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INTRODUCTION  
The Criminal Justice system processes thousands of New Zealanders from the age of 10 years – many 

inter-generational offenders and those from the care system. Current research shows that there are 

significant numbers of crossover children (children and young people in the youth justice system 

aged 10 – 17 years who also have current or historical care and protection backgrounds) that have 

been in the justice system consistently throughout the years, yet little that we have done so far has 

altered that cohort at the most serious level of offending.  

 

In the last decade a good understanding has developed of the link between care and offending in 

New Zealand, supported by further statistics have been published by Oranga Tamariki in 2019. The 

Office of the Children’s Commission also has ongoing work focused on children and youth people in 

the care and protection system to understand the needs of these young people through their own 

voices. From this we know that family and whanau wellbeing needs more than just the basic 

standard of living to flourish.  

 

A 2010 research report commissioned by the Ministry of Social Development noted that, “Based on 

this research, it is clear that there are opportunities with Child Youth and Family (now Oranga 

Tamariki) data to identify and target preventative services to potential high cost, high harm clients.” 

However, a decade on, the numbers of young people aged from 14 – 17 years with a background of 

abuse and neglect involved in the youth justice system at the most serious end remains 

disproportionately high. It is still of concern that most of the crossover youth are young Māori. To 

pursue change, we need to understand this group in greater depth. For clarity the scoping study 

refers to crossover youth to differentiate them from crossover children aged 10 – 14 years. 

However, the childhood experiences and community backgrounds of the crossover youth will be 

part of the larger research.  

 

Understanding where crossover youth come from and implementing local strategies would also go 

some way to respond to the criticism of the UN Committee against Torture, particularly as regards 

Māori. Its sixth periodic report1 was concerned with “intensifying and strengthening community-

based approaches with the involvement of all relevant stakeholders and increased participation of 

Māori civil society organizations”. Having a deeper knowledge of which communities to support and 

how to support them will make a contribution to outcomes for youth and their families and whanau. 

In pursuing this, joint leadership with Māori at all levels to gather information, analyse and create 

solutions is essential. 

For over a decade the Henwood Trust as a specialist in youth justice strategies has worked for this 

group of young people. We first identified in 2009 that New Zealand kept no statistics on this group, 

held national forums for Māori, NGOs and the government agencies around foster care and 

offending seeking a long term vision, published research on the youth justice family group 

                                                           
1 Committee against to torture Concluding observations on the sixth periodic report of New Zealand 
CAT/C/NZL/6 (6 May 2015) 
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conference which highlighted the crossover and recidivist group as high priority in reducing 

offending. This crossover youth project is a natural progression of that ongoing work. 

The project also pursues the vision of the 2016 Covenant for our Nations Children2 “Childhood 

should be a time of joy and light. It should be free from fear and neglect and isolation” and the 

government’s Child and Youth Wellbeing Strategy released in 2019. 

 

  

                                                           
2 https://www.henwoodtrust.org.nz/wp- 
content/uploads/2016/08/Childrens_Covenant_A3_Te_Reo_English.pdf 

https://www.henwoodtrust.org.nz/wp-%20content/uploads/2016/08/Childrens_Covenant_A3_Te_Reo_English.pdf
https://www.henwoodtrust.org.nz/wp-%20content/uploads/2016/08/Childrens_Covenant_A3_Te_Reo_English.pdf
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

NEED FOR THE WORK  

Over the last decade New Zealand has developed a deeper understanding of the crossover youth. 

We now know more of their underlying needs and the causes of their offending. 

The 2015 Confidential Listening Assistance Service report3 which met with people in care before 

1992 illustrated that the problem for children and youth in care is historical and entrenched in New 

Zealand society.  

 

We have a world-leading statutory framework that ensures that young people who offend are 

accountable for their offending and addresses their underlying needs. We have innovative processes 

to work with the young people.  

Knowing all this and the huge commitment by the people on the ground, government agencies, 

Māori and NGOs the proportion of crossover youth remains stubbornly high and for many of them 

leads on to continued involvement in the criminal justice system as adults.  The disproportion 

numbers who identify as young Māori continue to be challenging.  

This raises the question; if the traditional responses to crossover youth are not effective, how should 

they be dealt with? We think that we do not currently have sufficient knowledge in New Zealand 

about this particular group to answer this question.  

 

Our motivation in undertaking this research was to deliver improved understanding about the 

nature and location of this group and the communities in which crossover youth live and so enable 

better provision of resources that would improve life outcomes for the youth themselves, reduce 

family harm and strengthen communities. 

 

The report reviews research and statistics both past and present, both nationally and internationally. 

It includes the voice of stakeholders both in New Zealand and the USA, from the judiciary, 

government agencies, academics and researchers in the field of interest. It also incorporates insights 

                                                           
3 https://www.dia.govt.nz/Final-Report-of-the-Confidential-Listening-and-Assistance-Service  

The definition of Crossover Youth for the purposes of this report 

Young people aged 14 – 17 years in the youth justice system involved in serious and 

recidivist offending who also have a current and/or historical connection with the care and 

protection system as a result of abuse or neglect, that is often generational 

https://www.dia.govt.nz/Final-Report-of-the-Confidential-Listening-and-Assistance-Service
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from people working on the ground with crossover youth as we met with marae communities in our 

related research around seeking resources for Rangatahi Court communities.  It explores the 

potential of the integrated data infrastructure to access what else we need to know.  

 

Such a project is innovative. It is not just about the young people, it is also about their caregivers and 

whanau, and the wellbeing of the wider community.  

 

 

FINDINGS 

The purpose of this scoping study was to update current knowledge of crossover youth; to 

determine whether data was available to identify communities where crossover youth come from, 

whether the data could be accessed for this purpose, and whether there was capability in New 

Zealand to do this. The findings in this paper give us the opportunity to find a pathway for 

communities to support their young people away from crime. 

The result is a framework for a larger research study to answers such questions as where crossover 

youth come from regionally, by suburb, school, gang affiliation, family members in prison, 

educational involvement; to identify where the data is and a process to gather that data and identify 

who could be involved. 

The research has clarified that:  

 We know the difficulties the crossover youth experience in their lives 

 We know what has caused these  

 We know what they need to create a more positive life 

 We know interventions that are proven to be effective 

There is a large amount of data now collected from every government agency. This data that is 

gathered in silos by government means for example that: 

 We know the numbers of crossover youth  

 We know which Courts they have appeared in 

 We know the communities they come from  

 We know health, mental health, education statistics  

 We know which local areas have the highest truancy rates, suspension, expulsions  

 We know the number and locations of family violence call outs 

All the information we need to work with communities to create solutions exists. The challenge now 

is to bring together the research and data that is relevant to crossover youth in a way that sheds 

light on practical ways to support the young people in their communities.  

 

Some important results to note: 

 

1. Up to 96% of those in New Zealand youth justice residences are Māori and most have some 

connection with the care and protection system, and feature highly in deprivation statistics. 

Young Māori have the potential to benefit the most from this project.   
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2. While most crossover youth are Māori recorded hapu and iwi information is limited. 

 

3. Future research design and data collection needs joint leadership with Māori. There is a 

need for greater insight and input by Māori in the collection of data, analysis and in 

developing solutions. 

 

4. Crossover youth form a high and growing proportion of those in the Youth Court. This has 

not changed significantly over the last decade so. It is clear that crossover youth urgently 

need a different strategy.  

 

5. Anecdotally many crossover youths are in transition from home to home, city to city. We can 

now know much more about their backgrounds and the communities in which they live.  

Government data collection makes this possible.  

 

6. While this is a relatively small group within society there are wider family and generational 

issues that grow the problem in communities.  

 

7. There is wide acceptance that this group makes up a significant proportion of our young 

people who offend and go on to reoffend as adults.  

 

8. Current New Zealand research shows that we have the statistics of the whole cohort of 

crossover youth that show their general characteristics. There is a lot of data held about 

individuals and their backgrounds as well as their offending, however these details have not 

been drawn together with information such as locations and specific life events in such a 

way that can focus resources.  

 

9. A larger research project making use of the statistics available across all government 

agencies through the Integrated Data Infrastructure (IDI) in New Zealand would add 

previously unknown information about the crossover youth and contribute to long term 

strategies at community level.  

 

10. Using the IDI to undertake the larger research project would need the appropriately skilled 

researchers involved. There is growing expertise across New Zealand in universities, private 

research agencies and government competent to complete this.  

 

11. The purpose of this research aligns well with the Child and Youth Wellbeing Strategy 

developed by the Department of Prime Minister and Cabinet (DPMC)4.  

                                                           
4 https://childyouthwellbeing.govt.nz  

https://childyouthwellbeing.govt.nz/
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12. Overseas jurisdictions have active programmes in place that focus on crossover youth 

and have a strong statistical base. The USA use of heat maps that result from data has 

proved valuable in developing community innovations.  

13. Recent Australian research is a useful and in-depth analysis of crossover children and 

youth. The insights relevant to this research are in understanding their characteristics 

and factors that contribute to their entry into the criminal justice system. It also 

identifies differences between rural and urban populations.  

14. The Credible Messenger / lived experience approach changes the relationship between 

communities and the justice system, and empowers neighbourhoods to use the resources 

they have to maintain public safety. It builds on the core belief that communities have 

within them transformative resources to lift up justice-involved people in a comprehensive 

and positive way. 

 

15. With funding available the proposed research could proceed at speed. New Zealand has the 

research and data expertise and the data available.  
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 PROPOSED RESEARCH  

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

 
 

Family / whanau  
Crossover youth focus 

 
Possible outcomes of proposed research  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

PROPOSED RESEARCH – OVERVIEW 

Having a statistical picture of the crossover youth and their communities means it is then possible to 

identify the different kind of profiles for each community. Practical solutions owned by communities 

may emerge through engaging at local level, sharing information and working with those 

communities.  

Gathering data at national and community level assumes joint leadership with Māori at every step of 

the process. A mechanism will need to be put in place to ensure this happens. 

  

This scoping study 

Start with this study of the research and data on the backgrounds and trauma related 

characteristics of crossover youth, the data on their communities and available data sources  

Insights from USA research 

Care and justice system makes a 

difference for crossover youth and 

family when:  

- Commitment & collaboration 

- Data informed 

- Quality assurance  

- Continuous training 

Proposed research 

Data match where the crossover youth are 

with communities’ characteristics: 

- Gather the national data  

- Map it – as a powerful 

communication tool 

- Gather community data 

- Publish it - to all stakeholders, 

focus on local 

Practical local community outcomes with government / 

Māori / community partnerships.  Examples: 

- Whanau / neighbourhood enrichment centres 

- Mobile clinics may include health clinics, social 

and housing needs, employment needs, etc  

- Resource centres or hubs may include libraries, 

central and local government facilities 
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GATHER NATIONAL DATA  

Undertaking a wider research project making use of the statistics available across all government 

agencies through the Integrated Data Infrastructure (IDI) in New Zealand would add previously 

unknown information about the crossover youth and contribute to long term strategies. The 

research questions focus on location, backgrounds in the Oranga Tamariki system, details of the 

community characteristics which research tells us is where crossover youth come from.  

From this data map these areas of New Zealand to highlight which locations to investigate further.  

TURN DATA INTO HEAT MAPS TO GUIDE ACTION 

Once the data is gathered use GIS (Geographic Information Systems) to turn data into maps. “Heat 

maps” identify areas to work in. imprisonment, unemployment, deprivation, housing, rental costs, 

mental health incidents, family violence callouts. Such ‘maps’ of community characteristics may 

include benefit profile, youth offences, family violence callouts, notifications as to abuse and 

neglect, gang presence, family violence call outs, imprisonment and court ordered sentences, 

deprivation, housing, negative education outcomes, mental health incidents, hospitalisations for 

substance abuse, child hospitalisations, supplements to benefits and other factors recognised as 

influencing the abuse and neglect of children and young people. Brought together these have the 

potential to highlight and guide interventions and policy.  

Once the mapping is complete, work with communities to deepen the analysis. This requires strong 

interpersonal engagement skills ‘credible messengers’ and those with lived experience to work 

directly with individuals, families and whanau, and communities to gather the human and cultural 

element of the information that will also reflect various cultural needs and strengths.  

 

GATHER COMMUNITY DATA  

With that detail go to the communities. This is where important local, community knowledge will 

make an invaluable addition to the understanding the nationally held data gives us. Talking with 

communities will make the data more than just numbers, it will tell a holistic story as there are 

varying factors that contribute to the issues in each community.  

The key to this stage of the research is ensuring that Māori work with Māori communities to 

undertake the research. Researchers must include Māori and be guided by Māori in working with 

these communities to get data and information that is authentic from those who may not have in 

the past made a contribution to research.  

Working in partnership with Māori from the beginning of the research will create a pathway to make 

sure this happens and the research team’s priority will be in creating a mechanism that enables this.   

Metropolitan areas, regional towns and rural areas all need to be canvassed.  
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ENGAGE APPROPRIATELY SKILLED RESEARCHERS 

New Zealand has appropriately skilled researchers, both Māori and non-Māori, in small specialist 

private research organisations and at our universities.  

New Zealand universities have data scientists and data labs with expertise in the IDI and mapping 

software and expressed interest in pursuing such an innovative project working with a multi-

disciplinary approach – social science, law, geography, computer science. 

Ngā Pae o te Māramatanga is New Zealand's Māori Centre of Research Excellence hosted by the 

University of Auckland.   

Te Kotahi Research Institute based at Waikato University undertakes research collaborations with 

any organisation that can contribute to realising Māori aspirations with particular focus on Waikato. 

The evidence centres of expertise based in government agencies - Oranga Tamariki Evidence Centre 

and the New Zealand Police - have highly skilled data scientists with crucial contributions to make.  

This is innovative research that could lead to excellent community outcomes.  A research team 

would include: 

1. Research management. This includes setting up joint leadership processes with Māori, 

confirming research approach, writing contracts and engaging research partners, 

researchers with proven records of outcome driven research, specialists in data science, and 

administrative staff, supervision, ongoing project management, travel and a series of 

updating reports.  

1. Māori research leaders and cultural specialists 

2. Community research specialists  

3. Data science specialists  

 

ESTIMATED COST OF LARGER RESEARCH (PLUS GST) 

The following has been estimated in consultation with researchers and academics. It is considered a 

conservative estimate and would need to be revisited for a formal application. 

