiveness — Out-of-home care services

	Indicator 
	Safety in out-of-home care

	Measure (computation)
	Definition: 

The proportion of children in out-of-home care who were the subject of a substantiation where the person responsible was living in the household providing out-of-home care, during the reference year.

Numerators: 

Total number of children in out-of-home care who were the subject of a substantiation and the person believed responsible was in the household, during the reference year.
Denominators: 

Total number of children aged 0-17 in at least one out-of-home care placement during the reference year.

Computation:

Expressed as a percentage. Calculation is: (Numerator ( Denominator) x 100.

	Data source/s
	Numerator: 

Australian Institute of Health and Welfare, ‘Child protection: Out-of-home care collection’, data supplied by jurisdictions. 

Denominator: 

Australian Institute of Health and Welfare, ‘Child protection: Out-of-home care collection’, data supplied by jurisdictions. 

	Data Quality Framework Dimensions 

	Institutional environment 
	Data are sourced from state and territory administrative data systems and compiled by the Australian Institute of Health and Welfare. 

	Relevance 
	Data are reported by Australian state and territory governments and provide information on the safety of children in out-of-home care, based on the rate of substantiations each year concerning these children. At present, not all jurisdictions are providing these data. 
While these data are affected by comparability issues as noted below, this is the only indicator of its kind reported nationally. The safety of children in care is of critical importance and is a reflection of the extent to which governments are fulfilling their duty of care to children and young people.

	Timeliness 
	The most timely data (i.e., data for the most recent financial year) are reported.

	Accuracy 
	These data are affected by comparability issues noted in relation to the ‘Substantiation rate’ indicator. Jurisdictions possess different policies and legislation which establish the thresholds at which substantiations should be recorded. In addition, it is understood that child protection services possess higher standards or expectations of care by departmentally endorsed carers. Therefore, incidents or issues that might not give rise to a substantiation when involving a child’s birth parents, might result in a substantiation when involving a child’s foster or residential carer. Different investigative processes employed by jurisdictions regarding registered carers might also create differences in reported rates. Also, it is possible that the count of children subject to a substantiation while in out-of-home care could pertain to an historical experience of abuse while in care, which has only been reported in the reference period (i.e., it does not concern the current carer). 

	Coherence 
	These data are affected by comparability issues as noted above. In addition, jurisdictions’ compliance with the counting rules for this indicator impact on the comparability of reported data. However, data are considered relatively comparable within jurisdictions over time (notwithstanding that numbers reported for this indicator are small and thus potentially more volatile than other indicators).

	Accessibility 
	Data are published in the RoGS.

	Interpretability 
	Further technical details are available in the AIHW manual ‘Child protection: out-of-home care, Australia: Data collection standards & counting rules 2009–10’ at http://www.aihw.gov.au/child-protection/.

	Data Gaps/Issues Analysis

	Key data gaps/issues
	The Steering Committee notes the following issues:

· There are differences across jurisdictions in the proportion of children in out-of-home care who were the subject of a substantiation where the person responsible was living in the household providing out-of-home care. In part, these differences are explained by differences in the procedures jurisdictions employ for investigating matters of concern when children are in out-of-home care and differences in the application of the counting rules for this indicator. For example:

· In Victoria, investigations undertaken in relation to quality of care concerns encompass allegations or concerns about the quality of care provided for children, relating to home-based carers or members of their family, kinship carers, residential care staff or other care staff. These data include investigations which were commenced during the relevant financial year for children and young people who, at the time of the incident, were current clients of the child protection program and who were residing in either home-based care (including lead tenant, residential care or kinship care). Substantiated quality of care concerns encompass completed investigations where quality of care concerns were substantiated and action was taken in response.
· In Queensland, from 2007-08, data pertain to matters of concern substantiations. Matters of concern substantiations refer to those children in the custody or guardianship of the Chief Executive and placed in accordance with Section 82(1) of the Child Protection Act 1999 (Qld). Queensland’s consideration of the ‘person believed responsible’ relates to the overall safety and risk experienced by a child in care. It includes not only allegations of actual harm inflicted by members of a household but also whether a carer’s action or inaction contributed to the risk or harm even if the person believed responsible did not reside in the household. Therefore, Queensland’s data are broader than the scope of the national counting rule and should not be compared to other jurisdictions’ data.
· In Western Australia, data includes children who have been harmed by foster carers and workers in placement services. Children harmed by relatives of foster carers or other children in care are not included.


Effectiveness, out-of-home care services — Stability of placement
Data quality information for this indicator has been drafted by the Protection and Support Services Working Group.
	Indicator definition and description 


	Element
	Effectiveness — Out-of-home care services

	Indicator 
	Stability of placement

	Measure (computation)
	Definition:
Indicator - The proportion of children who had 1 or 2 placements during a period of continuous out-of-home care. Comprising sub-measures:

(1) Proportion of children on a care and protection order exiting out‑of‑home care after less than 12 months, who had 1 or 2 placements.

(2) Proportion of children on a care and protection order exiting out‑of‑home care after 12 months or more, who had 1 or 2 placements.

Numerators: 

(1) Number of children on a care and protection order exiting out‑of‑home care after less than 12 months, who had 1 or 2 placements.

(2) Number of children on a care and protection order exiting out‑of‑home care after 12 months or more, who had 1 or 2 placements.

Denominators: 

(1) All children on a care and protection order exiting out‑of‑home care after less than 12 months.

(2) All children on a care and protection order exiting out‑of‑home care after 12 months or more.

Computation:

Expressed as a percentage. Calculation is: (Numerator ( Denominator) x 100.

	Data source/s
	Numerator: 

Australian Institute of Health and Welfare, ‘Child protection: Out-of-home care collection’, data supplied by jurisdictions. 

Denominator: 

Australian Institute of Health and Welfare, ‘Child protection: Out-of-home care collection’, data supplied by jurisdictions. 

	Data Quality Framework Dimensions 

	Institutional environment 
	Data are sourced from state and territory administrative data systems and compiled by the Australian Institute of Health and Welfare. 

	Relevance 
	Data are reported by Australian state and territory governments and provide information on the placement stability experienced by young people in out-of-home care.

	Timeliness 
	The most timely data (i.e., data for the most recent financial year) are reported.

