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Four men were arrested on suspicion of child neglect at G4S-run Medway 

Secure Training Centre following a BBC Panorama programme with secret 

filming of interactions between staff and detainees. A fifth person was held 

on suspicion of assault. The five were realeased on bail until April. A Kent   

Three Arrested Over Private Youth Prison 

Abuse Allegations  

Police investigation was  launched following a referral from the Medway Local Authority Designated Officer.  

The company’s managing director for children’s services, Paul Cook, said: “We fully support the action of Kent Police this morn-

ing and we continue to provide police officers and the local authority with full access to Medway STC and the centre’s records 

including CCTV footage. There is no place in our business for the conduct shown on the BBC’s Panorama programme.. This 

morning’s arrests send a strong message that any allegations of wrongdoing will be thoroughly investigated and we are grateful 

to the police for their swift action in this case. We will work with the police and local authority to keep our own actions under 

review in light of today’s developments. We will keep families and other professionals working with young people informed of 

developments as we are asked to do so. We are committed to a complete review of how this occurred and how we can ensure it 

doesn’t happen again.” Four members of staff were sacked from the centre, while three others were suspended and another 

“removed from operational duty pending further investigation”, according to G4S.  

The BBC’s Panorama showed scenes of guards at the private youth prison apparently slapping an inmate, using restraint tech-

niques unnecessarily, and attempting to conceal their behaviour from CCTV cameras by standing under them. G4S initially 

complained about the BBC’s decision to show the video but has now apologised.  There may have been even more incidents of 

abuse at Medway than those alleged by the BBC, but a lack of CCTV evidence has hindered investigation of the complaints.  

A spokesperson for the Howard League for Penal Reform said that its lawyers have dealt with numerous concerns raised by or 

on behalf of young people at the prison dating from at least 2008, but:  “invariably complaints are not upheld, often because of a 

lack of CCTV evidence corroborating the child’s version of events”.  Cases  cited include: 

A 15-year-old boy’s mother contacted the Howard League and said that staff had taken him into his room, where no  

cameras were, and hit him about the head. The charity 

made a safeguarding referral. 

A 14-year-old boy, who was restrained on numerous occa-

sions, the use of force amounting to an average of more 

than once a fortnight over the relevant period. 

A 16-year-old girl, who said that she was poked and called 

names, including foul language, by staff who forced their 

way into her room. She had placed a mattress against the 

viewing panel while on a constant watch.  

A 16-year-old asthmatic boy, who complained that, while 

he was in education, he was restrained by staff who 

squeezed his head and neck, causing him to fall to the 

floor. This case is currently being investigated by the Pris-

ons and Probation Ombudsman. 

https://secure.thebiggive.org.uk/donation/to/8303/14644/aopm---communities-for-youthC:/Users/sbeeton/Documents/Dec2013
https://secure.thebiggive.org.uk/donation/to/8303/14644/aopm---communities-for-youth
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The spokesperson said the charity “submitted complaints to 

the secure training centre and the Youth Justice Board moni-

tor”, but “despite numerous requests, the charity was never 

provided with CCTV evidence of the incidents.”  

Dr Laura Janes, the Howard League’s legal director, said: “In 

10 years of doing complaints we’ve never seen the CCTV – 

often they’ll say they’ve got it but it’s not clear enough.” 

Following  broadcast of the 

Panorama programme 

Shadow Justice Minister, 

Andy Slaughter, raised  an 

urgent question about safe-

ty in prisons in parliament 

He told Justice Secretary 

Michael Gove: “Given the 

concerns raised over many 

years and in many areas 

about G4S, we urge the 

MOJ [Ministry of Justice] 

to review all its contracts 

with that company to see 

whether it is fit and proper 

to manage major public 

contracts. … To begin that 

process, we ask that.. the 

government take immedi-

ate action to put all G4S-

run prisons, STCs, and de-

tention centres into special measures to assess the safety and 

competence of their operation.” He later said: “The allega-

tion that staff were concealing their behaviour from CCTV is 

particularly disturbing and should be immediately addressed 

by G4S.” 

Paul Cook, managing director of G4S children’s services, 

said: “We are appalled by the behaviour of certain members 

of staff at Medway Secure Training Centre shown in the pro-

gramme and I would like to apologise personally to any 

young people involved in these incidents.” 

Deborah Coles, director of the charity Inquest, has said that 

in any other setting the treatment “would be child abuse”. 