Research project management (see 1. above) , researchers, 
administration, travel, reporting  

380,000  

Data science personnel expertise 50,000 

Research director   100,000 

Consultation with Māori 100,000 

Consultation with community groups 150,000 

Peer review of draft report 15,000 

  

Estimated cost  
 

$795,000  
plus gst 
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PART ONE: WHAT WE SET OUT TO DO   
OVERVIEW  

The driving question for this study is “How do we find out more about the crossover youth to be able 

to create strategies and practical solutions that will make a significant difference?” 

 

The scoping study (“the study”) sets out to discover how we can get a better understanding of where 

the young people aged 14 – 17 years come from who cross from care and protection to serious 

offending. (By serious offending we refer to those approximately 20% of young people whose 

offending is serious enough to appear in the Youth Court. 80% of young people who commit 

offences are dealt with outside of the formal Court process.) To do so we will explore:  

1. What do we currently know about crossover youth involved in the Youth Court? 

2. What are the gaps in what we know? 

3. How can we find this information?  

4. What can the international experience tell us?  

 

We know that most of those in the Youth Court are crossover youth and that the percentages grow 

even higher for those receiving the harshest Youth Court order, Supervision with Residence.  We 

know generally the kind of backgrounds they have that include a wide range of societal 

disadvantage, family dysfunction and individual challenges such as mental health, education, 

disabilities. Issues are often intergenerational.  

 

INTENDED OUTCOMES 

OF THIS STUDY 

The outcome will be a terms of reference that will guide a significant research project that 

investigates where and how to focus resources that make a difference for crossover youth. In the 

process we will also take a look at the international work in this area, identify the sources of data 

and knowledge in New Zealand and identify potential researchers who would be involved. 

1. Report on international work in crossover youth 

2. Identify the main sources of data in New Zealand  

3. Identify what more we need to know if we are to focus resources 

4. Frame up the questions for a larger research project 

5. Identify where to find the experts to undertake such a project who have the requisite data 

skills and research skills 

 

LARGER RESEARCH STUDY 

There is a good amount known about the characteristics of crossover youth such as lack of life skills, 

mental and physical health, disabilities, substance abuse. However, the outcomes for the larger 

research would give insights on how to develop strategies and practical solutions that could address 

the needs of the families, whanau and individuals and so build stronger and more resilient 

communities. This larger study intends to: 
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1. Give deeper analysis of the environmental factors that lead crossover youth into offending, 

where they come from in society geographically, socioeconomically, combined with issues 

such as substance misuse, family violence, criminal justice histories, gang connections. 

2. Clarify priority actions to prevent the move from care to offending and so focus government 

and NGO resources in places that will make the most difference. 

3. Provide a sound research basis for advocacy for change to the system. 

 

OUT OF PROJECT SCOPE 
The project has a narrow scope looking at the life trajectories of 14 – 17 year olds who have had a 
notification to Oranga Tamariki about their care and protection and have been involved in the Youth 
Court.  

The scoping study does not concern itself with: 

1. Child offenders under the age of 14 years (although the experience as children of the 14 – 17 

year olds who are the subject of the study will be included). 

2. Young people aged 14 – 17 years who have a care and protection background but with no 

involvement in the Youth Court.  

3. Young people over 17 years in the adult criminal jurisdiction.  

4. Gathering the data.  

That being said, it is clear that the challenges faced by the young people who are the focus of this 

scoping study are faced by their whole families, whanau and communities.  

 

FOUR STAGE APPROACH 
 

1. National Gather New Zealand research and statistics on what is known in New Zealand and 
who is involved and what work they are involved in 
 

2. International Explore international research and programmes in the USA and Australia. 

Jennifer George would spend 10 days  meeting with people in both Washington DC and New 

York City and State IN the USA to study the development and implementation of the 

Crossover Youth Practice Model5, a model developed for those dually involved in care and 

protection and in youth justice.  

 

3. Analysis and conclusions Analyse the information and data gathered and draw up 

conclusions relevant to the New Zealand environment.  

 

4. Outline of follow up research Draft how a significant piece of research would explore what 

further data is needed and how to gather it. This would show the pathway to innovative 

solutions for crossover youth for policy and practical approaches at community level.  

                                                           
5 https://cjjr.georgetown.edu/our-work/crossover-youth-practice-model/ 

https://cjjr.georgetown.edu/our-work/crossover-youth-practice-model/
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PART TWO: WHAT WE FOUND 
 

o What the New Zealand research tells us 

o Sources of New Zealand data  

o New Zealand research 

o What the International research tells us 

o United States – Washington DC and New York City 

o Australian research 

o International collaboration  

 

WHAT THE NEW ZEALAND RESEARCH TELLS US 

OVERVIEW 

 

This section of the report highlights both examples of data gathered by government agencies 

relevant to crossover youth and the research undertaken in New Zealand over the last decade that 

has built our knowledge of crossover youth. This includes: 

 

 Characteristics and vulnerabilities of crossover youth. 

 Regions of New Zealand where crossover youth appear in Court. 

 The families of crossover youth and their vulnerabilities and backgrounds as care givers. 

 The communities the crossover young live and grow up in. 

.  

 

SOURCES OF NEW ZEALAND DATA  

 

MINISTRY OF JUSTICE DATA 

 

The Ministry of Justice gathers data from other agencies working with children and young people in 

the justice system and publishes summarised information. Those relevant to crossover youth below 

are: A SNAPSHOT AT 2019 of CROSSOVER YOUTH: YOUTH JUSTICE INDICATORS SUMMARY REPORT 

AUGUST 20196 

 

From this we know the percentages of young people aged 14 to 16 years proceeded against who 

appear in the Youth Court in the following Police districts: 

 

  

                                                           
6 https://www.justice.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Publications/E4NOUP-Youth-Justice-Indicators-Summary-
Report-August-2019.pdf 

https://www.justice.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Publications/E4NOUP-Youth-Justice-Indicators-Summary-Report-August-2019.pdf
https://www.justice.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Publications/E4NOUP-Youth-Justice-Indicators-Summary-Report-August-2019.pdf
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Police district 

 

 

Northland 36 

Waitematā 31 

Auckland City 25 

Counties Manukau 27 

Waikato 32 

Bay of Plenty 33 

Central 23 

Eastern 35 

Wellington 27 

Tasman 20 

Canterbury 30 

Southern  23 

 

We know the percentage of young people aged 14 to 16 years referred to an FGC who have previously 

been subject of a report of concern to Oranga Tamariki relating to their care and protection. (See table 

below). By Oranga Tamariki site these percentages are:  

 

Oranga Tamariki Youth Justice site 

 

 

Te Tai Tokerau 85 

North Harbour 84 

Auckland City 87 

Waitakere 93 

Otahuhu 89 

Papakura 95 

Otara 89 

Manurewa 88 

Waikato/Hauraki 92 

Rotorua 86 

Tauranga 90 

Tairawhiti 93 

Hawkes Bay 91 

Palmerston North 89 

Taranaki 94 

Whanganui 84 

Wellington  92 

Upper South 86 

Christchurch West 91 

Christchurch East 90 

South Canterbury/Otago 87 

Southland  91 
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The tables below indicate the depth of data that is currently collected and available for further study. 

Sources of these tables in found in the footnotes.  
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Table 5: Number of children and young people with charges finalised in the Youth Court, by 

court, 2009/2010 - 2018/20197 

This data counts a child or young person once per financial year. The court of their most serious Youth Court offence is 

counted. 

For more information on how to interpret these figures, please read the definitions and data notes  

Back to contents page  

Choose which 

areas to 

show or hide 

Choose which 

courts to 

show or hide 

 

Justice service 

area 

Court 2009

/201

0 

2010

/201

1 

2011

/201

2 

2012

/201

3 

2013

/201

4 

2014

/201

5 

2015

/201

6 

2016

/201

7 

2017

/201

8 

2018

/201

9 

New Zealand 

total 

New Zealand 

total 

3,621 3,249 3,027 2,496 2,073 1,815 1,794 1,884 1,680 1,422 

Taitokerau Dargaville 9 15 12 21 15 6 6 9 6 6 

Kaikohe 33 36 39 27 30 21 30 27 24 27 

Kaitaia 27 39 39 36 33 36 30 24 24 21 

Whangarei 93 96 69 66 63 63 78 54 63 51 

Justice service 

area total 

165 186 162 150 141 123 141 117 114 105 

Waitematā North Shore 114 102 75 66 39 48 39 45 36 36 

Waitakere 273 219 180 129 87 75 96 114 99 93 

Warkworth 0 0 0 0 - - - - - - 

Justice service 

area total 

387 321 255 195 129 120 135 159 135 129 

Auckland Auckland 210 159 168 135 132 123 120 87 78 66 

Justice service 

area total 

210 159 168 135 132 123 120 87 78 66 

South 

Auckland 

Manukau 300 294 369 291 234 225 231 228 207 177 

Papakura 51 27 48 51 45 33 45 42 27 21 

Pukekohe 42 45 36 30 24 30 24 21 15 3 

Justice service 

area total 

396 366 453 375 303 288 303 291 249 201 

Waikato Hamilton 168 147 129 96 111 87 87 105 111 99 

Huntly 21 15 18 18 12 15 18 15 18 9 

Morrinsville 24 30 21 18 15 9 6 9 15 6 

Te Awamutu 9 6 6 3 6 6 6 3 3 6 

Te Kuiti 9 6 3 3 3 3 6 9 3 3 

Justice service 

area total 

228 201 174 138 147 123 123 135 150 126 

Bay of Plenty Opotiki 21 15 24 21 6 3 6 3 3 0 

Tauranga 180 138 105 111 99 81 57 60 57 51 

Thames 9 12 12 15 6 3 3 6 3 3 

Waihi 15 9 18 9 9 6 3 6 3 0 

Whakatane 39 30 63 45 42 30 42 30 21 24 

Justice service 

area total 

267 201 225 201 162 123 111 102 87 81 

Waiariki Rotorua 126 138 132 96 81 81 75 99 93 66 

                                                           
7 Ministry of Justice  

file:///C:/Users/User/Documents/Henwood%20Trust%20CURRENT/CROSSOVER/Police%20Data%20June%202109/Copy%20of%20jtpga2-Children-and-young-people-with-charges-finalised-in-the-Youth-Court-jun2019-v1.0.xlsx%23'Definitions%20and%20data%20notes'!A1
file:///C:/Users/User/Documents/Henwood%20Trust%20CURRENT/CROSSOVER/Police%20Data%20June%202109/Copy%20of%20jtpga2-Children-and-young-people-with-charges-finalised-in-the-Youth-Court-jun2019-v1.0.xlsx%23Contents!A1
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Taumarunui 12 15 18 9 12 6 6 6 3 6 

Taupo 36 24 27 33 27 24 21 12 18 12 

Tokoroa 42 42 30 18 21 18 18 21 15 18 

Justice service 

area total 

219 219 210 159 138 129 120 138 129 102 

East Coast Gisborne 84 84 84 72 66 42 48 63 51 45 

Hastings 96 78 81 72 36 60 54 60 63 48 

Napier 72 63 60 54 39 39 42 27 15 21 

Ruatoria 3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Waipukurau 9 6 9 3 3 0 0 0 3 0 

Wairoa 21 18 15 6 9 6 6 6 18 6 

Justice service 

area total 

288 252 246 201 150 153 150 153 144 123 

Taranaki/Wh

anganui 

Hawera 27 27 21 30 24 21 15 15 21 12 

Marton 6 6 6 3 3 3 3 3 0 3 

New Plymouth 72 45 63 54 51 42 24 42 30 18 

Taihape 6 3 9 3 3 3 3 3 0 3 

Whanganui 63 84 63 42 33 39 36 42 36 27 

Justice service 

area total 

177 168 156 129 111 108 81 108 90 57 

Manawatu/W

airarapa 

Dannevirke 3 3 6 6 6 3 0 3 3 3 

Feilding 9 15 12 3 - - - - - - 

Levin 27 24 21 36 21 18 21 21 24 15 

Masterton 42 33 24 24 30 27 30 33 27 15 

Palmerston 

North 

45 57 36 39 57 39 51 45 42 48 

Justice service 

area total 

123 129 102 108 120 87 99 99 96 81 

Northern 

Wellington 

Hutt Valley - - - 18 36 39 42 48 36 45 

Lower Hutt 66 72 48 33 - - - - - - 

Porirua 108 72 69 63 36 42 30 36 36 33 

Upper Hutt 15 18 24 12 - - - - - - 

Justice service 

area total 

189 162 138 123 75 81 69 87 72 81 

Wellington Chatham 

Islands 

3 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

Wellington 48 57 60 39 33 27 18 18 15 9 

Justice service 

area total 

51 57 60 39 33 27 18 18 15 9 

Nelson/Marlb

orough/West 

Coast 

Blenheim 54 51 57 33 30 15 12 9 12 18 

Greymouth 30 30 18 18 18 6 3 9 9 6 

Kaikoura 3 6 3 3 3 0 3 0 3 0 

Nelson 57 57 72 45 51 36 42 48 42 18 

Westport 15 9 9 3 3 3 3 3 0 3 

Whataroa 0 0 0 0 - - - - - - 

Justice service 

area total 

156 150 156 102 105 60 57 66 63 42 

Canterbury Ashburton 15 15 12 9 6 6 3 12 6 3 

Christchurch 369 291 240 222 153 144 150 174 135 117 
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Rangiora 36 39 21 24 12 - - - - - 

Justice service 

area total 

420 342 273 258 171 150 153 189 144 120 

Otago Balclutha 15 12 3 3 0 - - - - - 

Dunedin 120 114 93 66 51 24 39 45 36 39 

Oamaru 24 9 9 12 3 9 3 3 6 6 

Timaru 39 45 33 27 30 24 15 18 15 12 

Justice service 

area total 

195 180 138 108 87 57 57 69 60 54 

Southland A

l

e

x 

 

21 12 9 6 6 3 6 3 3 6 

Gore 12 15 15 6 9 6 3 15 12 3 

Invercargill 111 105 84 60 51 42 42 57 36 33 

Queenstown 9 15 6 6 3 3 3 0 3 3 

Justice service 

area total 

150 147 114 81 72 57 51 72 51 45 

 

NEW ZEALAND POLICE DATA  

Police data records record age, ethnicity, offences, police district, police area, police station of all 

offending. As an example an overview of youth offending: 
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Includes details by Police station 

 

ORANGA TAMARIKI – MINISTRY FOR CHILDREN 

Oranga Tamariki – Ministry for Children is the statutory agency at the front line, day to day working 

with children and young people in need of care and protection and those who offend. They work 

closely with the other agencies involved: New Zealand Police, the Ministries of Education, Health and 

Justice. CYRAS is the Oranga Tamariki database that holds highly privileged data - the case histories 

of all tamariki in care and as such is the national register of around 5000 tamariki in care and around 

twice that number on the fringe of statutory care needs - it covers youth Justice residences, 

caregiver homes, and care and protection residences. From a 2019 Official Information Request8 

response we know that  the annual cost per bed in a Care and Protection Residence is $276,540 and 

the annual cost per bed in a Youth Justice Residence is $267,881. See Appendix 2. 