	Accuracy 
	These data are comparable across jurisdictions. However, data are collected only for children who are on orders and who exit care during the reference year. There are limitations to counting placement stability using a cohort of children on exit from care rather than longitudinally tracking a cohort of children on their entry into care (or all children in care during the reference year): an exit cohort is biased to children who stayed a relatively short time in care and thus were more likely to have experienced fewer placements. 
Exits from out-of-home care are defined as occasions when children leave care and do not return within 60 days. Placement breaks which do not exceed 7 days are not counted as exits. 

	Coherence 
	The data items used to construct this performance indicator are reported by all jurisdictions and are considered comparable.  

	Accessibility 
	Data are published in the RoGS.

	Interpretability 
	Further technical details are available in the AIHW manual ‘Child protection: out-of-home care, Australia: Data collection standards & counting rules 2009–10’ at http://www.aihw.gov.au/child-protection/.

	Data Gaps/Issues Analysis

	Key data gaps/issues
	The Steering Committee notes the following issues:

· While these data are comparable across jurisdictions, the data are biased towards children who have stayed only a relatively short time in care (i.e., an exit cohort). Ideally, stability of care would be measured for all children in care (i.e., number of placements all children in care have experienced). 


Effectiveness, out-of-home care services — Children aged under 12 years in home-based care
Data quality information for this indicator has been drafted by the Protection and Support Services Working Group.
	Indicator definition and description 


	Element
	Effectiveness — Out-of-home care services

	Indicator 
	Children aged under 12 years in home-based care

	Measure (computation)
	Definition:

The number of children aged under 12 years in home-based care, as a proportion of all children aged under 12 years in out-of-home care, at 30 June.

Numerators: 

Total number of children aged under 12 years in home-based care, at 30 June.

Denominators: 

Total number of children aged under 12 years in out-of-home care, at 30 June.

Computation:

Expressed as a percentage. Calculation is: (Numerator ( Denominator) x 100.

	Data source/s
	Numerator: 

Australian Institute of Health and Welfare, ‘Child protection: Out-of-home care collection’, data supplied by jurisdictions. 

Denominator: 

Australian Institute of Health and Welfare, ‘Child protection: Out-of-home care collection’, data supplied by jurisdictions. 

	Data Quality Framework Dimensions 

	Institutional environment 
	Data are sourced from state and territory administrative data systems and compiled by the Australian Institute of Health and Welfare. 

	Relevance 
	Data are reported by Australian state and territory governments and provide information on the rates of children under 12 years of age in out‑of‑home care who are in a home-based placement (for example, in foster or kinship care and distinct from residential care arrangements). It is generally considered desirable to place children, particularly young children, in home‑like environments as they will generally make better development progress and have more ready access to normal childhood experiences in family settings than in institutional settings.

	Timeliness 
	The most timely data (i.e., data for the most recent financial year) are reported.

	Accuracy 
	The data are reported as comparable across jurisdictions.

	Coherence 
	The data items used to construct this performance indicator are reported by all jurisdictions and are considered comparable.  

	Accessibility 
	Data are published in the RoGS.

	Interpretability 
	Further technical details are available in the AIHW manual ‘Child protection: out-of-home care, Australia: Data collection standards & counting rules 2009–10’ at http://www.aihw.gov.au/child-protection/.

	Data Gaps/Issues Analysis

	Key data gaps/issues
	The Steering Committee notes the following issues:

· These data are a robust count of children under 12 years of age in home‑based care. In future, it might also be appropriate to analyse the placement types of older children. 


Effectiveness, out-of-home care services — Placement with extended family
Data quality information for this indicator has been drafted by the Protection and Support Services Working Group.
	Indicator definition and description 


	Element
	Effectiveness — Out-of-home care services

	Indicator 
	Placement with extended family

	Measure (computation)
	Definition:

The proportion of children in out-of-home care who are placed with relatives or kin, at 30 June.

Numerators:

Total number of children in out-of-home care who are placed with relatives or kin, at 30 June. 

Denominators: 
Total number of children in out-of-home care, at 30 June.
Computation:

Expressed as a percentage. Calculation is: (Numerator ( Denominator) x 100.

	Data source/s
	Numerator: 

Australian Institute of Health and Welfare, ‘Child protection: Out-of-home care collection’, data supplied by jurisdictions. 

Denominator: 

Australian Institute of Health and Welfare, ‘Child protection: Out-of-home care collection’, data supplied by jurisdictions. 

	Data Quality Framework Dimensions 

	Institutional environment 
	Data are sourced from state and territory administrative data systems and compiled by the Australian Institute of Health and Welfare. 

	Relevance 
	Data are reported by Australian state and territory governments and provide information on the extent to which young people in out-of-home care are living with relatives or kin.  Where safe and appropriate, it is considered desirable to place children in out-of-home care with relatives and kin to enhance a child’s feelings of familiarity and family connectedness.

	Timeliness 
	The most timely data (i.e., data for the most recent financial year) are reported.

	Accuracy 
	The data are reported as comparable across jurisdictions.

	Coherence 
	The data items used to construct this performance indicator are reported by all jurisdictions and are considered comparable.  

	Accessibility 
	Data are published in the RoGS and in CPA.

	Interpretability 
	Further technical details are available in the AIHW manual ‘Child protection: out-of-home care, Australia: Data collection standards & counting rules 2009–10’ at http://www.aihw.gov.au/child-protection/.

	Data Gaps/Issues Analysis

	Key data gaps/issues
	The Steering Committee notes the following issues:

· These data are a robust count of children in out-of-home care who are placed with extended family. 


Effectiveness, out-of-home care services — Placement in accordance with the Aboriginal Child Placement Principle
Data quality information for this indicator has been drafted by the Protection and Support Services Working Group.
	Indicator definition and description 


	Element
	Effectiveness — Out-of-home care services

	Indicator 
	Placement in accordance with the Aboriginal Child Placement Principle

	Measure (computation)
	Definition:

The proportion of Indigenous children placed with the child’s extended family, Indigenous community or other Indigenous people, as a proportion of all Indigenous children in out-of-home care, at 30 June.

Numerators: 

(1) Number of Indigenous children placed with relatives/kin at 30 June.

(2) Number of Indigenous children placed with other Indigenous carer or Indigenous residential care, at 30 June.