G4S’s role in the youth justice sector has been controversial 

for many years. In April 2004, 15-year-old Gareth Myatt died 

from choking on his own vomit while being restrained in the 

company’s Rainsbrook Secure Training Centre in Northamp-

tonshire. A ruling by a a high court judge followed in 2012, 

that  unlawful use of restraint had been widespread in pri-

vately run secure training centres for at least a decade, 

prompting a series of payouts. 

Frances Crook of the Howard League said: “Watching this 

programme made me cry. The deliberate cruelty against 

children was one of the most 

upsetting things I have seen 

in this country. Shocking also 

was the institutionalised 

fraud being perpetrated to 

cover up that abuse. The chil-

dren in Medway must be 

found other places within the 

next few days because this 

institution is rotten to the 

core. The contract should 

then be rescinded.” 

A G4S spokesperson said: 

“Anyone can make a com-

plaint at Medway, from the 

children, to their parents, 

their case workers, Barnado’s, 

the NHS nurses or G4S staff 

themselves. Last year alone, 

40 complaints were referred 

outside of the centre for inde-

pendent review by the local authority’s Children’s Safeguard-

ing team, which has full access to the centre, the young peo-

ple and centre records including CCTV footage. All CCTV 

footage is kept for 31 days unless a complaint has been made 

in which case it is retained until an investigation has con-

cluded. All restraints are subject to review in a weekly meet-

ing, attended by the the Youth Justice Board’s on-site Moni-

tor, the NHS healthcare team and G4S managers. 

Of the 40 complaints referred out last year, 27 were unsub-

stantiated, 2 were substantiated, 1 was unfounded and 7 were 

referred back to us with practice and training needs identi-

fied. Three are on-going, but none of the referred complaints 

relate to the new evidence presented to us by the BBC.” 
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orking with teenagers in the care system, you become 

increasingly good at recognising the signs of child 

sexual exploitation – one of which is going missing regularly. 

Young people go missing for many reasons, but there are also 

those who are staying with friends and don’t want social ser-

vices to know where they are. Why? Because they are teenag-

ers; they’re confident about their safety and the last thing 

they want is the police turning up on 

their doorsteps to find them. Nor do 

they want the authorities to have a 

string of addresses to search every 

time they disappear – as this leads to 

their friends and family receiving reg-

ular visits from the police. 

For the social worker, this causes 

difficulties: how do you know which 

young people are genuinely at risk? 

It’s hard to know what interventions 

can be put in place when young peo-

ple tell you: “I am not missing, I am 

with my friend. I am picking up the 

phone, and I am safe. I’m just not go-

ing to tell you where I am.” 

I’ve worked with young people who have said they are safe, 

but who were not. One young woman was living in semi-

independent accommodation and would often go missing. 

When I called she said she was fine and had just been staying 

with friends. Regardless of how many times I asked or clues I 

sought, she wouldn’t give any information as to her wherea-

bouts, but would always pick up the phone. 

Months later, she asked if she could be moved from her ac-

commodation. Over time, through building up our relation-

ship, she revealed she had been running drugs for a gang and 

was frequently abandoned to sleep in gardens or hotel bed-

rooms. She was far from safe and groomed to give the appro-

priate answer on the phone. 

I’ve worked with other young people who, I believe, were 

probably just having fun with friends and wanted to be left to 

their own devices. One young person often stayed with her 

boyfriend and had extended family members with a history 

of social services involvement who did not want their ad-

dresses given out. 

Different local authorities have different policies. Many state 

that if a young person is missing for more than 24 hours the 

police should be called. Some young people might fit this 

criteria every other day, and visiting their accommodation, 

checking rooms, going to every known address, and carrying 

out interviews with them uses a huge amount of time for the 

police and social services. Some argue this situation should 

not be classified as “missing” but as “absence unauthorised”, 

leading to a reduced police response 

until that particular young person 

does something out of character – 

staying away longer than normal or 

not answering the phone. 

This would reduce the number of peo-

ple classified as missing – but this 

should never be a motivation when 

considering individual cases. 

Recently, I was at a strategy meeting 

for one of the young people I work 

with. Police suggested that the young 

person be moved to a place in the 

middle of nowhere so they couldn’t go 

missing. I argued against it. In some 

cases, the young person does need to be moved to be kept 

safe. But in others, such as this case, we have to consider if it 

would benefit them. Is seeing the young person every other 

day, as we do now, not better than them going on the run 

permanently because we have moved them far from their 

family and friends? 