The Gateway Assessments9 are a source of privileged information. These are formal needs 

assessments to build a complete picture of the child or young person when a referral for a care and 

protection family group conference is made. It gathers social, emotional, educational, physical 

information and will include an assessment with a medical practitioner. This has the potential to tell 

more about the patterns of need in the group who then cross to offending. 

  

                                                           
8 https://www.orangatamariki.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/OIA-responses/finance/20190320-Cost-of-residential-
beds-per-annum2.pdf 
9 https://www.orangatamariki.govt.nz/statistics/quarterly-reporting/quarterly-report-september-2019/care-
and-protection/ 

https://www.orangatamariki.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/OIA-responses/finance/20190320-Cost-of-residential-beds-per-annum2.pdf
https://www.orangatamariki.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/OIA-responses/finance/20190320-Cost-of-residential-beds-per-annum2.pdf
https://www.orangatamariki.govt.nz/statistics/quarterly-reporting/quarterly-report-september-2019/care-and-protection/
https://www.orangatamariki.govt.nz/statistics/quarterly-reporting/quarterly-report-september-2019/care-and-protection/
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An overview of the Gateway assessments completed: 

 

Oranga Tamariki Evidence Centre undertakes works to build the evidence base to increase 

understanding of wellbeing and what works to improve outcomes for New Zealand’s children, young 

people and their whānau. The Centre employs research and data specialists who work to: 

 drive research strategy that is aligned and focused on priority areas 

 build evaluation skills within our own organisation 

 commission, monitor and undertake evaluations 

 provide insights from operational, population and wellbeing data. 

MINISTRY OF SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT 

 

The Ministry of Social Development (MSD) gathers a wide range of social data and publishes reports 

and factsheets of public interest. Examples of relevance to this study are wide ranging benefit 

statistics, regional housing statistics, statistics on gangs10. For example, the statistics tell us nine out 

of every ten gang members have received a welfare benefit, sixty per cent of the 5,890 children of 

gang members known to the former Child, Youth and Family have been abused or neglected, 27 per 

cent (1,056) were recorded by Child, Youth and Family as being the alleged perpetrators of 

substantiated abuse or neglect of children, involving 2,953 children. 

 

                                                           
10 https://www.msd.govt.nz/about-msd-and-our-work/publications-resources/research/research-on-gangs-
and-their-cost/index.html 

https://www.msd.govt.nz/about-msd-and-our-work/publications-resources/research/research-on-gangs-and-their-cost/index.html
https://www.msd.govt.nz/about-msd-and-our-work/publications-resources/research/research-on-gangs-and-their-cost/index.html
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MINISTRY OF EDUCATION  

Disengagement from school is one of the more common characteristics of crossover youth. There is 

strong evidence to suggest that regular attendance at school is one of the most significant factors 

influencing student achievement. Chronic truancy is also a strong predictor of negative outcomes in 

later life including violence, delinquency, substance abuse, unemployment and early parenting. 

Schools continue to stand-down, suspend, and exclude more Māori students than any other ethnic 

group. Male students are more than twice as likely to be stood down, suspended or excluded, and 

they are more than three times more likely to be expelled than their female peers. Fourteen year 

olds continue to have the highest rates of stand downs and suspensions. 

This can be seen in non-enrolment, suspensions, stand downs and expulsions, in non-enrolments 

and in truancy data. The Ministry of Education gathers this data11. Examples can be found at 

Appendix 3. 

Non-enrolment data can be found on the Ministry website12. Attendance / truancy data is available 

from the 10 Education regions and shows unjustified absences which varies from region to region.13  

MINISTRY OF HEALTH14  

Data is gathered by the Ministry of Health on all aspects of the nation’s health. Each individual is has 

a national health number and whenever they access any part of the health system that is recorded.  

As a result, information is available on health engagement from birth to death, not as an individual 

but as an identified group such as those with Foetal Alcohol Spectrum Disorder, Autism, alcohol and 

drug abuse, mental health, forensic services, suicide, maternity, hospital admissions, etc including any 

other data collected as a response to the health survey such as unmet GP need due to lack of transport.  

NEW ZEALAND CRIME SURVEY  

Relevant samples from the New Zealand Crime Survey showing available statistics include15: 

- 104,000 NZ adults experience intimate psychological violence from their partner  

- 79,000 experience physical assault.  

                                                           
11 https://www.educationcounts.govt.nz/statistics/indicators/data/student-engagement-participation/stand-
downs-suspensions-exclusions-expulsions  
12 https://www.educationcounts.govt.nz/statistics/indicators/data/student-engagement-participation/non-
enrolled-students 
13 https://www.educationcounts.govt.nz/publications/series/2503/new-zealand-schools-attendance-survey-
term-2,-2019  
14 https://www.health.govt.nz/nz-health-statistics/health-statistics-and-data-sets/child-and-youth-health-
data-and-stats 
15 https://www.justice.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Publications/9ZU3Q-NZCVS-topical-report-Offences-by-

family-members-Cycle-1-2018.pdf 

 

https://www.educationcounts.govt.nz/statistics/indicators/data/student-engagement-participation/stand-downs-suspensions-exclusions-expulsions
https://www.educationcounts.govt.nz/statistics/indicators/data/student-engagement-participation/stand-downs-suspensions-exclusions-expulsions
https://www.educationcounts.govt.nz/statistics/indicators/data/student-engagement-participation/non-enrolled-students
https://www.educationcounts.govt.nz/statistics/indicators/data/student-engagement-participation/non-enrolled-students
https://www.educationcounts.govt.nz/publications/series/2503/new-zealand-schools-attendance-survey-term-2,-2019
https://www.educationcounts.govt.nz/publications/series/2503/new-zealand-schools-attendance-survey-term-2,-2019
https://www.health.govt.nz/nz-health-statistics/health-statistics-and-data-sets/child-and-youth-health-data-and-stats
https://www.health.govt.nz/nz-health-statistics/health-statistics-and-data-sets/child-and-youth-health-data-and-stats
https://www.justice.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Publications/9ZU3Q-NZCVS-topical-report-Offences-by-family-members-Cycle-1-2018.pdf
https://www.justice.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Publications/9ZU3Q-NZCVS-topical-report-Offences-by-family-members-Cycle-1-2018.pdf
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NEW ZEALAND RESEARCH 
 

OVERVIEW 

 

Since 2009 there has been a growing body of government and non-government research in New 

Zealand that has highlighted the significance of the crossover children and young people. Some of 

that research is detailed below. In 2012 the judicial initiative in New Zealand involving agency 

collaboration for young people involved in both youth justice and care protection began with 

crossover lists in the Youth Court. The international research began in earnest in 2005 and has 

resulted in widespread implementation of models of practice. 

 

Much of the research identifies the underlying needs of the young people, recently making the link 

with care and protection. These underlying needs are generally connected with why the young 

people are involved in the care and protection system in the first place. “Before they start offending, 

most such children and young people have experienced high rates of criminal abuse, neglect and 

violence, often from infancy, and have also been witnesses to crime and violence – they need support 

and trauma-recovery services before offending begins.” 

 

OFFICE OF THE CHILDRENS COMMISSION  

 

In 2009 Children’s Commissioner, Dr Cindy Kiro brought to our attention the needs of those we now 

refer to as crossover children16: “… a small but distinct group of children who are in serious difficulty 

by adolescence and who commit a disproportionate percentage of criminal offences… Such 

behaviour does not arise in isolation.” These children share histories of exposure to adversity. 

Research demonstrates, however, that the relationship between adversity and outcome is complex 

and that negative outcomes are the result of exposure to multiple risk factors, which include: 

- Socioeconomic adversity  

- Parental change and conflict 

- Lack of parental supervision 

- Lack of warmth and affection within the family 

- Parental characteristics including criminal/antisocial behaviour, substance abuse, young 

mother, solo parent, unemployment  

- Harsh discipline and abuse 

- Individual characteristics such as poor vocabulary and communication, lower than average 

IQ, poor literacy skills, a high level of novelty and thrill seeking  

- Peer rejection 

- Deviant peers 

- Community norms (such as gang presence) and levels of crime 

                                                           
16 Children, Parenting and Education, Addressing the Underlying Causes of Offending – What is the evidence? 
26 – 27 February 2009, Dr Cindy Kiro, Children’s Commissioner  
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It is important to note that these risk factors cover multiple domains including individual, family, 

school and community. Garbarino17 (1995) refers to these as ‘children’s social maps’ that 

provide cultural blueprints of what is normal, what is obvious, and what is impossible. When 

children are labelled as offenders or having severe conduct disorder they become the problem 

and the complex factors influencing their behaviour may be overlooked.” 

The multiple risk factors remain. In the decade since Kiro’s report we now have more detailed 

knowledge of those risk factors yet the percentage in the youth justice system of this group has 

grown. We may know more about them, yet our strategies appear not to have addressed their 

underlying needs.  

2009 THE HENWOOD TRUST18 

 

Review of literature and New Zealand data  

The following conclusions can be made in relation to the review of literature and New Zealand data 

on foster care: 

Despite the numbers of New Zealand children and young people in out of home care (4695 in June, 

2008), little is known about the New Zealand foster care population.  

 Current data collection and collation methods limit analysis and identification of key local issues.  

Despite this, international research sheds considerable light on a range of foster care problems, 

including providing best practice solutions.  

 Such research clearly identifies the high and multiple needs of children in foster care and that 

such needs persist over time into adulthood, translating into a range of poor life outcomes.  

 Due to the clinical needs of this group, regular ‘care only’ approaches often don’t meet the 

needs of children and caregivers alike.  

 Boys and girls in care are at elevated risk of offending into adolescence and young adulthood.  

 Many of these children are known to be at risk prior to entering youth justice systems.  

 Behaviour problems, multiple foster care placements and multiple spells in and out of foster 

care are risk factors for the development of later offending.  

 New Zealand data suggests that the older the child, the greater risk they are of placement 

disruption.  

 A number of known risk factors are associated with placement failure, as are features of foster 

care that promote placement stability.  

 

From 2009 the Henwood Trust drew attention to these young people in pursuing a shared vision for 

children and young people in care through national forums with Māori, NGOs and government. The 

Trust also continued to undertake research that included these young people and this can be found 

                                                           
17 Garbarino, J. (1995). Raising children in a socially toxic environment. San Francisco: Jossey-Bass.  
18 Foster Care & Youth Offending - A Review of the Evidence - A Report to the Henwood Trust, Published June 2009. 

https://www.henwoodtrust.org.nz/research-publications 

https://www.henwoodtrust.org.nz/research-publications
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in the publications New Zealand’s Gift to the World: The Youth Justice Family Group Conference, in 

the environmental scan prepared for Iwi Chairs, Rangatahi Māori and Youth Justice - Oranga 

Rangatahi and ongoing research around the Rangatahi Courts. Detail of the Henwood Trust work is 

at Appendix 1.  

 

2010 MINISTRY OF SOCIAL DEVELOPMENT 

 

In 2010 the Ministry of Social Development published research19: “The purpose of the work is to 

identify the degree of crossover between the care and protection system, youth justice, and the 

adult justice system.”  and “analysis identifies that there are typically multiple background issues 

with the family’s situation.”  This research identified for the first time in New Zealand, through case 

file analysis of a 1989 birth cohort, that crossover youth were significant numbers in the Youth Court 

and continued on to the adult criminal justice system.  

 

Page 8 and 9: The Child Youth and Family records showed that 73% of youth justice clients aged 14 - 

16 years were also known for care and protection concerns. As they moved into adulthood, 83% of 

those imprisoned under 20 years had a previous Child, Youth and Family record. It concluded that 

there are typically multiple background issues with the families including mental health, crime and 

family violence, substance and alcohol issues and abuse. The case notes identified that most child 

abuse occurs in the context of high stress.  

 

ORANGA TAMARIKI EVIDENCE CENTRE20 

 

The Oranga Tamariki 2018 publication Evidence Brief: Complex Needs includes a useful and 

comprehensive coverage of the backgrounds of children and young people in the care system and 

youth justice systems. That the difficulties experienced by children and young people in both the 

care and youth justice populations, often stem from a history of trauma, neglect and/or abuse. The 

report also notes the need for further research.  

 
A 2019 report21 identifies low income, parental unemployment, housing instability, neighbourhood 

poverty, children’s cognitive or behavioural problems, a high number of school moves, and parental 

factors such as younger mothers, parental separation, and substance abuse as influences on neglect 

of children. Parental mental health, lack of education and regional rates of poverty or 

unemployment have also been linked with rates of maltreatment.  

 

These research publications articulate the deep and wide ranging needs. What is needed are 

strategies to bring about actual change.  

  

                                                           
19https://fyi.org.nz/request/9568/response/32305/attach/html/2/R%20Crossover%20between%20child%20protection%20

and%20youth%20justice%20and%20transition%20t....pdf.html 
20 Oranga Tamariki Evidence Centre. (2018). Evidence Brief: Complex Needs. Wellington, New Zealand: Oranga Tamariki—

Ministry for Children. https://www.orangatamariki.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/Research/Latest-research/Evidence-Brief-
Complex-Needs.pdf 
21 Oranga Tamariki Evidence Centre. (2018). How do welfare and tax settings affect children’s involvement 

with child protective services? Wellington, New Zealand: Oranga Tamariki—Ministry for Children. 

https://fyi.org.nz/request/9568/response/32305/attach/html/2/R%20Crossover%20between%20child%20protection%20and%20youth%20justice%20and%20transition%20t....pdf.html
https://fyi.org.nz/request/9568/response/32305/attach/html/2/R%20Crossover%20between%20child%20protection%20and%20youth%20justice%20and%20transition%20t....pdf.html
https://www.orangatamariki.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/Research/Latest-research/Evidence-Brief-Complex-Needs.pdf
https://www.orangatamariki.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/Research/Latest-research/Evidence-Brief-Complex-Needs.pdf
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YOUTH COURT 

 

The Youth Court deals with the crossover youth through “crossover lists” which provide a 

coordination of proceedings for those young people who are dually involved - proceedings both in 

the Family Court for care and protection matters and the Youth Court for offending. These young 

people “come with a constellation of usually co-occurring issues…”22 and present the Youth Court 

and all the agencies involved with their biggest challenges. The judiciary involved in the Youth Court 

have long been advocates for this group of young people reporting on the issues: 

 

 81% male 

 increasing numbers of young women who offend especially violently.  