(3) Number of Indigenous children not placed with relative/kin, other Indigenous carer or Indigenous residential care, at 30 June.

Denominators: 

Total number of Indigenous children in care at 30 June (excluding Indigenous children living independently and those whose living arrangements were unknown). 

Computation:

Expressed as a percentage. Calculation is: (Numerator ( Denominator) x 100.

	Data source/s
	Numerator: 

Australian Institute of Health and Welfare, ‘Child protection: Out-of-home care collection’, data supplied by jurisdictions. 

Denominator: 

Australian Institute of Health and Welfare, ‘Child protection: Out-of-home care collection’, data supplied by jurisdictions. 

	Data Quality Framework Dimensions 

	Institutional environment 
	Data are sourced from state and territory administrative data systems and compiled by the Australian Institute of Health and Welfare. 

	Relevance 
	Data are reported by Australian state and territory governments and provide information on the care placements of Indigenous young people. This indicator does not actually assess the process departments employed in seeking out certain care placements, rather it reports on Indigenous placement outcomes. Technically, therefore, this is a proxy indicator, as the ACPP sets out a sequence of steps that should be followed in seeking out certain placements, not just the desirability of final placement settings.

	Timeliness 
	The most timely data (i.e., data for the most recent financial year) are reported.

	Accuracy 
	The data are reported as comparable across jurisdictions. However, for all jurisdictions these data are proxy data for compliance with the ACPP (i.e., the indicator measures placement outcome rather than whether the ACPP process was complied with in determining placement outcome). Notwithstanding that this measure is a proxy indicator of compliance with the ACPP, it is an important measure of the placement outcomes achieved for Indigenous children.

	Coherence 
	The data items used to construct this performance indicator are reported by all jurisdictions and are considered comparable.  

	Accessibility 
	Data are published in the RoGS and CPA.

	Interpretability 
	Further technical details are available in the AIHW manual ‘Child protection: out-of-home care, Australia: Data collection standards & counting rules 2009–10’ at http://www.aihw.gov.au/child-protection/.

	Data Gaps/Issues Analysis

	Key data gaps/issues
	The Steering Committee notes the following issues:

· These data are a proxy for compliance with the Aboriginal Child Placement Principle (i.e., these data report on the placement outcomes for Indigenous children rather than whether the sequence of steps contained within the Aboriginal Child Placement Principle were followed). 


Outcomes, child protection services — Improved safety

Data quality information for this indicator has been drafted by the Protection and Support Services Working Group.

	Indicator definition and description 


	Element
	Outcomes — Child protection services

	Indicator 
	Improved safety

	Measure (computation)
	Definition:

This indicator comprises two measures:

· Substantiation rate after a decision not to substantiate, within the reference period
· Substantiation rate after a prior substantiation, within the reference period
Numerators: 

· The number of children who were the subject of a substantiation who had also been the subject of an investigation that resulted in a decision not to substantiate in the previous 3 and 12 months

· The number of children who were the subject of a substantiation who had also been the subject of a substantiation within the previous 3 and 12 months

Denominators: 
· The number of children who were not subject to a substantiation in the reference year

· The number of all children who were the subject of a substantiation

Computation:

Expressed as a percentage. Calculation is: (Numerator ( Denominator) x 100.

	Data source/s
	Numerator: 

Australian Institute of Health and Welfare, ‘Notifications, investigations and substantiations collection’, data supplied by jurisdictions. 

Denominator: 

Australian Institute of Health and Welfare, ‘Notifications, investigations and substantiations collection’, data supplied by jurisdictions. 



	Data Quality Framework Dimensions 

	Institutional environment 
	Data are sourced from state and territory administrative data systems and compiled by the Australian Institute of Health and Welfare. 

	Relevance 
	Data are reported by Australian state and territory governments and provide information on the extent to which government effectively reduces the risk of harm to children by appropriately assessing notifications of child protection concerns.

	Timeliness 
	The most timely data are reported. However, because a full 12 months needs to lapse before data can be collected for this indicator, current year data concern the financial year prior. 

	Accuracy 
	Data reported for these measures are not directly comparable across jurisdictions. Data are affected by comparability issues resulting from different substantiation criteria across jurisdictions (i.e., legislation and policy documents which define thresholds for substantiation vary across jurisdictions, such as whether ‘risk of harm’ or ‘significant risk of harm’ is required in order to substantiate). There is greater consistency within jurisdictions over time. However, the proportion of investigations resulting in substantiation can also vary within jurisdictions over time. Factors that contribute to these variations include: the introduction of risk assessment frameworks/instruments; changes to the threshold for substantiation (e.g., in January 2010, NSW legislation was amended to change the threshold for recording a substantiation from ‘risk of harm’ to ‘risk of significant harm’); and other practice changes (e.g., from March 2005, Qld required all notifications be investigated).

	Coherence 
	As noted above, the data items used to construct this performance indicator are affected by comparability issues arising from different child protection legislation, policy and practice across states and territories.
Reported results can also be affected by the finalisation of investigations, factors beyond the control of child protection services, or a change in circumstances after the initial decision not to substantiate was made. For example, a demonstrable risk of harm might not have existed in the first instance. In addition, this indicator does not distinguish between subsequent substantiations which are related to the initial notification (that is, the same source of risk of harm) and those which are unrelated to the initial notification (that is, a different source of risk of harm). 

	Accessibility 
	Data are published in the SCRGSP’s Report on Government Services (RoGS).

	Interpretability 
	Further technical details are available in the AIHW manual ‘Child protection: out-of-home care, Australia: Data collection standards & counting rules’ at http://www.aihw.gov.au/child-protection/.

	Data Gaps/Issues Analysis

	Key data gaps/issues
	The Steering Committee notes the following issues:

· Caution should be used when interpreting results due to the comparability issues noted above. 


Outcomes, child protection services — Improved education, health and wellbeing of the child

Data quality information for this indicator has been drafted by the Protection and Support Services Working Group.

	Indicator definition and description 


	Element
	Outcomes — child protection services

	Indicator 
	Improved education, health and wellbeing of the child

	Measure (computation)
	Definition:

The proportion of children on guardianship and custody orders to the chief executive achieving national benchmarks in reading and numeracy, compared to all children. 

Numerators: 

Total number of children on guardianship and custody orders to the chief executive who achieved national benchmarks in reading and numeracy. 