As with all elements of social work, building relationships 

with young people is vital. I’ve worked with young people 

where, in their own time, they have opened up to discuss 

their fears and even requested to be moved away and to start 

somewhere afresh, somewhere safe. 

Social work deals with humans, and humans are unpredicta-

ble. Equally, dealing with risk carries an inherent degree of 

uncertainty. We’re never going to be able to know for sure 

whether this missing person is safe or not, whether we are 

using vast quantities of professional time unnecessarily, or 

whether this time and the ensuing interventions will change 

a young person’s life. In the meantime, we’ll continue to be 

creative and find new ways of working with young people to 

reduce the amount of time they are missing from placement, 

and to do everything we can to keep them safe. 

It's hard working with missing teenagers when they don't want to be found  

W 



 

                                                                                                  

4 

The Association of Panel Members                                                              www.aopm.co.uk                Issue 2016/54 

  4 

 

 

 

 

Jo Stevens, Shadow Justice Minister, has called for a West-

minster debate on tightening laws governing the possession 

and sale of imitation weapons. It follows the case of two chil-

dren who admitted the attempted robbery of a classmate 

with a BB gun. The Cardiff schoolboys aged 14 and 15 at the 

time of the offence in June 2015, were sentenced to eight 

months’ detention. 

Chris Grayling, leader of the House of Commons,  promised 

to raise the specifics of the case with Home Secretary There-

sa May. Speaking in Parliament  Ms Stevens said: “Two teen-

agers have received custodial sentences from a Cardiff youth 

court following an incident with a BB gun, an imitation 

weapon, despite the sale of such weapons being illegal to 

under-18s.”  

 In response Mr Grayling labelled the matter “a very serious 

issue”. He added: “She is raising a broader issue, something 

that I am absolutely certain the Home Secretary will and is 

taking very seriously. I will make sure that particular circum-

stance is drawn to the Home Secretary’s attention.” 

Ms Stevens said: "I welcome the minister’s comments 

and hope he does raise my concerns with the Home Sec-

retary. Until the legislation on the sale of BB guns and 

imitation firearms is reviewed and debated we run the 

risk of more instances of children getting hold of these 

imitation weapons. I will continue to call for a debate on 

this matter and a review of the current legislation 

around possession and sale of imitation weapons.” 

Ms Stevens has previously warned about how straight-

forward it could be for youngsters to get their hands on 

the weapons. Under-18s are unable to buy BB guns but 

any adult can purchase one which is deemed “non-

realistic”. That definition includes imitation firearms 

which are not either black or tan in colour. 

On the case in question, she said: “This is a grown-up 

sentence for what was clearly seen as a grown-up crime 

so it raises the question about why these imitation 

weapons are so easily available to children. “The current 

law is supposed to prevent sale of BB guns to under-18s 

but it’s clear that enforcement is an issue and manufac-

turers and Government should consider whether these 

imitation weapons should even be available at all.” 

The case of an incident involving a BB gun could form part of a fresh look 
into the laws on the availability of imitation weapons 

erious shortcomings in the standards 

of advocacy in youth courts could 

result in poor and sometimes unlaw-

ful decision making by courts, a report com-

missioned by the bar regulator has found. 

The report says that despite good practice 

amongst some advocates in youth courts, 

standards are variable and sometimes poor. 

The majority of those participating in the 

research, produced by the Institute for Crim-

inal Policy Research at Birkbeck College 

London, were concerned that advocacy was 

not up to standards. 

Advocates were critical of practice in youth 

court proceedings, which could have far-

reaching consequences for young defend-

ants . 

Practitioners  including magistrates and 

district judges, referred to serious shortcom-

ings in practice among both barristers and 

solicitors. 

The practitioners pained a picture of advo-

cates as ‘inexperienced, poorly paid and 

whose work is often rushed or undertaken 

"on the hoof"'.  

The research highlighted how the youth 

court is generally undervalued, and how it is 

treated as a ‘training ground’ for junior advo-

cates and there is a widely perceived 

‘knowledge deficit’ with regards to youth 

justice law. 

It said: ‘With regard to remand and sentenc-

ing decisions, interviewees informed us that 

advocates sometimes argued for disposals 

that were inappropriate in the circumstances 

or, in some cases, not even available in the 

court. This could result in poor and some-

times unlawful decision making by the 

court.’ 

Practitioners also gave several examples 

where young defendants were ‘unnecessarily 

distressed’ by an advocate's ill-founded sug-

gestion that they might be sentenced to cus-

tody. 