 The overseas research tells us 92% have experienced some form of emotional, 

physical and/or sexual abuse; they come from families with histories of poverty, 

death and intergenerational pattern of arrest and incarceration; 85% have been 

expelled from school; 81% have experienced serious physical health problems, 53% 

psychological services and 21% hospitalised in a psychiatric facility; 29% had been 

pregnant and 16% while in custody.  

 A number of the crossover youth are already parents and in many cases those 

children are subject to intervention by Oranga Tamariki concerning their care and 

protection.  

 70 – 80% have a drug and /or alcohol problem  

 65 - 70% are not engaged in school – most are not even enrolled rather than truant 

 Most experience family dysfunction and disadvantage 

 Many have some form of psychological disorder, especially conduct disorder, and 

display little remorse. Many will also have neuro-developmental issues such as 

traumatic brain injury, foetal alcohol spectrum disorder, autism, attention deficit 

disorder, speech and communication disorders, a specific learning disability (e.g. 

dyslexia), or a combination of these. These are most of the recidivist offenders.  

 Māori youth at 24% of the youth population, seem to be disproportionately 

represented at every stage of the youth justice process – 63% at apprehension, 61% 

of Court appearances, 65% Supervision with Residence. 

 

Also in 2014 at page 7 of Court in the Act Issue 6723 “neurodisability is a broad term encompassing 

such atypical neurological profiles as intellectual disability, Foetal Alcohol Syndrome Disorder, and 

Attention Deficit Hyperactivity Disorder. Characteristics symptomatic of such neurodisabilities 

include hyperactivity and impulsivity, low intelligence and cognitive impairment, alienation, and 

aggressive behaviour. These characteristics can directly lead to offending; low impulse control and 

social immaturity could, for example, result in deviant sexual behaviour. They can also lead to life 

choices that increase the likelihood of offending; a sense of alienation, combined with cognitive 

impairment, may render a child particularly vulnerable to the influence of gang culture.” 

                                                           
22 http://www.dyslexiafoundation.org.nz/dyslexia_advocacy/pdfs/judge_becroft_perspective.pdf 

 
23 Issue 67 October 2014 | https://www.districtcourts.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/Court-in-the-
Act/6a785a9798/Court-in-the-Act-Issue-67.pdf 

http://www.dyslexiafoundation.org.nz/dyslexia_advocacy/pdfs/judge_becroft_perspective.pdf
https://www.districtcourts.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/Court-in-the-Act/6a785a9798/Court-in-the-Act-Issue-67.pdf
https://www.districtcourts.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/Court-in-the-Act/6a785a9798/Court-in-the-Act-Issue-67.pdf


 

28 
 

The Youth Court has established initiatives in attempt to address these underlying issues, the most 

significant examples being: 

2002  Christchurch Youth Drug Court  

2007 Intensive Monitoring Group in Auckland involving 5 key government agencies working 

together as a co-ordinated non-adversarial team for the most at risk youth offenders.  

2008  Rangatahi Courts where young people have the option to have their family group conference 

plan monitored on a marae 

2010 Pasifika Court where young people have the option to have their family group conference 

plan monitored Pasifika churches or community centres 

2012 Crossover lists in all large Courts in Auckland city where the proceedings for young people 

before the Youth Court who also have care and protection proceedings before the Family Court are 

coordinated at one time.   

Currently further work in the Youth Court is being undertaken to strengthen responses to crossover 

children and youth.  

 

OFFICE OF THE PRIME MINISTER’S CHIEF SCIENCE ADVISOR  

 

It is worth reproducing the 2018 report from the Office of the Prime Minister’s Chief Science Advisor 

as it clearly defines the current understanding of the issues related to youth offending and what, 

importantly in relation to this study, needs to happen: “It’s never too early, never too late: A 

discussion paper on preventing youth offending in New Zealand”24 in 2018. The executive summary 

is reproduced in full below.  

 

1. The number of offenders in the youth-justice system is decreasing. Much of what the youth-

justice system is doing is seen as effective and innovative, but we need to prevent young people 

engaging with the youth-justice system in the first place. This is a discussion paper with the purpose 

of using findings from current science to prompt informed reflection on issues related to youth 

justice in New Zealand. This Executive Summary raises issues that are further discussed and 

referenced in the main body of the report.  

2. Victims of crime need support and trauma recovery services. Before they start offending, most 

such children and young people have experienced high rates of criminal abuse, neglect and violence, 

often from infancy, and have also been witnesses to crime and violence – they need support and 

trauma-recovery services before offending begins.  

3. Understanding youth offending. Those aged 15 to 24 years (14% of the population) account for as 

much as 40% of criminal-justice apprehensions. Those aged 17 to 24 years offend more than all 

other age groups. Scientific evidence is showing that adolescent development extends into the mid-

20s. As a result, factors such as peer influence (heightened by the use of social media), impulsive 

risk-taking, lack of self-regulation, lack of awareness of the consequences of one’s actions and 

psychosocial immaturity all contribute to this bulge. And for young offenders, these issues are 

compounded by their experiences of abuse, trauma, victimisation and disadvantage. Responses 

                                                           
24 https://www.pmcsa.org.nz/wp-content/uploads/Discussion-paper-on-preventing-youth-offending-in-NZ.pdf 

https://www.pmcsa.org.nz/wp-content/uploads/Discussion-paper-on-preventing-youth-offending-in-NZ.pdf
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different from those required for prepubertal children or mature adults are needed, as this age-

group can be particularly hard for many state agencies to work with.  

4. Use developmental crime prevention. The developmental, social, community and family 

environments, and intra-family and social relationships of children and young people, have a major 

impact on their potential for offending and need to be addressed early, by families, friends, 

neighbours, communities, and across education, health, cultural and social services. This is the 

essence of “developmental crime prevention”. The younger the child at intervention, the more 

effective it is likely to be.  

5. Get children off the prison pipeline. There are evidence-based steps to get young people off the 

“prison pipeline”, the seemingly inevitable journey from early offending to eventual adult prison. 

Developmental crime prevention views the prison pipeline – and the chance to change the trajectory 

– as beginning with the previous generation (e.g., parents who have experienced violence and 

trauma and are in the justice system) and extending from birth through countless opportunities to 

support non-criminal environments and lives.  

6. Work on the risks shown in NZ’s own longitudinal studies. Robust evidence of risk creating and 

protective factors for the development of severely challenging behaviour (an early step on the 

pathway to offending) is well-established, including from NZ’s world-leading longitudinal studies, 

from birth to middle age, in Christchurch and Dunedin. This includes the effects of poverty, 

disadvantage and trauma (such as violence, abuse and neglect) on children’s offending. Family and 

extended family/whānau are at the heart of a child’s world and need to be supported to foster each 

child’s development and wellbeing.  

7. Scale-up evidence-based programmes and also evaluate local cultural solutions. Wellbeing and 

resilience can be broadly fostered for all, from infancy throughout early childhood education and 

school, with more targeted support then applied as soon as issues are detected. There are 

individual, family, school and community programmes with a strong evidence base for effectiveness; 

many have been adapted for New Zealanders but have been only partially adopted and therefore 

need to be scaled up. Culturally appropriate research also needs to be supported so as to evaluate 

introduced programmes and locally targeted solutions.  

8. Early intervention is key, and is cost effective. Early, positive engagement can stop 

intergenerational cycles of trauma, offending and prison involvement. The effects of abuse, neglect 

and maltreatment on children’s development and behaviour can be successfully addressed at home, 

at school, in the community and in targeted mental health and other services, for a fraction of the 

cost of imprisonment. Preschool programmes, and providing age appropriate interventions based on 

cognitive behavioural therapy (CBT), are the most cost effective developmental crime prevention 

approaches.  

9. Partner effectively with cultural approaches. Young Māori are significantly and persistently over-

represented in the criminal-justice system, both as victims and offenders. A robust partnership is 

required, that combines the complementary strengths of iwi/Māori and government, after years of 



 

30 
 

“well-intentioned but poorly coordinated” initiatives. Rates of violent offending by Pacific young 

people are also disproportionately high. Collaboration with Pacific communities, using Pasifika 

models and worldviews, and building the workforce and evidence base of effective prevention and 

intervention strategies, is needed.  

10. Intervene on the entry pathways into the prison pipeline. There is considerable evidence of 

ways to address and treat the effects of children’s trauma (abuse, violence, loss and neglect), issues 

with mental health and substance use, learning and literacy difficulties, and lack of social, cultural 

and community engagement and wellbeing (See Table 1).  

11. Across the life-course, address high rates of mental health and developmental disorders. Young 

offenders have high rates of these challenging issues.  

12. Use youth justice principles, where appropriate, for offenders aged 17 to 24 years. Although 

some offenders need prison, young offenders (up to age 20) in prison are more likely than the 

general prison population to be re-imprisoned (42.5%) or reconvicted (62.6%) within 12 months of 

release. Principles of youth justice (as applied to those aged under 17 years), such as diversion, 

Rangatahi Courts and restorative justice, may be appropriate for some up to age 25 because of the 

evidence that brain pathways, especially around risk-taking and criminal responsibility, do not 

develop until well into the 20s. Pre-trial and remand services are also being reviewed to respond to 

the rising demand on prison capacity (including a remand assessment tool to assess safe bail options 

for young people).  

13. Harsh punishments have little deterrent effect on young people. Boot camps do not work and 

“scared straight” programmes have been shown to increase crime. Young offenders can find the 

“thrill”, or emotional “high” of violent offending, and the social rewards (such as admiration from 

their peers), more important to them than concerns about being caught or facing social disapproval. 

Youth need alternative, prosocial ways to achieve engagement and social approval. 

NEW ZEALAND UNIVERSITIES 

 

New Zealand universities are involved in research on this group of young people and their needs. 

Two examples include Auckland University and Victoria University of Wellington.  

 

AUCKLAND UNIVERSITY has crossover research currently underway: THE CASE FOR EARLY 

INTERVENTION: CHILD OFFENDING AND FAMILY COURT PRACTICES. This is led by Associate 

Professor Ian Lambie, Science Advisor Justice. Offending by children under 13 is linked to lifelong 

crime.  Associate Professor Ian Lambie, University of Auckland is leading research during 2019 – 

2020 to “understand and change the pathways that lead from a child’s Family Court involvement to 

ultimately end up in adult prison.” And to “find out what prevents child offending (or reoffending), 

what legal and child-welfare practices get in the way and what effective solutions are possible.” 
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Most children and young people who engage in serious offending have a history of child-welfare 

concerns (which are likely to underlie or contribute to their behaviour) and have had Oranga 

Tamariki and/or Family Court involvement.   

A previous 2016 report25 led by Associate Professor Ian Lambie and published by the Ministry of 

Social Development also provides a comprehensive background of youth in secure residence, many 

of whom have histories of abuse and neglect.  

NGĀ PAE O TE MĀRAMATANGA is New Zealand's Māori Centre of Research Excellence hosted by 

the University of Auckland.  There are three research themes are Whai Rawa (The Māori Economy), 

Te Tai Ao (The Natural Environment) and Mauri Ora (Human Flourishing). 

 

TE KOTAHI RESEARCH INSTITUTE based at Waikato University Te Kotahi provides a strong 

foundation for engagement in research that contributes to enhancing well-being for Iwi, Māori, 

Indigenous communities and society. It undertakes research collaborations with any organisation 

that can contribute to realising Māori aspirations. 

 

VICTORIA UNIVERSITY OF WELLINGTON At the 2016 Neurodisabilities26: “There has been to date no 

comprehensive or specific study in New Zealand that examines the prevalence of neurodisability in 

the offender population. Many at the Forum called for more specific research into this issue, to 

better inform practice and policy. Despite the lack of comprehensive published research, anecdotal 

evidence is that neurodisabilities are significantly over-represented in the youth justice system; in 

line with overseas research it is estimated communication disorders alone could affect 60- 90% of 

youth offenders. There is also some local data that highlights some aspects of neurodisability 

prevalence:  

 From a study of 1709 adolescent fire-setters, 29.1% had learning problems, 15.6% had 

ADHD, and 15.2% had a head injury. Those with a head injury were 2.17 times more likely to 

commit an offence post-intervention than those who did not have a head injury 

 In a study of 1205 young persons who engage in sexually harmful behaviour, 54.3% had 

learning/developmental problems, 25.4% had ADHD, and 6.3% had a head injury 

 From an audit of the files of 184 female youth offenders from the Auckland Regional 

Forensic Service client register, 29% had ADHD and 15% had low intellect/cognitive 

impairment18 13 For an overview of the principles and processes of the Youth Court 

jurisdiction  

 Results from a Ministry of Education screening tool trialled in 2008 on 197 prison inmates 

showed that 90% were not functionally literate and 80% were not functionally numerate.”   