Total number of all children who achieved national benchmarks in reading and numeracy. 

Denominators: 

Total number of children on guardianship and custody orders to the chief executive who participated in national testing. 

Total number of all children who participated in national testing. 

Computation:

Expressed as a percentage. Calculation is: (Numerator ( Denominator) x 100.

	Data source/s
	Numerator: 

These data are currently derived from a pilot study on the educational outcomes of children in the child protection system (Australian Institute of Health and Welfare, ‘Educational outcomes of children on guardianship or custody orders: A pilot study (stage 2)’, data supplied by jurisdictions). 

Denominator: 

These data are currently derived from a pilot study on the educational outcomes of children in the child protection system (Australian Institute of Health and Welfare, ‘Educational outcomes of children on guardianship or custody orders: A pilot study (stage 2)’, data supplied by jurisdictions). 



	Data Quality Framework Dimensions 

	Institutional environment 
	Pilot data were sourced from state and territory administrative data systems and compiled by the Australian Institute of Health and Welfare. 

	Relevance 
	Data are reported by Australian state and territory governments and provide information on the educational outcomes of children in the child protection system who are attending government schools. In contrast, all student calculations include both government and non-government schools.

	Timeliness 
	At present, data are only available for 2003-06, for selected jurisdictions. 

	Accuracy 
	Data are comparable across jurisdictions but are incomplete and only available for 2003-2006.
Benchmark calculations for children on guardianship/custody orders exclude students who were exempt from the tests, whereas all student calculations include exempted students and these students are reported as falling below the benchmark.
The methods used to calculate percentages and confidence intervals of children who are on guardianship/custody orders who have achieved national benchmark achievement levels is not the same as the method used by MCEETYA to report all student results. Confidence intervals have been calculated for children on guardianship/custody orders using the exact 95 per cent confidence limits, which have been approximated to an F distribution. For the all students estimates, the methods used by MCEETYA for calculating confidence intervals involve specifically developed software, accounting for some sources of error in the measurement and estimation process, and are reliant on having data for large cohorts of students.

	Coherence 
	Pilot data are considered comparable. However, they relate to children in government schools only and are only available for selected jurisdictions. 

These data are prior to the introduction of the National Assessment Program – Literacy and Numeracy (NAPLAN) tests, so should not be compared with later years of NAPLAN test data that may be published elsewhere.

	Accessibility 
	Data are published in the SCRGSP’s Report on Government Services and in the AIHW publication ‘Educational outcomes of children on guardianship and custody orders: A pilot study’ (2007).

	Interpretability 
	Further technical details are available in the AIHW publication ‘Educational outcomes of children on guardianship and custody orders: A pilot study’ (2007).

	Data Gaps/Issues Analysis

	Key data gaps/issues
	The Steering Committee notes the following issues:

· These data are dated and incomplete. It is anticipated that the PSSWG, in conjunction with relevant parallel groups, will prioritise the development of an ongoing national collection to routinely monitor the educational outcomes of children on orders.
· It is also anticipated that future editions of the report will extend reporting on this indicator to include other measures of children’s health and wellbeing.


JUVENILE JUSTICE SERVICES
Effectiveness, diversion — Pre-sentence reports completed
Data quality information for this indicator has been drafted by the Protection and Support Services Working Group.
	Indicator definition and description 


	Element
	Effectiveness — Diversion

	Indicator 
	Pre-sentence reports completed

	Measure (computation)
	Definition:

The number of written reports provided by juvenile justice agencies to a court in response to a request for a pre-sentence report, as a proportion of all court requests to juvenile justice agencies for written pre-sentence reports.

Numerator: 

Total number of pre-sentence reports completed during the reference year.

Denominator: 

Total number of court requests for pre-sentence reports during the reference year.

Computation:

Expressed as a percentage. Calculation is: (Numerator ( Denominator) x 100.

	Data source/s
	Numerators:

Australian state and territory governments’ administrative data systems.

Denominators: 

Australian state and territory governments’ administrative data systems.

	Data Quality Framework Dimensions 

	Institutional environment 
	Data are sourced from state and territory governments’ administrative data systems.

	Relevance 
	Data are reported by Australian state and territory governments to provide information on the proportion of pre-sentence reports completed. Pre‑sentence reports are used by the courts to inform decision-making about the factors that contributed to a young person’s offences and options for rehabilitation.

	Timeliness 
	The most timely data (i.e., data for the most recent financial year) are reported.

	Accuracy 
	This indicator may not be comparable across jurisdictions due to differences in types of reports provided by juvenile justice agencies. In some jurisdictions, agencies provide reports before all sentences are handed down by the courts, while in others, agencies provide reports for only some categories of sentences.

	Coherence 
	The data items used to construct this performance indicator are potentially affected by the comparability issues noted above. In addition, data are not reported by all jurisdictions.

	Accessibility 
	Data are published in RoGS.

	Interpretability 
	Further technical details are available in the data manual ‘Report on Government Services 2011: Juvenile justice data collection manual’ compiled by the AIHW. 

	Data Gaps/Issues Analysis

	Key data gaps/issues
	The Steering Committee notes the following issues:

· Data are not available for SA. Queensland has not been able to provide the denominator for this indicator, hence proportions cannot be calculated. In 2009-10, WA data were affected by a time lag which resulted in an artificially greater number of completed court reports than requests for court reports. Consequently, WA data are excluded from the national average.


Effectiveness, diversion — Group conferencing outcomes
Data quality information for this indicator has been drafted by the Protection and Support Services Working Group.
	Indicator definition and description 


	Element
	Effectiveness — Diversion

	Indicator 
	Group conferencing outcomes

	Measure (computation)
	Definition:

The number of young people who receive group conferencing and who as a result reach an agreement, as a proportion of all young people who receive group conferencing. 

Numerators: 

Total number of young people who receive group conferencing and who reach an agreement throughout the reference year.

Denominators: 
Total number of young people who receive group conferencing throughout the reference year.

Computation:

Expressed as a percentage. Calculation is: (Numerator ( Denominator) x 100.

	Data source/s
	Numerators:

Australian state and territory governments’ administrative data systems.

Denominators: 

Australian state and territory governments’ administrative data systems.