BSB chair Sir Andrew Burns said the regula-

tor has accepted the recommendations set 

out in the report and will focus on how it 

can improve standards of youth advocacy.  

However he added that because the report 

highlights 'systemic problems' all parties 

including the Ministry of Justice and the 

Youth Justice Board need to collaborate.  

'It is our view that only by working together 

can we successfully address the serious is-

sues highlighted in the report.’ 

S 
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he experience of being young has 

changed dramatically. The nostal-

gia of older people for the freedom 

of youth no longer applies.  

Not only is the prospect of a job dimin-

ishing but far too many boys and girls 

spend their youth being scared. 

According to the Metropolitan Police 

Commissioner, the reduction in (illegal) 

stops and searches demanded by the 

Home Secretary has led some youth to 

carry knives with impunity. This does 

not square with my experience. 

In my work filming and writing about 

young offenders both here and in North 

America, I found fear was the driver for 

most who joined gangs, and for those 

carrying weapons — both guns and 

knives. They found being alone and un-

armed too risky. So against their better 

judgment and moral sense, many would 

join a gang, believing it could protect 

them in ways police never could. Girls as 

young as 13 submit to humiliating sexual 

rituals by gang members to gain protec-

tion from them. 

For school-age children, the most dan-

gerous time is not after dark but after 

school, navigating the route home, as 

Damilola Taylor tried to do in 2000 

when he was fatally attacked. There are 

a small number of ag-

gressive and often socio-

pathic youths who bran-

dish — and use — 

weapons to control and 

threaten others. They use those threats 

to recruit supporters. 

This reinforces the fear among those 

trying to avoid being caught up in vio-

lence. So here’s the rub — many young 

people carry knives in the hope of avoid-

ing using them. But they do so out of 

despair at the lack of safer alternatives. 

The irony often deepens when a victim 

is attacked by a group of youths. Many 

accused of “joint enterprise” plead that 

either they didn’t know someone was 

carrying a weapon, or if they did they 

were against it being used — but were 

too frightened to protest or intervene. 

When knife or gun crime rises, police 

always turn to stop and search as a de-

terrent. Yet report after report has ques-

tioned its effectiveness, especially at 

the cost of good relations with eth-

nic minorities. The police failed to 

prove the direct connection be-

tween the number of searches and 

knife crime. Indeed one report of 

different approaches in London 

showed that in some boroughs 

searches went up and knife crime 

down, while in others searches went 

up and so did knife crimes. In one 

borough searches went down, so did 

knife crime. Go figure. 

For youths who are scared, harsher 

penalties are not the answer. I asked 

one young gang member what he want-

ed to be when he grew up. “Twenty-

five,” he said, wistfully. 

The only way to dissuade most youths 

from carrying weapons is to help them 

feel safer. Intelligence-led stops yield 

more arrests than random ones. Weapon 

detectors and weapons hotlines are 

helpful. But knives can be hidden along 

routes home from school. The most 

effective place of safety I have seen was a 

health centre outside San Francisco. It 

became a youth club for those avoiding 

gangs and  former gang members who 

became youth workers themselves. 

This is indeed a health problem. Young 

people’s mental and physical health are 

at risk. For the sake of the victims, 

it is time resources were focused 

on protecting youths, not just 

punishing them for acting out of 

self-defence. 

The way to stop youths carrying knives is to make them 
feel safer by Roger Graef 

T 



 

                                                                                                  

6 

The Association of Panel Members                                                              www.aopm.co.uk                Issue 2016/54 

  6 

 In September 2013 the 

Metropolitan Police Ser-

vice (MPS)  launched an 

innovative pilot to test the 

theory of restorative prac-

tice (RP)as a way of deal-

ing with complaints 

against the police by 

members of the public.  

The  pilot, which was run 

jointly by Inspector Kevin 

Straughan and DS  Andy 

Clark, took place in four 

different MPS sites. It initial-

ly ran for six months using 

police officers as facilitators followed 

by a further six months to embed the 

learning and attempt to use police staff 

and police volunteers as facilitators. 

The pilot focussed on complaints that 

had been assessed as suitable for local 

resolution in accordance with legisla-

tion. 

Inspector Straughan explained : ”The 

Met police had been concerned that 

existing practices of complaint resolu-

tion didn’t always meet the needs of 

either the complainant or the organi-

sation and recognised that a restora-

tive approach could be of value. We 

felt this was worth exploring because 

restorative practice can meet the indi-

vidual needs of complainants and al-

low officers to give an explanation – it 

improves everyone’s understanding of 

the situation. It can also provide an 

opportunity to apologise if necessary 

and learn from the incident.” 