                                                           
25 https://www.msd.govt.nz/s/search.html?collection=msd-msd-
web&profile=_default&query=youth+justice+secure+residences 
26 http://neurodisabilitiesforum.org.nz/wp-content/uploads/2016/05/Neurodisabilities-Forum-2016-Report-1.pdf 

Neurodisability in the Youth Justice System in New Zealand: How Vulnerability Intersects with Justice,26 a report prepared 
by Dr Nessa Lynch, Faculty of Law, Victoria University of Wellington, in conjunction with Dyslexia Foundation of New 
Zealand (DFNZ), summarising the contributions of participants at the 2016 Neurodisabilities Forum, hosted by DFNZ in 
Wellington, 12 May 2016. Report date: 30 May 2016 
 

 

https://www.msd.govt.nz/s/search.html?collection=msd-msd-web&profile=_default&query=youth+justice+secure+residences
https://www.msd.govt.nz/s/search.html?collection=msd-msd-web&profile=_default&query=youth+justice+secure+residences
http://neurodisabilitiesforum.org.nz/wp-content/uploads/2016/05/Neurodisabilities-Forum-2016-Report-1.pdf
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WHAT THE INTERNATIONAL RESEARCH TELLS US 
o United States – Washington DC and New York City 

o Australian research 

o International collaboration  

UNITED STATES – WASHINGTON DC & NEW YORK CITY 

 

In the USA the issues for crossover youth reflect those in New Zealand27.  USA statistics for 

crossover youth28: 

 

 
 

                                                           
27 https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=oODK0BfcUek Seeing All of Me: A Multi-system Approach For Foster Care Youth 

Who Get Arrested 
28 https://www.casey.org/crossover-youth-resource-list/  

https://www.youtube.com/watch?v=oODK0BfcUek
https://www.casey.org/crossover-youth-resource-list/
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Jennifer George spent 2 weeks in the USA during June 2019 meeting at Georgetown University, 

Washington DC and a cross section of those implementing a crossover youth model in New York 

City.29 Those meetings and interviews included government agencies, the Children’s Court, 

academics and researchers, mental health practitioners, judges, lawyers both defence and 

prosecution. If time had permitted it would have been valuable to have visited more at the front 

line, working in the preventative space in the suburbs and communities to experience the 

innovations going on there.  

GEORGETOWN UNIVERSITY, WASHINGTON DC 

In 2010, the Center for Juvenile Justice Reform (CJJR) at Georgetown University in Washington DC 

developed a process called the Crossover Youth Practice Model30 (CYPM) to address the needs of 

youth known to both the child welfare and juvenile justice systems. CYPM is a process to help the 

child welfare and juvenile justice systems work together to achieve better outcomes for crossover 

youth from ages 7 – 15 years. In 2019 the CJJT works with over 120 sites in 23 states of the USA, 

including New York City, to implement the model.  

Jennifer met Shay Bilchik, CJJR Founder and Director and Macon Stewart, formerly with the Casey 

Foundation to explore the CYPM.  

The growing body of research on crossover youth in the USA indicates that crossover youth are often 

in the child welfare system for long periods of time,  are more likely to be female compared to the 

general delinquency population, youth of colour appear to be over-represented in crossover 

populations, most have been placed out of the home and often experience numerous placements, 

including multiple placements in group care, are often truant and/or performing poorly at school, 

perceived as higher risk by justice decision-makers and receive harsher dispositions than their non-

crossover counterparts.  

Added to this, USA research has also found that adverse childhood experiences do not exert a direct 

effect of repeat offending alone but they do have an effect when child welfare is involved31.  

CROSSOVER YOUTH PRACTICE MODEL (CYPM) 

 

CYPM is a multi-system collaboration that aims to comprehensively address the largely trauma-

based and complex risks and needs of crossover youth. Crossover youth in the context of CYPM are 

                                                           
29 Joint Protocol Of The New York City Family Court, The Administration For Children’s Services, And The Department Of 
Probation https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/acs/pdf/cypm/CYPM_Protocol_2_12_15.pdf 
30 https://cjjr.georgetown.edu/our-work/crossover-youth-practice-model/ 
31 https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Maltreatment%2C-Child-Welfare%2C-and-Recidivism-in-a-of-Baglivio-

Wolff/d5b25cfc5384c2d9d82baefac360f5afc8687570 

 

https://www1.nyc.gov/assets/acs/pdf/cypm/CYPM_Protocol_2_12_15.pdf
https://cjjr.georgetown.edu/our-work/crossover-youth-practice-model/
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Maltreatment%2C-Child-Welfare%2C-and-Recidivism-in-a-of-Baglivio-Wolff/d5b25cfc5384c2d9d82baefac360f5afc8687570
https://www.semanticscholar.org/paper/Maltreatment%2C-Child-Welfare%2C-and-Recidivism-in-a-of-Baglivio-Wolff/d5b25cfc5384c2d9d82baefac360f5afc8687570
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only those who are currently involved in both the welfare and juvenile justice systems at the same 

time.  

It is a strength-based approach helping jurisdictions involved with the crossover youth to 

thoughtfully and meaningfully align their systems of care to benefit at-risk youth and their families. 

The practice model does so in a way that supports a city or town to coordinate case management, 

jointly assess clients, coordinate case plans and case supervision as well as improve court processes. 

Its implementation in any jurisdiction is supported by CJJR. The foundation principle is the 

commitment to collaborate and not proceed until genuine commitment is secured. This 

collaboration takes time and the trust associated with it is one of the biggest challenges to success.  

The collaboration is strengthened by integrating the use of best practices and evidence-based 

programs as they relate to child welfare, juvenile justice, mental health, substance abuse and 

education practices. It is supported externally by the CJJR with facilitation, supervision and funding. 

 CYPM SEEKS TO ADDRESS 

- In the juvenile justice system, crossover youth are perceived as riskier and more dangerous than 

child without children welfare involvement – and thus receive harsher penalties 

- Crossover youth are less likely to complete high school and more likely to experience severe 

mental health and addiction problems  

- Crossover youth run a greater risk of becoming homeless than their peers without dual 

involvement  

- Crossover youth tend to penetrate further into both the child welfare and juvenile justice 

systems. Their needs are typically not well understood or addressed by either system.   

KEY FACTORS FOR SUCCESS IN SETTING UP AND MAINTAINING THE MODEL 

- Leadership is essential and the judges’ role in this is crucial 

- Take time to get all agencies, Police, lawyers, judges to commit to the process and to collaborate 

- Collaboration is the key - proceed only when all on board and committed to collaboration 

- Quality assurance through ensuring that all agencies and individuals are doing what they said 

they were going to do when they said they would.  

- Data recording is fundamental  
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NEW YORK CITY  

 

The research itinerary in NYC: 

7 June 2019 – Friday Review of Washington DC meetings  
Administration for Children’s Services (ACS) which is the NYC 
equivalent of Oranga Tamariki, with Director Sara Hemmeter and 
senior leaders re CYPM, Close to Home and crossover youth 

8 June 2019 – Saturday  Travel to Hudson for interviews on New Zealand Law Foundation 
supported, Henwood Trust book New Zealand’s Gift to the World: The 
Youth Justice Family Group Conference – editor, Russ Immarigeon 

9 June 2019 – Sunday  Return to NYC from interview 

10 June 2019 – Monday  Day of meetings and observation in Bronx Family Court – Judge 
Passidomo & Judge Jolly, attorneys and service providers  

11 June 2019 – Tuesday Day of meetings and observation in Manhattan Family Court – Judge 
Pearl, Judge Goldstein and Judge Kelly, attorneys, agencies and service 
providers 

12 June 2019 - 
Wednesday 

The Legal Aid Society, Juvenile Rights Practice – afternoon of meetings 
with Legal Aid Services – Martin Feinman and defence counsel for 
juvenile offenders and attorneys involved in child welfare matters  

 

If time had allowed others who would have added valuable information included the Neighbourhood 

Defender Service of Harlem, Bronx Defenders, The Children’s Law Centre, Centre for Family 

Representation. Their voice would add a deeper perspective from the communities involved.  

New York City began the implementation of the CYPM in 2012 first in the Bronx, then Brooklyn and 

because of its success then city wide. NYC Administration for Children’s Services32 (ACS) is the key 

driver implementing the Crossover Youth Practice Model. ACS is the New York City equivalent of 

Oranga Tamariki and work with children 17 years and under. 

The key principles that make the CYPM effective in NYC are:  

- Engagement and collaboration – all agencies and NGOs 

- Ongoing training of existing and all new staff 

- Quality assurance  

- Recording data  

From the ACS website cited above: “The Crossover Youth Practice Model (CYPM) is a multi-agency, 

cross-system practice model that aims to address the needs of youth involved in both child welfare 

and juvenile justice systems. Its core goal is to reduce further youth involvement in the juvenile justice 

system in a manner that is consistent with the needs and best interests of the youth and the need for 

the protection of the community. The model is founded on the principles of information exchange, 

coordination, and collaboration between child welfare and juvenile justice professionals. It proposes 

a set of goals and guidelines for multiple agencies and stakeholders in both the child welfare and 

                                                           
32 https://www1.nyc.gov/site/acs/about/about.page  

https://www1.nyc.gov/site/acs/about/about.page
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juvenile justice agencies at each point in the juvenile justice process, from arrest through the end of 

the juvenile justice case (including placement and aftercare services).” 

“The Credible Messenger movement33 has emerged based on a core belief that communities have 

within them transformative resources to lift up justice-involved people in a comprehensive and 

positive way. The Credible Messenger movement is emerging based on a holistic, comprehensive 

approach to justice that transforms and improves individual lives, rearranges the relationship 

between communities and the justice system, and empowers neighbourhoods to use the resources 

they have within to maintain public safety. Using this people-up perspective, the Credible Messenger 

approach seeks to build trust and inspire change from within communities so that they can feel 

positive about possibilities rather than facing a future of frustration.” 

The judges in NYC sitting in the Family Court are involved in both child protection and juvenile 

delinquency. The meetings at the Court with the judges, attorneys and Court staff and providers 

such as mental health practitioners identified the most important changes made that have made a 

difference are:  

- Case management through the Court – both welfare and juvenile justice.  

- The same judge will oversee proceedings where the same family is involved 

- Judges have their own attorney to assist with workload 

- Non-negotiable that all involved collaborate  

- Supports in place immediately for families  

- Weekend courts to ensure no youth on remand over the weekend 

- Kids in care come to the court every 6 months if they are in care post delinquency proceedings 

- Information sharing    

- Cultural and ethnic considerations are now before the Court 

- Fast disposition 

- Youth kept at the same school no matter where they are placed 

ADMINISTRATION OF CHILDRENS SERVICES (ACS) 

 

- All kids in juvenile justice have issues based in trauma, abuse and neglect  

- The kids are victims – treat them like victims not perpetrators  

- Same issues exist for NYC youth as New Zealand  – mental health, deprivation, kids of colour  

- All new arrests are now screened first for involvement in child welfare and case planner follows 

up with agencies. The biggest challenge with this is identifying youth when they crossover when 

moving jurisdictons. ACS also has a team to track the kids in detention and Close to Home and so 

monitor delivery of what is happening with individual cases.  

- Prosecutors in the Bronx now say: 

o With CYPM they take the wider issues and contributing factors into account. The 

conversation is about circumstance, using the child welfare approach to explain the 

behaviours – Is there something going on at home? Did he hit the guy because his 

                                                           
33 https://cmjcenter.org/approach/ 

https://cmjcenter.org/approach/
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stepfather was beating him up? This changes perceptions and individual assessment 

outcomes.  

o Because judges understand the system through collaboration they can trust allowing the 

youth to go home because there are wraparound programmes like Muli Systemic 

Therapy, Functional Family Therapy.  

- Listening and understanding the youth is hard for the system so it is crucial to bring them 

together with the Police and other agencies periodically 

- The youth have many communication issues that make it hard for them to understand and 

articulate what is going on for them in their lives 

- The numbers are relatively small now but the numbers we do have are much more complicated. 

They are tough kids. The crimes are not great but the kids themselves are, with complex needs 

and complex families, with generational child welfare issues, physical, sexual and emotional 

violence, mental health and special needs.  

- Kids/ families still let down by agencies even with CYPM, even though the incidences might be 

less. So quality assurance is vital.  

- Bias and prejudice comes in many ways and is common: 

- Privilege and location 

- Colour 

- Education  

- Care background  

- Diversity in hiring helps a lot. Having someone who comes from that community whether they 

have been through the system or not helps – credible messengers. But all the agencies struggle 

with this.  

- Police attitudes in front line policing can be negative. However, as soon as a young person is 

arrested they must be checked as to any care and protection background.  

- How do you make people accountable to deliver? This continues to be a challenge.  

- Heat maps of NYC show the neighbourhoods where are kids come from – about 7 of them. They 

are the highest in poverty, the highest concentration of housing projects, the highest 

unemployment, the highest in domestic violence. Our delinquency comes from there. Our child 

welfare cases come from there. An example below of poverty in NYC: 

Heat maps of NYC show the neighbourhoods where are 

kids come from – about 7 of them. They are the highest 

in poverty, the highest concentration of housing 

projects, the highest unemployment, the highest in 

domestic violence. Our delinquency comes from there. 

Our child welfare cases come from there 
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Other data maps such as that above can show reports of abuse and neglect, juvenile delinquency, 

incarceration, unemployment, mental health services, housing instability, rental costs and other 

factors recognised as influencing the abuse and neglect of children and young people. Bringing these 

together allows decision makers to identify more closely where to focus resources and what 

resources to focus to make a difference for the communities these young people come from. This 

approach shows that it would be better to put resources towards reducing poverty, improving local 

health, education and employment opportunities and focus on innovations that will achieve this. 
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A Florida example34: 

 

Density maps of child abuse and neglect (2005–2008) and domestic violence (2009). Left density 
map displays confirmed cases of child maltreatment, including abuse and neglect. Child abuse 
may involve physical, sexual, or emotional abuse. Right density map shows calls to law 
enforcement for domestic violence incidents in the Gainesville, FL, area in 2009. Domestic 
violence includes “domestic disturbance” and “domestic battery.” Battery can involve any 
dangerous weapon, including a hand or a fist. 

Detailed Maps Show How Neighborhoods Shape Children for Life35 Some places lift children out 
of poverty. Others trap them there. Cities are trying to do something about making a difference 
using the information in these data or heat maps. 

- Our prevention department has created family enrichment centres and put them in these high 

needs neighbourhoods. Store front places where any family can walk in and get some assistance, 

                                                           
34 https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3627788/ 
35 https://www.nytimes.com/2018/10/01/upshot/maps-neighborhoods-shape-child-poverty.html 

The potential for communities of “hot spot” density data maps was seen in Florida where the 

wider community successfully advocated for resources.  These maps were created using 

important health and social indicators to highlight the location of disparities at the 

neighbourhood level. They were widely shared with community partners, including local 

government officials, law enforcement, educators, child welfare agencies, health care 

providers, and service organizations. This data sharing resulted in advocacy efforts to bring 

resources to the greatest-need neighbourhoods. Innovative public-private partnerships were 

forged between the local library district, children and family service providers, and university 

administrators.  