	Data Quality Framework Dimensions 

	Institutional environment 
	Data are sourced from state and territory governments’ administrative data systems.

	Relevance 
	Data are reported by Australian state and territory governments to provide information on the proportion of group conferences resulting in an agreement. Group conferences are decision-making forums that aim to minimise the progression of young people into the juvenile justice system and provide restorative justice.

	Timeliness 
	The most timely data (i.e., data for the most recent financial year) are reported.

	Accuracy 
	These data are affected by comparability issues across jurisdictions. Group conferencing differs as to its place in the court process (i.e., referral by police before court processes begin, or referrals by courts as an alternative to sentencing), the consequences for young people if they do not comply with the outcome plans of group conferences, and eligibility for group conferencing.

	Coherence 
	The data items used to construct this performance indicator are affected by comparability issues as noted above.   

	Accessibility 
	Data are published in the RoGS.

	Interpretability 
	Further technical details are available in the data manual ‘Report on Government Services 2011: Juvenile justice data collection manual’ compiled by the AIHW.

	Data Gaps/Issues Analysis

	Key data gaps/issues
	The Steering Committee notes the following issues:

· WA and Qld were able to disaggregate the number of concluded group conferences by Indigenous status, but not the number of group conferences resulting in an agreement by Indigenous status. Therefore, proportions are only calculated for the total number of group conferences resulting in agreement for these jurisdictions. Further, with the exception of the total number of concluded group conferences and total number of group conferences resulting in agreement, disaggregated data for WA and Qld are excluded from national totals.


Effectiveness, rehabilitation — Education and training attendance
Data quality information for this indicator has been drafted by the Protection and Support Services Working Group.

	Indicator definition and description 


	Element
	Effectiveness — rehabilitation

	Indicator 
	Education and training attendance

	Measure (computation)
	Definition:

The number of young people in detention of all ages who are attending appropriate and accredited education or accredited training courses as a proportion of all eligible young people in detention.

Numerator: 

Total number of young people in detention of compulsory school age attending an education course.

Total number of young people in detention not of compulsory school age attending an accredited education or training course.

Denominator: 

Total number of young people in detention of compulsory school age who are eligible to attend an education course.

Total number of young people in detention not of compulsory school age who are eligible to attend an accredited education or training course.
Computation:

Expressed as a percentage. Calculation is: (Numerator ( Denominator) x 100.

	Data source/s
	Numerators:

Australian state and territory governments’ administrative data systems.

Denominators: 

Australian state and territory governments’ administrative data systems.

	Data Quality Framework Dimensions 

	Institutional environment 
	Data are sourced from state and territory governments’ administrative data systems.

	Relevance 
	Data are reported by Australian state and territory governments to provide information on the proportion of young people in detention attending education and training. Attending education and training is recognised by government as a means of rehabilitating young offenders and increasing their chances of successfully re-integrating into the community.

	Timeliness 
	The most timely data (i.e., data for the most recent financial year) are reported.

	Accuracy 
	Data are reported as comparable across jurisdictions. ‘Compulsory school age’ is the age at which a young person is legally required to attend school as defined in the relevant jurisdiction. There is some variation across jurisdictions in the age to which children are compulsorily required to attend school. ‘Non-compulsory school age’ is an age at which a young person is not legally required to be at school (that is, older than the compulsory school age). For this indicator, age in years is used to determine whether the young person is of compulsory school age. 

An accredited education or training course is that which is included in the Australian Qualification Framework (AQF). The AQF comprises national qualifications issued in: the secondary schools sector; the vocational education and training sector (TAFE and registered private providers); and the higher education sector (mainly universities).

The denominator extends to all eligible young people in detention. Young people in detention will be excluded from this count (i.e., be ineligible for education and training attendance) in circumstances such as the following:

· temporary leave or work release

· medically unable to participate

· in isolation

· a risk assessment has resulted in exclusion from education

· attending court

· on remand or sentenced for less than 7 days.

These data are supplied by states and territories using one of two methods: (1) using daily data averaged over the number of school days in the financial year, or (2) averaging the number of young people as at the second last day of each school term or an alternative day as required.

	Coherence 
	Data are comparable across jurisdictions. 

	Accessibility 
	Data are published in the SCRGSP’s Report on Government Services.

	Interpretability 
	Further technical details are available in the data manual ‘Report on Government Services 2013: Juvenile justice data collection manual’. 

	Data Gaps/Issues Analysis

	Key data gaps/issues
	The Steering Committee notes the following issues:

· In due course, it might be beneficial for the PSSWG to consider outcomes reporting on an education-type measure for young people in contact with the youth justice system. 


Effectiveness, safe and secure environment — Deaths in custody

Data quality information for this indicator has been drafted by the Protection and Support Services Working Group.

	Indicator definition and description 


	Element
	Effectiveness — safe and secure environment

	Indicator 
	Deaths in custody

	Measure (computation)
	Definition:

The number of deaths in juvenile justice custody.

Numerator: 

Total number of young people who died in custody.

Denominator: 

Na (data are reported as whole numbers rather than rates due to very small numbers).

Computation:

Expressed as a number. 

	Data source/s
	Numerator:

Australian state and territory governments’ administrative data systems.

Denominators: 

Na

	Data Quality Framework Dimensions 

	Institutional environment 
	Data are sourced from state and territory governments’ administrative data systems.

	Relevance 
	Data are reported by Australian state and territory governments to provide information on the number of young people who died in custody as a measure of the safety of young people in custody. 

	Timeliness 
	The most timely data (i.e., data for the most recent financial year) are reported.

	Accuracy 
	Data are reported by all jurisdictions and are comparable across jurisdictions. 

Deaths in juvenile justice custody include young people who died:

· while in the custody of a juvenile justice remand or detention centre

· in the process of or as the result of escaping or attempting to escape from a juvenile justice remand or detention centre

· where there is an apparent unnatural death clearly resulting from an event that took place at the centre, wherever it occurs

· where there is an death from apparently natural causes

· while on escorted leave.

	Coherence 
	Data are comparable across jurisdictions.

	Accessibility 
	Data are published in the SCRGSP’s Report on Government Services.

	Interpretability 
	Further technical details are available in the data manual ‘Report on Government Services 2013: Juvenile justice data collection manual’. 