[Initially  an evaluation set up to sup-

port the project looked at a random 

selection of the cases being progressed. 

After three months this was increased 

to include every complaint which had 

been assessed as suitable.] 

DS Clark said: “It was evident at an 

early stage that complaints fell into 

three basic categories. The first was 

simple – staff had done something 

wrong. The second involved staff doing 

something correctly but communi-

cating poorly, which left  a negative 

impression. In the third category staff 

had done something right and com-

municated correctly but the way their 

communication had been received – 

the complainant’s perception – result-

ed in the complaint.” 

Officers’ participation was encouraged, 

but not mandatory. A crucial factor in 

encouraging officers to take part was 

the Police Reform Act (PRA) 2002: “a 

statement (verbal or written) made by 

any person for the purposes of local 

resolution is not admissible in any sub-

sequent criminal, civil, or disciplinary 

proceedings – except where it is an ad-

mission to a matter that has not been 

subjected to local resolution.” 

Initially officers were sceptical of the 

process, but the PRA legislation helped 

assure them that there was some secu-

rity around this ‘new’ process, making 

them more willing to take part. Ulti-

mately though, the best exponents 

were the officers who had already tak-

en part in the process themselves. For 

those who took part the experience 

was a positive one. Inspector Strau-

ghan said: “The pilot identified that 

the officers were in fact displaying the 

service’s core values. They showed in-

tegrity by volunteering to meet com-

plainants and be held accountable  for 

their actons, they had the courage to 

deal with highly emotive subject mat-

ter, they demonstrate compassion in 

acknowledging  others’ feelings and 

professionalism by representing …

commitment to building trust and 

confidence.” 

Results were also positive for the mem-

bers of the public who took part in the 

pilot. Complaints dealt with…took on 

average half the time to resolve in 

comparison with following a ctradi-

tional complaints procedure and had 

the added benefit of the complainant 

contributing to the outcome. 

Inspector Straughan said: “RP deals 

with facts and affects’and we adopted  

a flexible approach to take into ac-

count individual issues – family deaths, 

illnesses –  time to consider infor-

mation supplied and slower methods 

of communication where people pre-

ferred them. A crucial question was ‘ 

what would make things better for you 

personally?’ which gave power to the 

complainant.” 

Twenty conferences were conducted. 

Additionally the pilot tested a shuttle 

method which involved using a Dicta-

phone to record the complainant’s 

words and emotions. 

“The shuttling reinforced both the im-

partiality of the facilitators and the 

impact of the incident, while providing 

officers with the opportunity to listen, 

reflect and respond,” Inspector Strau-

ghan said. “This helped change offic-

Restorative practice in police complaints  
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ers’ perception of the person making 

the complaint about them. As a result 

of the process 100% of complainants 

were felt to be ‘decent’ and 

‘reasonable’ people wheres the percep-

tion beforehand was often that they 

would be querulous, vexatious or even 

hardened criminals.” 

Positive results were not limited to the 

complainants with a significant num-

ber of their friends, families and col-

leagues taking an active interest in  

how the complaints were  being dealt 

with – the ‘ripple effect’. It was also 

discovered that line managers of the 

officers involve were able to add valid-

ity to the process by taking responsi-

bility for their staff, which was reas-

suring to complainants.  

Apologies were either outright or 

qualified. DS Clark said: “Either they 

offered a direct pology about what 

they’ve done or failed to do, or they’ve 

had the chance to say they’re sorry 

about how the complainant feels and 

that it was never their intention to 

cause such upset. In either case apolo-

gies have been accepted with equal 

validity.” 

In a few cases the team were able to 

use restorative practice with perceived 

discrimination cases, where they 

found it worked at least as well tradi-

tional complaints procedures. Inspec-

tor Straughan said,: “All parties went 

through the same initial preparation 

process {as existing complaints proce-

dures] but the conference between the 

parties appeared to get participants to 

engage quicker and dealt with sooner. 

An appreciation of each others’ per-

spective was attained and an agree-

ment as to the way forward 

wasreached rather more quickly. It 

was also interesting to note the reac-

tion of supporters of these particular 

complainants as they also concluded 

the conference with a conciliatory 

viewpoint.” 