Two major changes are detailed: 

 1. a family resource centre built in the neighbourhood of greatest need and  

2. a mobile clinic staffed by physicians, nurses, physician assistants, health educators, and 

student and faculty volunteers. 

 

 

 

https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3627788/
https://www.nytimes.com/2018/10/01/upshot/maps-neighborhoods-shape-child-poverty.html
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building community and helping families that need help without the ACS logo, as people very 

anti ACS (Social Workers used to get dirty diapers thrown at them!) 

o We get the data from these. It details where the kids are coming from and where we 

want to target resources – traditionally community based services are not in these 

under-served communities. And they are heavily policed. 

o Much more to do in this preventative space – after school programmes freely available, 

fixing parks and housing, something for youth to do after school that is not related to 

youth gangs.  

- Education – is hard to keep the schools engaged. A young person before the Court must be 

funded to continue to go to their current school which has some positive impact on where they 

are placed.  

- Working with education is one of the bigger challenges because of the way the system works.  

o We have high level commitment from the Department of Education but we can’t go to 

one person in the department because each school is its own community with its 

principal and board.  

o Teachers are with their classes during the day so cannot attend Court, not all schools 

have social workers or counsellors. Some schools have advocates but then most of the 

crossover youth are not in school.  

o If a kid is placed out of home there are good supports for their education. They go to 

ACS schools and when they transition they are supported by education liaison staff.   

-  Training – the funding of ongoing training and on-boarding of new staff is a priority. This has 

significantly changed practice and perception of crossover youth.  

- Quality assurance is important but hard to keep going. You need someone senior in the system 

who has authority to lead. At present it is largely informal meetings and connections and the 

crossover youth kept in high level conversations.  

- In the end CYPM and Close to Home have fundamentally changed the way we perceive our 

crossover youth. We are not perfect, it doesn’t get followed in every instance but the fact that 

we have changed the thinking city wide, top to bottom means it is a cultural shift. And there’s no 

going back. It is hard. It is the hardest thing we have ever done but it has been worth it.  

DEFENCE ATTORNEYS  

“Our perspective is that all of our delinquency kids are the victims of child abuse and / or neglect 

whether a petition has been filed or not. They are all the product of something that has gone on in 

their upbringing.” While defence attorneys do have issues with CPYM they support its intent to deal 

Detailed Maps Show How Neighborhoods 

Shape Children for Life1 

 

Some place lift children out of poverty. 

Others trap them there. 
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with the youth holistically as opposed to independently in each jurisdiction. The judge and 

prosecuting agency need to really, truly believe that the young people are victims, not criminals and 

predators.  

The defence attorneys see their roles in advocating for what the young person wants not in their 

best interests as seen by the system. That is the role of the judge or other agencies.  

- Information sharing has the potential to be a risk for the young person in any future 

proceedings. 

- They are concerned with the ‘collateral consequences’ for those with findings on their records 

when they engage with other institutions, schools and so on and every kids should have the 

opportunity to avoid these consequences, especially this group. For this reason, defence 

attorneys tend to resist information sharing.  

- They see judges playing safe and still erring on the side of convicting. 

- They also see judges with the best of intentions who can be out of touch – a judge told a mother 

her clothing was not the kind of example she should be setting her son, that she was expected to 

wear the same clothing she would wear to church. The mother replied, “Judge, this is what I 

wear to church on Sunday. If I had more money to buy better clothes I would. This is the best I 

have and this is what you are getting.” 

- People in the system find it hard to appreciate how racist the system is, even though the 

statistics are stark. It is not because people of colour are more criminal, it is for many reasons 

including how their communities are policed, ways in which problems are handled.  

- Keeping the kids with their parents requires much more effort. Need to keep commitment to 

resourcing for any chance of success.  

 

COLUMBIA UNIVERSITY, New York City 

Vincent Shiraldi36, Senior Research Scientist/ Adjunct Professor at Columbia University, in the city of 

New York is an academic who provided valuable insights into this research on which the model is 

based and its evaluation and its implementation in other states. Key emphasis is on the importance 

of evaluation. He has particular interest in the Close to Home initiative which works alongside CYPM. 

In NYC he was part of the first conversation that started with what kids could be home if we had the 

kind of resources that helped them make it at home without committing crimes, and flourish? 

Ask the question: What makes these kids tick and what could make them succeed at home? 

- What kids do we think need to be in a locked facility? 

- What kids do we think need to be in any facility? 

- What kids could be at home? 

                                                           
36 https://www.inquirer.com/crime/probation-nyc-new-york-neons-philadelphia-solutions-mass-incarceration-
vincent-schiraldi-20200110.html 

https://www.inquirer.com/crime/probation-nyc-new-york-neons-philadelphia-solutions-mass-incarceration-vincent-schiraldi-20200110.html
https://www.inquirer.com/crime/probation-nyc-new-york-neons-philadelphia-solutions-mass-incarceration-vincent-schiraldi-20200110.html
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As opposed to: We have XXX numbers of kids in locked custody, how can we create beds around the 

state to house them? 

With this approach the question then becomes – it costs 180k in Wisconsin per annum per bed. So, if 

that $180k was freed up to follow the kids and their needs:  

- How many should actually be in locked facility? 

- How many could be close to home or with their caregivers with wraparound intensive services?  

In NYC once the judges knew there were robust supports in place the numbers dropped from 500 

to 100 in a city of 12 million and youth crime plummeted.  

BRINGING RESEARCH & IMPLEMENTATION TOGETHER 

In all the meetings in NYC we discussed the process of implementing the CYPM and the challenges of 

implementing the whole research-based programme. There was very little criticism but it was 

stressed that you have got to do it properly, do the whole package not cherry pick ideas from the 

model.  

The commitment process took time and was funded externally by Casey Family Foundation until it 

was up and running in NYC.  

Total commitment, long term commitment to collaboration between all agencies involved is the first 

requirement. Implementation did not proceed until all were committed, even those who found it 

hard to commit, such as education. For example, getting a young person in court with a school 

representative and a commitment from the school to working with that youth. If that commitment 

does not exist things fall over and cause gaps. Education has particular challenges as teachers are in 

classroom and do not have the flexibility to get to Court when the young person appears.  

Quality assurance. Shay Bilchik from Centre for Juvenile Justice Reform (CJJR) said, “When we took 

that to the streets it was shrugged off as too difficult, who can do it? and how? However, every time 

we get together that is an informal quality assurance (QA). CJJR research and model has QA as an 

essential pillar that should not be dismissed as too hard. QA may be applied differently in different 

areas but it is a non-negotiable. They put a lot money into it implementing the model and it is 

underpinned by well-funded and rigorous data collection and monitoring for QA. 

NYC is very big with a population of 12 million, so a bit of an aberration as it does not represent 

anything like we have in New Zealand. Examining implementation in a city the size of New Zealand 

might be helpful – Illinois, Arizona, somewhere more rural that is similar in style, smaller towns 

where the capitals are similar to Wellington. Shay Bilchik at CJJR has worked with and has contacts in 

states and cities where CYPM has been rolled out.  
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AUSTRALIAN RESEARCH  

The research report prepared for the Criminology Research Advisory Council by Dr Susan Baidawi 

and Professor Rosemary Sheehan of the Department of Social Work, Monash University, 

Melbourne37 in November 2019 provides the latest Australian perspective on crossover youth. Its 

goal was to examine the extent of the link between children in the Children’s Court and clients of the 

statutory Child Protection system, to understand the characteristics of this group and discover the 

factors that contribute to their entry into the criminal justice system.  

The research found cross over children are disproportionately represented in the Court statistics.  

Crossover children in Victoria 

Of the 1,938 crossover kids, 94% were known to child protection before their first sentenced 

offence38.  

Of the 767 children who experienced out-of-home care: 

 98% were known to child protection before their first offence  

 74% had not offended before being placed in care 

Children reported to child protection (1,938 children), by the proportion who 

committed their first sentenced or diverted offence before, at the same time as, 

or after their first child protection report 

Category Percentage 

First offence after first child protection report 94% 

First offence before first child protection report 6% 

First offence on same day as first child protection report 0% 

Relevant parts to the findings are included below.  

THE KEY CHARACTERISTICS OF THESE CHILDREN ARE:  

- Poverty and cumulative adversity with caregivers challenged in their capacity to protect and 

support their children. This included: family violence exposure; household substance abuse, 

mental illness and criminal justice involvement; neglect, physical and emotional abuse and 

sexual abuse. 20% had experienced the death of at least one parent often in traumatic 

incidents such as parental homicides, vehicle accidents, suicides and overdoses.  

- Gender. Mostly male but females over represented among crossover children in the Court. 

No difference in the exposure to neglect, physical abuse or adverse family circumstances. 

Females more likely to experience emotional and sexual abuse with greater contact with 

state agencies, and to self-harm, attempt suicide, abscond and be at risk of sexual 

exploitation. Males had greater neurodevelopmental and intellectual disabilities, challenging 

                                                           
37 https://www.aic.gov.au/publications/tandi/tandi582  
38 https://apo.org.au/node/303058 

https://www.aic.gov.au/publications/tandi/tandi582
https://apo.org.au/node/303058
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behaviours and school exclusion, more contact with alcohol and drug services. Males were 

more likely to be charged with offences against the person, motor vehicle thefts, and road 

safety.  

- Ethnicity. Disproportionately indigenous and were younger at their first police charge and 

had a greater number of charges. 

- Educational exclusion and disengagement. Less than 20% are in education or training, with 

most having complex and long standing educational challenges very much related to child 

protection, mental health and disability.  

- Cumulative co-occurring challenges include high proportion of mental health problems, 

substance abuse, challenging and absconding behaviours. Neuro-disability, including 

learning and communication disorder, autism spectrum disorder and attention deficit 

hyperactivity disorder was substantial particularly in males.  

FACTORS RELATING TO CRIMINAL JUSTICE ENTRY AND ENTRENCHMENT 

 

1. Exposure to cumulative harm – 43% were notified to Child Protection before 2 years old. 52% 

had substantiated child protection concerns before 10 years old and 48% after 10 years of age. 

This multi-type maltreatment significantly associated with self-harm, suicidal thoughts and 

attempts, trauma and attachment related disorders, challenging behaviours and hard drug us. In 

turn this resulted in criminal justice involvement. Those involved in Child Protection at a younger 

age typically had the poorest criminal justice outcomes.  

2. Insufficient late childhood and adolescent support. Out-of-home care placements from age 10 

years commonly occurred through parental incapacity, ongoing maltreatment, inability to 

manage the child’s needs, parent-child conflict. It was more common where there was 

intellectual disability, other neurodevelopmental and neurological conditions and mental health 

diagnoses related to mood disorders, trauma and attachment-related disorders, and behavioural 

disorders. Limited intervention for adolescents was a key concern with those teenagers 

displaying risk-taking and challenging behaviour. Where intervention occurs it often results in 

residential placement commonly seen to inflate criminogenic risks. The removal of supports 

when the young person reaches 18 years leaves them unsupported. Limited education support 

was identified. Where there is placement stability, support of the local school, a good match 

between the needs and education management positive educational gains are made.  

3. Early onset of criminal justice involvement. The younger age of first police charge was 

associated with greater adversity, including neglect, exposure to household violence, substance 

abuse and criminal justice involvement, earlier Child Protection notifications and 

substantiations, and out-of-home care placement. It was also associated with having cumulative 

co-occurring challenges particularly intellectual disability, mental health and behavioural 

challenges.  

4. Neglect is a significant predictor of younger age of first police charge. Some early offending was: 

‘crimes of necessity’, while running away was about escaping conflict, neglectful or abusive 

circumstances. Because adolescents are seen as having the capacity to ‘self-protect’, this 

introduces a level of systems neglect, whereby adolescents facing family conflict, running away 

from home, having moderate to severe substance misuse, and challenging or early offending 

behaviour may not receive an intensive response until their behaviour attracts serious youth 

justice sanctions.   
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5. More violent and voluminous offending 

6. Criminalisation of behaviour regulation challenges  

7. Substance misuse 

8. Offending networks 

9. Systemic disadvantage  

IMPLICATIONS  

A key outcome of the report considered the implications for the system and are relevant for the New 

Zealand environment also:  

Prevention: the study findings make clear how essential it is to strengthen early child and family 

support. The concerns often relate to the impact of neglect and cumulative harm, alongside 

entrenched parent-adolescent conflict. There needs to be adequate provision of services for 

adolescent disability, behavioural health, mental health including those that are culturally 

appropriate. Strategies that to improve social exclusion and more coordinated educational support 

for children at risk of exclusion.  

Diversion: reconsider responses to early offending. Consistent, collaborative, and therapeutic 

responses which enhance children’s emotional and relational skills and connectedness are 

encouraged.  

Responses: Develop differential youth justice responses for cross-over children. These include a 

crossover children’s court list, increased involvement of Child Protection in the criminal division of 

the Children’s Court, expanding diversion options. 

 
COLLABORATION - QUINTET OF ATTORNEYS GENERAL OF THE UK, CANADA, USA, AUSTRALIA AND 

NEW ZEALAND  

 
The importance of this cohort of children and young people has international attention. In 2018 an 

Ad Hoc international working group was set up on the overrepresentation of indigenous people and 

ethnic minorities in the criminal justice system that included crossover children and youth. This was 

a high level collaboration between the attorney generals of the UK, Canada, Australia, the United 

States and New Zealand.  

This working group had a particular task to continue sharing information and report back on “Links 

between child welfare and the criminal justice system, and actions taken to reduce the involvement 

of ‘crossover kids’ who are involved both in the criminal justice system and the child welfare 

system.” The final review of this topic was in April 2019.  
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PART THREE: ANALYSIS & CONCLUSIONS 
 

ANALYSIS  
 

Across jurisdictions, crossover youth share the same characteristics and underlying those 

characteristics is trauma experienced through abuse and neglect. So there are lessons we can share 

from each other.  We know that five jurisdictions are already collaborating through the Quintet of 

Attorneys General of the UK, Canada, USA, Australia and New Zealand.  

The young people are often transient moving from house to house, suburb to suburb, town to town. 

Often little is known about the circumstances in which they were born and their family, medical and 

educational histories. For their families there are usually high levels of family violence and stress, 

poverty, dependency on state benefits, lack of educational success, single parenthood and numbers 

of step-parents, substance misuse, criminal connection and gang affiliations. These young people 

and their families and whanau are often in the cycle of care and protection and offending, often 

intergenerational.   