	Data Gaps/Issues Analysis

	Key data gaps/issues
	The Steering Committee notes the following issues:

· No deaths in custody suggests a relatively safe custody environment for young people. However, these data should be interpreted in conjunction with other safety performance measures. 


Effectiveness, safe and secure environments — Escapes
Data quality information for this indicator has been drafted by the Protection and Support Services Working Group.
	Indicator definition and description 


	Element
	Effectiveness — Safe and secure environment

	Indicator 
	Escapes

	Measure (computation)
	Definition:

(1) The rate of escapes from a juvenile justice detention centre, as a proportion of all young people in custody.

(2) The rate of escapes during periods of escorted movement, as a proportion of all periods of escorted movement.

Numerators: 

(1) The number of escapes from juvenile justice detention centres throughout the reference year.

(2) The number of escapes from periods of escorted movement throughout the reference year.

Denominators: 

(1) Total number of custody nights in detention.

(2) Total periods of escorted movement.

Computation:

Expressed as a rate. Calculation is: (Numerator ( Denominator) x 10000.

	Data source/s
	Numerators:

Australian state and territory governments’ administrative data systems.

Denominators: 

Australian state and territory governments’ administrative data systems.

	Data Quality Framework Dimensions 

	Institutional environment 
	Data are sourced from state and territory governments’ administrative data systems.

	Relevance 
	Data are reported by Australian state and territory governments to provide information on the rate of escapes from detention and escorted movement. Both of these measures assess the extent to which juvenile justice agencies provide a safe and secure environment for young people and the community. 

	Timeliness 
	The most timely data (i.e., data for the most recent financial year) are reported.

	Accuracy 
	These data are reported as comparable. An escape from a juvenile justice detention centre is defined as the breach of a secure perimeter or defined boundary of a juvenile justice detention centre by a young person under the supervision of the centre. A period of escorted movement is defined as a period of time in which a young person is in the custody of the juvenile justice agency while outside a detention centre. The period of escorted movement ends when the young person is returned to the detention centre, or is no longer in the legal or physical custody of the juvenile justice agency. An escape from an escorted movement is defined as the failure of a young person to remain in the custody of a supervising juvenile justice worker or approved service provider during a period of escorted movement.

	Coherence 
	These data are comparable. 

	Accessibility 
	Data are published in the RoGS.

	Interpretability 
	Further technical details are available in the data manual ‘Report on Government Services 2011: Juvenile justice data collection manual’ compiled by the AIHW. 

	Data Gaps/Issues Analysis

	Key data gaps/issues
	The Steering Committee notes the following issues:

· These data are a robust count of the rate of escapes from detention and the rate of escapes during periods of escorted movement. 


Effectiveness, safe and secure environment — Absconds from unescorted leave

Data quality information for this indicator has been drafted by the Protection and Support Services Working Group.

	Indicator definition and description 


	Element
	Effectiveness — safe and secure environment

	Indicator 
	Absconds from unescorted leave

	Measure (computation)
	Definition:

The number of absconds from unescorted leave as a proportion of all periods of unescorted leave. 

Numerator: 

Total number of absconds from unescorted leave.

Denominator: 

Total number of periods of unescorted leave.

Computation:

Expressed as a rate per 1000. Calculation is: (Numerator ( Denominator) x 1000. 

	Data source/s
	Numerators:

Australian state and territory governments’ administrative data systems.

Denominators: 

Australian state and territory governments’ administrative data systems.

	Data Quality Framework Dimensions 

	Institutional environment 
	Data are sourced from state and territory governments’ administrative data systems.

	Relevance 
	Data are reported by Australian state and territory governments to provide information on the proportion of unescorted leaves where young people abscond. This information is an indicator of governments’ objective to appropriately manage young people while they are in the legal custody of a juvenile justice detention centre. Management of young people includes the provision of appropriate assessment, planning and supervision to enable them to undertake unescorted temporary leave from detention centres. Unescorted leave may be undertaken for the purposes of providing rehabilitation interventions and activities such as education, training and employment.
Unescorted leave is leave for a young person held in custody that is authorised in writing and does not require the young person to be escorted by a juvenile justice worker. An abscond is a failure to return from leave, and occurs when the juvenile justice agency advises police of the young person’s failure to return to custody.

	Timeliness 
	The most timely data (i.e., data for the most recent financial year) are reported.

	Accuracy 
	Data are comparable across jurisdictions. 

	Coherence 
	Data are comparable across jurisdictions. However, not all jurisdictions permit unescorted leave to be undertaken. Therefore, for these jurisdictions this indicator in not applicable.

	Accessibility 
	Data are published in the SCRGSP’s Report on Government Services.

	Interpretability 
	Further technical details are available in the data manual ‘Report on Government Services 2013: Juvenile justice data collection manual’. 

	Data Gaps/Issues Analysis

	Key data gaps/issues
	The Steering Committee notes the following issues:

· For jurisdictions in which unescorted leave is undertaken, a low or decreasing rate of absconds from unescorted leave is desirable. 


Effectiveness, safe and secure environments — Assaults in custody
Data quality information for this indicator has been drafted by the Protection and Support Services Working Group.
	Indicator definition and description 


	Element
	Effectiveness — Safe and secure environment

	Indicator 
	Assaults in custody

	Measure (computation)
	Definition:

(1) The rate of detainees who are seriously assaulted (that is, sustain an injury that requires overnight hospitalisation and any act of sexual assault) due to an act perpetrated by one or more detainees, as a proportion of the number of detainees in custody.

(2) The rate of staff who are seriously assaulted (that is, sustain an injury that requires overnight hospitalisation and any act of sexual assault) due to an act perpetrated by one or more detainees, as a proportion of the number of detainees in custody.

(3) The rate of detainees who are assaulted (that is, sustain an injury, but do not require hospitalisation) due to an act perpetrated by one or more detainees, as a proportion of the number of detainees in custody.

(4) The rate of staff who are assaulted (that is, sustain an injury, but do not require hospitalisation) due to an act perpetrated by one or more detainees, as a proportion of the number of detainees in custody.

Numerators: 

(1) Number of detainees who are seriously assaulted (that is, sustain an injury that requires overnight hospitalisation and any act of sexual assault) due to an act perpetrated by one or more detainees.