One major learning point was that 

police officers, staff and volunteers are 

not the favoured facilitators for these 

types of restorative  conference. In-

spector Straughan said: “This was 

mainly due to work commitments to 

carry out the restorative work. The 

team found that using independent 

local volunteers is the only viable op-

tion. This in itself presents issues of a 

different nature, but for instance, 

holding conferences in town halls in-

stead of police stations , appropriate 

risk assessments and thorough recruit-

ment and retention policies would, we 

believe, address them. “ 

The final report has been completed 

and a decision regarding the future of 

the project is dependent upon the out-

come of new legislation to be intro-

duced by the Home Secretary. Inspec-

tor Straughan said: “Our hope is that 

restorative practice eventually be-

comes the standard response to deal-

ing with these types of complaints. 

The benefits are evident for all con-

cerned.”  

Laura Cutress at the University of Sheffield under-

took a separate study of the use of Restorative Jus-

tice by the police in England and Wales (2015). Af-

ter a broad exploration into RJ use by police services across 

England and Wales the research focused on two case study 

police services.  

Analysis occurred at the level of each case study; both be-

tween and within police services.   The use of restorative 

processes by police services was commonly reported with 

large disparity between RJ policy and methods of delivery.  

Both case studies displayed little victim involvement in any 

RJ processes, and varying levels of guidance or support 

were available to officer facilitators in order to assist RJ 

delivery.    

The available guidelines, training and support largely de-

termined the quality and ‘restorativeness’ of RJ processes 

delivered by police officers, but this was also affected by 

the inherent police cultures both within and between po-

licing roles. This culture notably influenced the lack of the 

victim-focused ideal of restorative justice within police 

practice.    

Conclusions 

A contrast between police services, including an interna-

tional comparator, shows the questionable suitability of 

officers in the role of RJ facilitator, and highlights the need 

for comprehensive policy and guidelines for police officers 

where they are expected to deliver restorative processes as 

part of their daily work.  

Individual force priorities are shown to be highly influen-

tial in officer use of RJ and goes far to explain police officer 

confusion, lack of confidence and differences both within 

and between police services. 

Dr 
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A thousand vulnerable teenagers 
across the country are being evicted 
from accommodation provided by 
their local authority or made to 
leave at short notice every year, re-
search from The Children’s Society 
revealed.  
  
The charity’s report, On Your Own 
Now: The risks of unsuitable accommo-
dation for older teenagers, surveyed 119 
housing providers used by local author-
ities to house vulnerable 16 and 17-year-
olds. It found that half had either evict-
ed or asked a child to move at short 
notice due to them getting behind on 
their rent and other bills, or factors like 
unemployment, violence or drugs. 
Many of these young people face severe 
risks including drugs and legal highs, 
violence and deteriorating mental 
health.  

There are currently an 
estimated 8,400 16 and 17
-year-olds across the 
country living inde-
pendently in accommo-
dation such as hostels, 
and semi-supported ac-
commodation. The report 
revealed that 85% of chil-
dren placed in such ac-
commodation were on 
benefits rather than re-
ceiving support from 

children’s services. 
 
As a result these children had to sur-
vive on their own with only minimal - 
or no - support. This lack of support for 
young people, who already have high 
levels of need, increases their vulnera-
bility and leads them into more crisis 
situations. Instead of offering them 
more support when their problems 
increase, they often face being evicted 
to another home, or placed in increas-
ingly worse accommodation like bed 
and breakfasts and even face street 
homelessness. 
  
The report found that currently, along 
with minimal regulation, staff are not 
required to have qualifications to sup-
port and safeguard young people. Near-
ly two thirds of providers house adults 
up to the age of 25, which can leave 

these teenagers at risk of sexual exploi-
tation or involvement in crime.  
  
The Children’s Society is calling on the 
Government to introduce regulation 
which guarantees all children in this 
kind of accommodation are properly 
safeguarded. Housing providers should 
also receive the financial support they 
need to give these children the best 
standards of care. The Secretary of 
State should also review guidance to 
make sure that vulnerable 16 and17-
year-olds can never be left without sup-
port after being evicted.  
  
A spokesperson for The Children’s So-
ciety, said: “It is unacceptable that chil-
dren are being evicted from the very 
places intended to keep them safe and 
prepare them for adulthood, often 
simply as a result of getting behind on 
bills or lacking the support they need 
to cope. Instead many are being denied 
the stability and safety they need. 
  
“We know from our work with these 
children that whilst many housing pro-
viders give excellent support, too often 
older teens are being let down by the 
bodies that should be protecting them. 
All services involved in their care need 
to be giving them the right support to 
allow them to flourish.” 
 

Vulnerable teenagers forced out of accommodation and into crisis 
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