 

UNITED STATES 

 

The Crossover Youth Practice Model developed at the Centre for Juvenile Justice Reform, 

Georgetown University, Washington DC is a research based model of collaboration with judges and 

government agencies involved once a young person in the welfare system offends. The key pillars 

are developing a system with collaboration, quality assurance supported by evidence based models 

that engage both young person and families. These models are all currently used in New Zealand: 

Multi Systemic Therapy, Functional Family Therapy, Multi-Dimensional Treatment Foster Care, 

Treatment Foster Care.  

 

Besides a marked reduction in reoffending, one of the more notable outcomes in New York City 

(NYC) has been how these young people are viewed as kids with a trauma background rather than 

young offenders. This has fundamentally changed the way youth are talked about and dealt with by 

professionals. It was particularly noticeable in the culture evident in the Bronx Family Court where 

complete commitment to working collaboratively with others began from the time a young person 

or family member came to the Court. For example, when a family turned up they were immediately 

allocated a highly skilled person to take them through the process.  This change to a collaborative 

culture moved the focus to outcomes for the young people rather than for the system. The young 

people noted that being seen as a person not as a criminal made a big difference to their attitudes. 

Challenges to maintaining the success are funding for data collection, funding and training for 

existing and new staff, ongoing collaboration and trust between agencies. Finding innovative ways to 

ensure quality assurance that is not burdensome is also an ongoing and important challenge.  
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A further initiative, Close to Home, has caused an enormous reduction in incarceration of their 

youth. NYC, a city of 12 million people, now only has 100 young people in secure care and this is 

through the programme that supports the young people either in their homes, or in foster homes 

near their home, where they can have a connection to their families without necessarily living with 

them.  

Community hubs house a wide range of NGO and government support services that families need. 

Funded by government these have been set up in neighbourhoods where the needs are greatest. 

Through these, families and individuals can also access the services of the Administration of Child 

Services (equivalent of Oranga Tamariki) for support that might include counselling, sexual health 

advice, parenting, life skills such as budgeting and so on. This has the potential to incorporate 

credible messengers to inspire communities.  

Another key takeaway from NYC relevant to this project was the value of gathering data specific to 

this group, their families and the communities they come from. Data is gathered for the purpose of 

understanding neighbourhoods and turned into ‘heat maps’ of community profiles – demographics, 

health and wellbeing, education, economic assets, cultural and social connections, child welfare and 

juvenile justice result.  

NEW ZEALAND 

In New Zealand we gather a lot of statistics about the young offenders and about their communities. 

Over recent years there has developed a deeper knowledge of their backgrounds of trauma, abuse 

and neglect and many of the characteristics that accompany the offending. There is much more to 

know about their backgrounds and their circumstances, even from before birth, to identify patterns.  

What we know is that this is not just about the young people, it is also about their caregivers and 

whanau, and the wellbeing of the wider community.  

For those who are Māori there is also often missing records of iwi and hapu connections. Because up 

to 96% of those in New Zealand youth justice residences are Māori and most have some connection 

with the care and protection system, they have the potential to benefit the most from changes to 

what we learn and change. 

With the availability of the IDI and its increasing use there is an excellent opportunity to take 

advantage of this and uncover where our crossover youth come from and the communities in which 

they have grown up and live. However, there is a need for greater insight and input by Māori in the 

design and collection of national data so that what is collected by agencies is relevant for Māori. 

Future research design and data collection needs joint leadership with Māori. 

The New Zealand government agencies relevant to the research are the New Zealand Police, Oranga 

Tamariki, the Ministries of Justice, Education, Social Development, Internal Affairs, Kainga Ora, and 

Health, District Health Boards, local government, Census data are all part of the picture.  

The Oranga Tamariki Evidence Centre in 2018 undertook an intelligence gathering exercise, 

Transition Needs Assessment to find out transitions for the 15 – 17 year olds with high or very high 

needs in the custody of the Chief Executive of Oranga Tamariki, some of whom were in the youth 

justice system. The focus was on care and protection transitions rather than the crossover youth. 
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There were however, insights that are very applicable to crossover youth since we know that most 

of the youth in youth justice residences have a care and protection history. Of interest for example 

are the significant differences in need between rural and urban communities, that the youth justice 

population were more likely to have high to very high level of need at 36%, and males were more 

likely to have high level needs.  

From a 2019 Official Information Request39 response at Appendix 2 we know that  the annual cost 

per bed in a Care and Protection Residence is $276,540 and the annual cost per bed in a Youth 

Justice Residence is $267,881. This indicates the potential financial benefit also of this research.  

The Ministry of Justice aggregates data on young people in the Youth Court and makes this available 

for public access. For example, identifying the numbers, demographics, their disposition, the Courts 

they appeared in.  

The New Zealand Police database available to the public can reveal the types of crime and age and 

ethnicity of those who committed them right down to the Police station. In a Recent spatial analysis 

Mapping crime harm and priority locations in New Zealand, found on the New Zealand Evidence-

Based Policing Centre, a centralised hub, that enables multi-organisation collaboration on research 

designed to make a real and practical difference to frontline policing… is a good example of collecting 

information from a variety of agencies and presenting these in a visual location format. The relevant 

data for an in depth crossover study in New Zealand would come from CYRAS and the IDI since data 

from the IDI draws on all recorded government data.  

The Ministry of Social Development publishes key statistics for example on types of benefits 

received, housing and social housing, and publishes wide ranging research that will help identify 

communities of need. 2016 research published tells us nine out of every ten gang members have 

received a welfare benefit, sixty per cent of the 5,890 children of gang members known to the 

former Child, Youth and Family have been abused or neglected, 27 per cent (1,056) were recorded 

by Child, Youth and Family as being the alleged perpetrators of substantiated abuse or neglect of 

children, involving 2,953 children. Understanding these statistics and that mothers are as likely to be 

the culprit as the gang father – means this is a priority group to understand more deeply.   

Beside the wide range of data available to researchers, there is the potential to obtain a much 

greater understanding of crossover youth as a group to follow on from the existing research and so 

develop then implement informed, evidence-based models.  

The way forward for any further research is partnership with Māori to develop the research 

framework, collect the national data and community research. New Zealand has many Māori 

researchers highly regarded nationally and internationally - working privately, in universities, based 

in Māori research organisations.  

  

                                                           
39 https://www.orangatamariki.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/OIA-responses/finance/20190320-Cost-of-residential-
beds-per-annum2.pdf 

https://www.orangatamariki.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/OIA-responses/finance/20190320-Cost-of-residential-beds-per-annum2.pdf
https://www.orangatamariki.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/OIA-responses/finance/20190320-Cost-of-residential-beds-per-annum2.pdf
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NEW ZEALAND - INTEGRATED DATA INFRASTRUCTURE (IDI) 

The intent of the IDI is clear from the Cabinet papers relating to the intent of the Social Investment 

Agency (SIA) April 2018 Hon Carmel – Proposal at paragraph 3 describes the intent of the Agency: 

“Investing for social wellbeing also takes the approach that both a wide range of data and evidence, 

and people’s experiences, are crucial to understanding how to develop innovative solutions and for 

ensuring effective services reach those who need them most. At the time they need them. This 

requires the ethical use of data, robust use of other evidence, collaboration across government 

agencies and strong partnerships with non-government organisations (NGOs) and communities.”40 

So there is the expectation that government agencies with work with NGOs such as the Henwood 

Trust, its contracted partners, Māori organisations to assist with the project.  

On a basic level, data dictionaries describe the values contained within a dataset, how they have 

been collected and any standards the data conforms to, including the data type, format, size, 

descriptions and how the data is used. This helps users understand how the data is structured and 

the relationship that data has with other data. So for Oranga Tamariki data this might include care 

notifications, in care, placements. National Health Index data – physical and mental, attempted 

suicides and can match this with the OT data to look at what happens to kids in care. National 

Education index has the most reliable ethnicity data. Ministry of Social Development collects benefit 

data which would provide valuable information.  

Discussions with researchers and data scientists proposed developing a framework to gather 

statistics using the Integrated Data Infrastructure to do so and that “gathering the robust data that 

joins up agency information and able to drill down into localities for this group of young people is 

innovative”.  

This analysis would tell us more detail about the communities where the crossover youth come 

from. Policy makers and community advocates can use this data to inform decisions about what 

resources are needed, and where to focus those resources.   

The question to clarify is what specific data we need to create a clear picture about where these 

young people are in their communities? Take into account what has happened to these young 

people in their lives, and what strategies might be effective to engage with them in their 

communities. What data do I need in order to tell the story I want to tell? Are there data dictionaries 

for the information we seek? 

  

                                                           
40 https://sia.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Cabinet-Paper-Towards-investing-for-social-wellbeing-April-2018.pdf 

https://sia.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Cabinet-Paper-Towards-investing-for-social-wellbeing-April-2018.pdf
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Take a range 2010 - 2020. Construct a table, for example where each column is a research question:  

Examples… Birth 
(DIA) 

School 
data  
 
(MOE) 

Date 1st 
taken into 
care 
(OT) 

Date of 
1st care 
notificati
on  
(OT) 

Hospital 
admissio
ns 
(Health) 

Current 
address 
(MOJ) 
 
 

Benefit 
profile in 
communit
y 
(MSD)  

Court 
where 
charged 
(MOJ) 

Each young 
person 
with OT 
notification  
in YJ 
system  

        

Each young 
person 
who has 
been in OT 
care and in 
YJ system  

        

 

Then by breaking down data to match the same geographical areas where the crossover youth are 

based, we measure other community indicators to compare other community statistics such as 

deprivation, employment, educational outcomes, hospital admissions, family violence callouts, gang 

presence, incarcerated parents, suicides, mental health.  

 

AUSTRALIA  

 

The 2019 research undertaken has resulted in the same knowledge we have in New Zealand that 

crossover children are disproportionately represented in the Court statistics. In brief the 

characteristics the research identified were: 

Poverty and cumulative adversity with caregivers finding it difficult to protect and support their 

children including family violence exposure, household substance abuse, mental illness and criminal 

justice involvement; neglect, physical and emotional abuse and sexual abuse. 20% had experienced 

the death of at least one parent often in traumatic events. Most were male with many having 

greater neurodevelopmental and intellectual disabilities; girls and indigenous youth were 

disproportionately represented; less than 20% were in education or training. There was a high 

proportion of mental health problems, substance abuse, challenging and absconding behaviour.  

Putting these together provided a statistical base for resources to the community, where to set up 

community hubs that they call Community Partnership Programs. These operate as a hub for the 

local community that coordinate services and resources, and that serve as ambassadors to the 

community, advocates for families, and advisors to ACS and the City; they are partnerships with all  
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CONCLUSION 

WHAT WE KNOW 

Internationally, the challenges in working with crossover youth are the same for this very complex 

group of traumatised, abused and neglected youth. Jurisdictions are at different stages in the 

development of their responses.  

This study has identified that there is a significant national concern about crossover youth. There are 

statistics available from Oranga Tamariki about crossover youth and the sites where they are based. 

We have the statistics that most of the young people 14 – 17 years in the Youth Court have a care 

and protection background. Their characteristics are well known across jurisdictions. But we need to 

know in detail which communities they come from, whether those are by location or not.   

The Integrated Data Infrastructure (IDI) offers opportunity to access all the relevant data needed to 

understand where these children come from and their family and community backgrounds.  

The experience of Washington DC and NYC offers insights to gather data, collaborate across agencies 

on behalf of the crossover youth, and to target resources in the communities that will change 

environments for the crossover youth and their families and caregivers – and therefore public safety.    

One key learning from the study tour in the United States was that even with all the effort put into 

change for the crossover youth, real successful outcomes for them came when everyone involved 

was totally committed to a collaboration that is backed up by quality assurance. In some areas of 

New York visited we were told, I’ve been doing working together for years before this model came 

about. However, not in a structured, targeted way with constant review.  

A review might be a court official going through the files quarterly and noting actions agreed to but 

not completed and bringing that to the wider team. Such monitoring brings an accountability to each 

other that is not judgemental so that everyone does what they say they are going to do. The reasons 

might small things such staff going on holiday and the young person’s need falls through the cracks.  

Another key understanding was the value of data to identify and map communities in a way that 

puts resource in the places that make a difference. To put together detailed enquiry of the data will 

require additional data science expertise.  

Having this overall statistical picture of where the crossover youth, the next stage is breaking down 

to more local areas so it is then possible to identify the different kind of profiles for each.  
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GENERAL FINDINGS APPLICABLE TO NEW ZEALAND 

Some important results to note: 

 

1. Up to 96% of those in New Zealand youth justice residences are Māori and most have some 

connection with the care and protection system, and feature highly in deprivation statistics. 

Young Māori have the potential to benefit the most from this project.   

 

2. While most crossover youth are Māori recorded hapu and iwi information is limited. 

 

3. Future research design and data collection needs joint leadership with Māori. There is a 

need for greater insight and input by Māori in the collection of data, analysis and in 

developing solutions. 

 

4. Crossover youth form a high and growing proportion of those in the Youth Court. This has 

not changed significantly over the last decade so. It is clear that crossover youth urgently 

need a different strategy.  

 

5. Anecdotally many crossover youths are in transition from home to home, city to city. We can 

now know much more about their backgrounds and the communities in which they live.  

Government data collection makes this possible.  

 

6. While this is a relatively small group within society there are wider family and generational 

issues that grow the problem in communities.  

 

7. There is wide acceptance that this group makes up a significant proportion of our young 

people who offend and go on to reoffend as adults.  

 

8. Current New Zealand research shows that we have the statistics of the whole cohort of 

crossover youth that show their general characteristics. There is a lot of data held about 

individuals and their backgrounds as well as their offending, however these details have not 

been drawn together with information such as locations and specific life events in such a 

way that can focus resources.  

 

9. A larger research project making use of the statistics available across all government 

agencies through the Integrated Data Infrastructure (IDI) in New Zealand would add 

previously unknown information about the crossover youth and contribute to long term 

strategies at community level.  

 

10. Using the IDI to undertake the larger research project would need the appropriately skilled 

researchers involved. There is growing expertise across New Zealand in universities, private 

research agencies and government competent to complete this.  
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11. The purpose of this research aligns well with the Child and Youth Wellbeing Strategy 

developed by the Department of Prime Minister and Cabinet (DPMC)41.  