(2) Number of staff who are seriously assaulted (that is, sustain an injury that requires overnight hospitalisation and any act of sexual assault) due to an act perpetrated by one or more detainees.

(3) Number of detainees who are assaulted (that is, sustain an injury, but do not require hospitalisation) due to an act perpetrated by one or more detainees.

(4) Number of staff who are assaulted (that is, sustain an injury, but do not require hospitalisation) due to an act perpetrated by one or more detainees. 
Denominators: 

Total number of custody nights in detention throughout the reference year.
Computation:

Expressed as a rate. Calculation is: (Numerator ( Denominator) x 10000.

	Data source/s
	Numerators:

Australian state and territory governments’ administrative data systems.

Denominators: 

Australian state and territory governments’ administrative data systems.

	Data Quality Framework Dimensions 

	Institutional environment 
	Data are sourced from state and territory governments’ administrative data systems.

	Relevance 
	Data are reported by Australian state and territory governments to provide information on the rate of assaults in detention centres. These measures assess the extent to which juvenile justice agencies provide a safe and secure environment for young people and staff within detention centres.  

	Timeliness 
	The most timely data (i.e., data for the most recent financial year) are reported.

	Accuracy 
	These data are affected by comparability issues. Specifically, there are differences in recording practices across jurisdictions, which contribute to differences in reported rates (including a practice in some jurisdictions to record ‘substantiated’ assaults only). Further, there might also be differences in the threshold for recording an assault across jurisdictions. For the purpose of this indicator, an injury is defined as: bruises; cuts or lacerations; open wounds; fractured or broken bones or teeth; burns or scalds; poisoning; dislocations and sprains; and concussions.

	Coherence 
	These data are affected by comparability issues as noted above. In addition, data are not provided by all states and territories. 

	Accessibility 
	Data are published in the RoGS.

	Interpretability 
	Further technical details are available in the data manual ‘Report on Government Services 2011: Juvenile justice data collection manual’ compiled by the AIHW.

	Data Gaps/Issues Analysis

	Key data gaps/issues
	The Steering Committee notes the following issues:

· Data are not available for Victoria, WA and SA.
· Data reported for this indicator are not comparable and need to be interpreted with caution. Methods of data collection vary across jurisdictions (for example, manual case file review compared to the collation of electronic incident reports) and jurisdictions’ ability to report on this measure is dependent on relevant incidents having first been documented. 
· The ACT has only one juvenile justice detention centre with relatively small numbers in detention. Data are not converted to a rate per 10 000 custody nights due to the small number of detainees in the ACT.


Effectiveness, safe and secure environments — Self-harm and attempted suicide in custody
Data quality information for this indicator has been drafted by the Protection and Support Services Working Group.
	Indicator definition and description 


	Element
	Effectiveness — Safe and secure environments

	Indicator 
	Self-harm and attempted suicide in custody

	Measure (computation)
	Definition:

(1) The rate of incidents of self-harm or attempted suicide in custody requiring hospitalisation

(2) The rate of incidents of self-harm or attempted suicide in custody that did not require hospitalisation

(3) The rate of detainees who self-harmed or attempted suicide in custody and required hospitalisation

(4) The rate of detainees who self-harmed or attempted suicide in custody but did not require hospitalisation.

Numerators: 

(1) The number of incidents of self-harm or attempted suicide in custody requiring hospitalisation

(2) The number of incidents of self-harm or attempted suicide in custody that did not require hospitalisation

(3) The number of detainees who self-harmed or attempted suicide in custody and required hospitalisation

(4) The number of detainees who self-harmed or attempted suicide in custody but did not require hospitalisation.

Denominators: 

Total number of custody nights in detention throughout the reference year.
Computation:

Expressed as a rate. Calculation is: (Numerator ( Denominator) x 10000.

	Data source/s
	Numerators:

Australian state and territory governments’ administrative data systems.

Denominators: 

Australian state and territory governments’ administrative data systems.

	Data Quality Framework Dimensions 

	Institutional environment 
	Data are sourced from state and territory governments’ administrative data systems.

	Relevance 
	Data are reported by Australian state and territory governments to provide information on the rate of self-harm and attempted suicide in detention centres. These measures assess the extent to which juvenile justice agencies provide a safe and secure environment for young people in detention.  

	Timeliness 
	The most timely data (i.e., data for the most recent financial year) are reported.

	Accuracy 
	These data are affected by comparability issues. An incident occurs when a young person: expresses an intent to self-harm or commit suicide; attempts to self-harm or commit suicide; or commits self-harm. Self-harm occurs when a young person purposely self-inflicts poisoning or injury. An attempt to self-harm or suicide occurs where a young person intends to purposely self-inflict poisoning, injury or death and is prevented from doing so. An intention to self-harm or commit suicide occurs when a young person (a) expresses an intent to inflict harm or death upon him or herself to staff or an apparently reliable witness, or (b) demonstrates self-destructive behaviour that indicates a risk of self-harm or suicide and that is witnessed by staff or an apparently reliable witness. There might be differences in recording practices across jurisdictions and thresholds for recording attempts and actual incidents of self-harm, which contribute to differences in reported rates. 

	Coherence 
	These data are affected by comparability issues as noted above. In addition, data are not provided by all states and territories. 

	Accessibility 
	Data are published in the RoGS.

	Interpretability 
	Further technical details are available in the data manual ‘Report on Government Services 2011: Juvenile justice data collection manual’ compiled by the AIHW.

	Data Gaps/Issues Analysis

	Key data gaps/issues
	The Steering Committee notes the following issues:

· Data are not available for Victoria, WA and SA.

· Data reported for this indicator are not comparable and need to be interpreted with caution. Methods of data collection vary across jurisdictions (for example, manual case file review compared to the collation of electronic incident reports) and jurisdictions’ ability to report on this measure is dependent on relevant incidents having first been documented. 

· The ACT has only one juvenile justice detention centre with relatively small numbers in detention. Data are not converted to a rate per 10 000 custody nights due to the small number of detainees in the ACT.


Effectiveness, statutory responsibilities — Completion of community‑based orders

Data quality information for this indicator has been drafted by the Protection and Support Services Working Group.

	Indicator definition and description 


	Element
	Effectiveness — safe and secure environment

	Indicator 
	Completion of orders

	Measure (computation)
	Definition:

The number of sentenced community-based orders successfully completed.
Numerator: 

Total number of sentenced community-based orders successfully completed.