12. Overseas jurisdictions have active programmes in place that focus on crossover youth 

and have a strong statistical base. The USA use of heat maps that result from data has 

proved valuable in developing community innovations.  

13. Recent Australian research is a useful and in-depth analysis of crossover children and 

youth. The insights relevant to this research are in understanding their characteristics 

and factors that contribute to their entry into the criminal justice system. It also 

identifies differences between rural and urban populations.  

14. The Credible Messenger / lived experience approach changes the relationship between 

communities and the justice system, and empowers neighbourhoods to use the resources 

they have to maintain public safety. It builds on the core belief that communities have 

within them transformative resources to lift up justice-involved people in a comprehensive 

and positive way. 

 

15. With funding available the proposed research could proceed at speed. New Zealand has the 

research and data expertise and the data available.  

 

  

                                                           
41 https://childyouthwellbeing.govt.nz  

https://childyouthwellbeing.govt.nz/
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PART FOUR: RECOMMENDATION 

The recommendation comes from a year’s research in New Zealand and overseas studying what is 

known about the crossover youth, where they are, and strategies to improve outcomes for them. 

This research would include:  

1. Data collection using national data bases through the IDI; 

2. Local research at community level; and  

3. Joint leadership of the research with Maori. 

 

PROPOSED RESEARCH – OVERVIEW 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  

 

 

 

 

Family / whanau  
Crossover youth focus 

 
POSSIBLE OUTCOMES OF PROPOSED RESEARCH  

THIS SCOPING STUDY 

Start with this study of the research and data on the backgrounds and trauma related 

characteristics of crossover youth, the data on their communities and available data sources  

 

INSIGHTS FROM USA RESEARCH 

Care and justice system makes a 

difference for crossover youth and 

family when:  

- Commitment & collaboration 

- Data informed 

- Quality assurance  

- Continuous training 

PROPOSED RESEARCH 

Using the scoping study as a basis, data 

match where the crossover youth are with 

communities’ characteristics: 

- Gather the national data  

- Map it – as a powerful 

communication tool 

- Gather community data 

- Publish it - to all stakeholders, 

focus on local 

Practical local community outcomes with government / Māori / community partnerships.  

Examples: 

- Whanau / neighbourhood enrichment centres 

- Mobile clinics may include health clinics, social and housing needs, employment 

needs, etc  

- Resource centres or hubs may include libraries, central and local government 

facilities 
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The scoping study reveals New Zealand has the data available, the appropriately skilled researchers 

to undertake this larger study and this study concludes with the plan to do so.  

Having a statistical picture of the crossover youth and their communities means it is then possible to 

identify the different kind of profiles for each community. Practical solutions owned by communities 

may emerge through engaging at local level, sharing information and working with those 

communities.  

Gathering data at national and community level assumes joint leadership with Māori at every step of 

the process. A mechanism will need to be put in place to ensure this happens. 

 

GATHER NATIONAL DATA  

Undertaking a wider research project making use of the statistics available across all government 

agencies through the Integrated Data Infrastructure (IDI) in New Zealand would add previously 

unknown information about the crossover youth and contribute to long term strategies.  

The first step is to determine what period of time the data snapshot will cover with data being 

available to cover 10 years.  

The next step is to select all crossover youth - anonymised - from the period of time decided on. 

Then research questions will focus on location, backgrounds in the Oranga Tamariki system, details 

of community characteristics for the crossover youth as follows:  

1. Location of crossover youth: 

a. At birth  

b. At the first notification to Oranga Tamariki 

c. When first taken into care under statutory order 

d. At the time of their first engagement with Police  

e. At the time of their most recent engagement with Police 

f. At the time of their most recent appearance at Youth Court 

2. Backgrounds of crossover youth: 

a. Age of first notification to Oranga Tamariki  

b. Living with parent 

c. If in out of home care what is the caregiver status – kin / non-kin  

d. Age if they were taken into out of home care 

e. Numbers of transitions while in care system  

3. For each of the above locations the numbers and percentages: 

a. Notifications to Oranga Tamariki 

b. Substantiated findings of child abuse by Oranga Tamariki 

c. Uplifts by Oranga Tamariki 

d. Demographic makeup of location – age, gender, ethnicity 

e. Family violence callouts – including numbers of children at those callouts 

f. Gang presence 
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g. Prison experience  

h. Court ordered sentences 

i. Mothers who were under 20 years when had a child 

j. Those under 17 years living under the poverty threshold 

k. Hospitalisations as a result of violence, substance abuse, suicide 

l. Disabilities 

m. Mental health histories / admissions 

n. Education – truancy, NEETS, non-enrolment, exclusions, expulsions, stand downs 

o. Food insecurity – benefit, food parcels 

p. Housing instability - Rent burden – movements 

q. Additional benefits from Ministry of Social Development 

r. Household incomes / deprivation levels 

4. Numbers of crossover youth living with: 

a. A single parent/caregiver 

b. Two parent /caregiver household 

c. parent/caregiver on a government benefit 

d. parent/caregiver in a gang 

e. parent/caregiver in prison 

f. parent/caregiver who have died  

g. Re-partnered parent/caregiver  

h. A caregiver who is a foster parent 

 

5. For each the above identify ethnicity (using Education data) 

From this data then map to highlight which areas to next engage with to gather community data.    

TURN DATA INTO HEAT MAPS TO GUIDE ACTION 

Once the data is gathered use GIS (Geographic Information Systems) to turn data into maps. “Heat 

maps” identify areas to work in. imprisonment, unemployment, deprivation, housing, rental costs, 

mental health incidents, family violence callouts. Such ‘maps’ of community characteristics may 

include benefit profile, youth offences, family violence callouts, notifications as to abuse and 

neglect, gang presence, family violence call outs, imprisonment and court ordered sentences, 

deprivation, housing, negative education outcomes, mental health incidents, hospitalisations for 

substance abuse, preventable child hospitalisations, supplements to benefits and other factors 

recognised as influencing the abuse and neglect of children and young people. Brought together 

these have the potential to highlight and guide interventions and policy.  

Once the mapping is complete, consult with communities to deepen the analysis. This requires 

strong interpersonal engagement skills ‘credible messengers’ to work directly with individuals, 

families and whanau, and communities to gather the human element of the data that will also 

reflect various cultural needs and strengths.  
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GATHER COMMUNITY DATA  

With that detail go to the communities. This is where important local, community knowledge will 

make an invaluable addition to the understanding the nationally held data gives us. Talking with 

communities will make the data more than just numbers, it will tell a holistic story as there are 

varying factors that contribute to the issues in each community.  

The key to this stage of the research is ensuring that Māori work with Māori communities to 

undertake the research. Researchers must include Māori and be guided by Māori in working with 

these communities to get data and information that is authentic from those who may not have in 

the past made a contribution to research.  

Working in partnership with Māori from the beginning of the research will create a pathway to make 

sure this happens and the research team’s priority will be in creating a mechanism that enables this.   

Metropolitan areas, regional towns and rural areas all need to be canvassed.  

ENGAGE APPROPRIATELY SKILLED RESEARCHERS 

New Zealand has appropriately skilled researchers, both Māori and non-Māori, in small specialist 

private research organisations and at our universities.  

New Zealand universities have data scientists and data labs with expertise in the IDI and mapping 

software and expressed interest in pursuing such an innovative project working with a multi-

disciplinary approach – social science, law, geography, computer science. 

Ngā Pae o te Māramatanga is New Zealand's Māori Centre of Research Excellence hosted by the 

University of Auckland.   

Te Kotahi Research Institute based at Waikato University undertakes research collaborations with 

any organisation that can contribute to realising Māori aspirations with particular focus on Waikato. 

The evidence centres of expertise based in government agencies - Oranga Tamariki Evidence Centre 

and the New Zealand Police - have highly skilled data scientists with crucial contributions to make.  

This is innovative research that could lead to excellent community outcomes.  A research team 

would include: 

1. Research management. This includes setting up joint leadership processes with Māori, 

confirming research approach, writing contracts and engaging research partners, 

researchers with proven records of outcome driven research, specialists in data science, and 

administrative staff, supervision, ongoing project management, travel and a series of 

updating reports.  

4. Māori research leaders and cultural specialists 

5. Community research specialists  

6. Data science specialists  
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ESTIMATED COST OF LARGER RESEARCH (PLUS GST) 

The following has been estimated in consultation with researchers and academics. It is considered a 

conservative estimate and would need to be revisited for a formal application. 

Research project management (see 1. above) , researchers, 
administration, travel, reporting  

380,000  

Data science personnel expertise 50,000 

Research director   100,000 

Consultation with Māori 100,000 

Consultation with community groups 150,000 

Peer review of draft report 15,000 

  

Estimated cost  
 

$795,000  
plus gst 
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APPENDIX 1: HENWOOD TRUST RESEARCH 
 

2009  Commissioned foster care and offending research to identify what was known about 

this group of young people who offend and have a background in care and protection. The key 

outcome of the research was that New Zealand kept no such records. At a national forum this was 

launched by former Minister Paula Bennett. She identified the urgent need for in depth research 

into the children who cross over from care and protection to youth justice. This resulted in the first 

New Zealand research on this topic and led us to the next project on those children we called the 

‘cross over children”. 

2011  At the request of service providers we commissioned a practical handbook for 

providers of programmes to young people who offend at the serious, Effective programmes for 

youth at risk of continued and serious offending.  

2102  Henwood Trust began a series of national discussions seeking a shared vision for 

foster care with providers, with Maori and with the state raising the profile of these young people 

and their needs.  

2014 – 2015   Launched New Zealand’s Gift to the World: The Youth Justice Family Group 

Conference at Te Papa by Minister of Finance Bill English and at Hoani Waititi marae with the late 

Judge Mick Brown. A key recommendation concerned young people who offend and have a care and 

protection background that “in addition to the FGC requiring accountability for the offending, a 

comprehensive plan should be required for all young offenders with a care and protection 

background that recognises and deals with issues of abandonment and attachment, and a possible 

history of sexual abuse and violence.”  

2016  Our Covenant for our Nations Children concludes: “Childhood should be a time of joy and 

light. It should be free from fear and neglect and isolation.  

We will do all that we can to implement this covenant both in times of plenty and in leaner times, 

knowing always that this solemn commitment made to our children runs deeper than money and 

resources, but touches upon who we are as a nation, how we define ourselves and our relationships 

to each other, our connection to our land and all of the peoples who live on our land.” 

2017  Rangatahi Māori and Youth Justice: Oranga Rangatahi prepared by the Henwood Trust for 

Iwi Chairs42 Judge Henwood notes, “…that the most persistent young offenders have a background of 

care and protection.” 

2020 Preliminary findings from the New Zealand Law Foundation funded research undertaken by 

the Henwood Trust seeking an enduring structure of support for rangatahi appearing in the 

Rangatahi Court showed that caregivers are highly stressed, lack education how to deal with the 

significant underlying needs and urgently need greater support and resources. Significant numbers 

of the young people appearing in the Rangatahi Courts have care and protection backgrounds. 

                                                           
42 http://iwichairs.maori.nz/our-kaupapa/justice-ilg/ 

http://iwichairs.maori.nz/our-kaupapa/justice-ilg/
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MEDIA RELEASE ON PUBLICATION OF BETTER FOSTER CARE AND YOUTH OFFENDING REVIEW 

 

Better Foster Care, Reduces risk of Crime 

For immediate release on 21 July 2009 

 

Today’s release of the Foster Care and Youth Offending review, commissioned by the Henwood 

Trust, explores the link between foster care and youth offending. 

The breakfast launch at Circa Theatre will be attended by the Minister of Social Development the 

Honourable Paula Bennett.  

“The review highlights the need to look after our children in foster care and if we do not then they are 

at risk and more likely to become involved in criminal offending. They are also more likely to become 

pregnant as teenagers, have a poor education, and have problems with mental health, 

unemployment, behaviour problems and emotional and attachment issues”, says Henwood Trust 

Chair Judge Carolyn Henwood. 

“The review looks at proven approaches to keeping these children and young people from the path of 

offending. It suggests that foster parents need extensive training, support and supervision to meet the 

needs of the young people in their care. 

“Those who enter the protection of the state through foster care are our most vulnerable children and 

young people. In their young lives they have often suffered neglect and/or abuse, entering foster care 

already damaged,” continues Judge Henwood. It is an important human imperative that no further 

harm is done to them, that we help where possible to provide opportunities to build constructive lives.” 

“If we move these young people from foster home to foster home, do not create positive caregiver 

relationships, separate children from their brothers and sisters, do not have enough caregivers skilled 

in managing behaviour problems then a significant number of our children and young people in foster 

care will find their way into crime.” 

In June 2008 there were 4695 children and young people in care in New Zealand with a third of these 

under 6 years old. This review shows there is little documented information about this population.  

Over the last 3 years the Henwood Trust has talked with people from throughout New Zealand in 

government, non-government, academia and those working at the coal face with young offenders.  

Continuity of quality care for our children and young people (which seems very hard to achieve) is a 

very important focus. 

The Henwood Trust saw the need to investigate further to add to the body of knowledge and so 

commissioned this review. The fact that we have not in the past captured much data about children in 

care is in itself significant. Good data is always needed to guide the policy makers where to focus 

resources. 

Judge Henwood has always valued initiatives that are effective, creative, evaluated and based on 

best practice for many years. 

With the assistance of the Tindall Foundation in 2004 Judge Henwood founded the Henwood Trust 

with the mission to encourage and support effective strategies for young offenders. More recently the 

Todd Foundation came on board to support the work of the Trust. 

Recently the Trust has hosted a national forum around the quest for a shared vision for foster care in 

New Zealand, co-sponsored the Institute of Policy Studies, Victoria University forum Addressing the 

underlying causes of offending: what is the evidence?   
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APPENDIX 2: ANNUAL COSTS PER BED OF 
CARE AND PROTECTION & YOUTH JUSTICE 
RESIDENCES 
 
An Official Information Request updated the annual costs for keeping a young person in our care and 
protection residences and our youth justice residences.  
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APPENDIX 3: EDUCATION DATA EXAMPLES  

 

Examples of relevant statistics available from the Ministry of Education: 

 

 

Stand-down rate 2000 – 2018 

 

 

 

Non-enrolment rates per 1,000 students, by ethnic group (2006 to 2012) 

 

https://www.educationcounts.govt.nz/statistics/indicators/data/student-engagement-participation/non-enrolled-students