Denominator: 

Total number of sentenced community-based orders unsuccessfully completed.

Computation:

Expressed as a percentage. Calculation is: Numerator / (Numerator + Denominator) * 100. 

	Data source/s
	Numerators:

Australian state and territory governments’ administrative data systems.

Denominators: 

Australian state and territory governments’ administrative data systems.

	Data Quality Framework Dimensions 

	Institutional environment 
	Data are sourced from state and territory governments’ administrative data systems.

	Relevance 
	Data are reported by Australian state and territory governments to provide information on the proportion of sentenced community-based orders successfully completed. An order is considered to be successfully completed where the earliest order expiry date or the order termination date is reached and breach is neither pending nor finalised. An order is unsuccessfully completed where a court has decided that an order was breached, irrespective of the court-ordered outcome. For example, if the court decided that the order was breached but ordered the young person to continue serving the order, the order is still considered to be an unsuccessful completion.

	Timeliness 
	The most timely data (i.e., data for the most recent financial year) are reported.

	Accuracy 
	Data are reported as comparable across jurisdictions. 

	Coherence 
	Data are reported as comparable across jurisdictions. However, data are not reported by all jurisdictions.

	Accessibility 
	Data are published in the SCRGSP’s Report on Government Services.

	Interpretability 
	Further technical details are available in the data manual ‘Report on Government Services 2013: Juvenile justice data collection manual’. 

	Data Gaps/Issues Analysis

	Key data gaps/issues
	The Steering Committee notes the following issues:

· A high or increasing proportion of orders successfully completed is desirable. However, where offenders are non-compliant and pose a risk, breach action (an unsuccessful completion) may be warranted. As a result, a completion rate less than 100 per cent may not necessarily indicate poor performance, and may reflect appropriate supervision of young people on community-based supervision orders.


Effectiveness, statutory responsibilities — case plans prepared

Data quality information for this indicator has been drafted by the Protection and Support Services Working Group.

	Indicator definition and description 


	Element
	Effectiveness — statutory responsibilities

	Indicator 
	Case plans prepared

	Measure (computation)
	Definition:

The number of eligible young people who had a documented case plan prepared or reviewed within six weeks of commencing:

· a sentenced detention order, as a proportion of all young people commencing a sentenced detention order

· a sentenced community-based order, as a proportion of all young people commencing a sentenced community-based order.

Numerator: 

Total number of case plans prepared or reviewed within six weeks of commencing a sentenced community-based order.

Total number of case plans prepared or reviewed within six weeks of commencing a sentenced detention order.

Denominator: 

Total number of sentenced community-based orders commenced.

Total number of sentenced detention orders commenced

Computation:

Expressed as a percentage. Calculation is: (Numerator ( Denominator) x 100. 

	Data source/s
	Numerators:

Australian state and territory governments’ administrative data systems.

Denominators: 

Australian state and territory governments’ administrative data systems.

	Data Quality Framework Dimensions 

	Institutional environment 
	Data are sourced from state and territory governments’ administrative data systems.

	Relevance 
	Data are reported by Australian state and territory governments to provide information on the proportion of case plans prepared in a timely fashion. Case plans are tools to assist in case management. They are formal written plans that assess a young person’s risks and needs for general safety and rehabilitation for specific offending behaviours. 

	Timeliness 
	The most timely data (i.e., data for the most recent financial year) are reported.

	Accuracy 
	Data are reported as comparable across jurisdictions. 

	Coherence 
	Data are reported as comparable across jurisdictions. However, data are not reported by all jurisdictions.

	Accessibility 
	Data are published in the SCRGSP’s Report on Government Services.

	Interpretability 
	Further technical details are available in the data manual ‘Report on Government Services 2013: Juvenile justice data collection manual’. 

	Data Gaps/Issues Analysis

	Key data gaps/issues
	The Steering Committee notes the following issues:

· Data are not available for SA and Tasmania. 
· For case plans prepared within 6 weeks of commencing a sentenced community-based order, WA cannot disaggregate the numerator by Indigenous status. Therefore, proportions can only be calculated for the total number of case plans prepared in WA.
· In the NT, case plans are prepared within 8 weeks of commencing a sentenced community-based order.


Efficiency, input per output unit — Centre utilisation
Data quality information for this indicator has been drafted by the Protection and Support Services Working Group.
	Indicator definition and description 


	Element
	Efficiency — Inputs per output unit

	Indicator 
	Centre utilisation

	Measure (computation)
	Definition:

The rate of detainees in all detention centres as a proportion of the number of permanently funded beds. 

Numerators: 

Total average nightly population in detention centres throughout the reference year.

Denominators: 

Total number of permanently funded beds.

Computation:

Expressed as a percentage. Calculation is: (Numerator ( Denominator) x 100.

	Data source/s
	Numerators:

Australian state and territory governments’ administrative data systems.

Denominators: 

Australian state and territory governments’ administrative data systems.

	Data Quality Framework Dimensions 

	Institutional environment 
	Data are sourced from state and territory governments’ administrative data systems.

	Relevance 
	Data are reported by Australian state and territory governments to provide information on the rate of centre utilisation. This indicator partially measures both efficient and effective performance. 

	Timeliness 
	The most timely data (i.e., data for the most recent financial year) are reported.

	Accuracy 
	These data are comparable across jurisdictions. Detention centres operating at higher capacities is desirable from an efficient resource management perspective. However, detention centres operating at or above capacity might be ineffective due to the consequences for rehabilitation when centres are over crowded. Centres also need to make provision for separately detaining various classes of young offenders. These factors require utilisation rates that are below full capacity. For these reasons, the indicator is described as possessing both efficiency and effectiveness components. 

	Coherence 
	These data are comparable across jurisdictions.

	Accessibility 
	Data are published in the RoGS.

	Interpretability 
	Further technical details are available in the data manual ‘Report on Government Services 2011: Juvenile justice data collection manual’ compiled by the AIHW. 

	Data Gaps/Issues Analysis

	Key data gaps/issues
	The Steering Committee notes the following issues:

· These data are a robust count of the extent to which detention centre beds are utilised. However, it is desirable for other measures of juvenile justice efficiency to be developed over time to supplement this information. 
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