UNICEF Toolkit on Diversion and Alternatives to Detention 2009 
Examples of diversion projects

[Please note that the project descriptions here have been summarised in order to give a brief overview only. The same projects are described in more detail in the ‘Project examples – summary table’ matrix provided in the toolkit section on ‘Key reference documents’].
Diversion project example #1

The Philippines (Cebu city) 2002-present: Community-based prevention and diversion programme for children in conflict with the law (CICL)
Key actors: 

FREELAVA (NGO), UNICEF, Cebu City Task Force on Street Children (CCTFSC) & local ‘Community Justice Committees’ 
Summary: 

Community-Based Prevention & Diversion Programme aims to keep children away from the justice system and to provide support to the reintegration process of CICL. Programmes are provided by Children’s Justice Committees (CJCs) – a mechanism within the Barangay (village) Council for the Protection of Children (BCPC). Peer facilitators (working closely with the CJCs) provide an opportunity for CICL to share their experiences, circumstances and difficulties - leading to an exchange of ideas on how to help one another and ways of being useful to the community. Includes a system of data collection and monitoring. 

The CJC is primarily tasked to:

· work for the settlement, reconciliation and mediation of reported cases involving child offenders;

· recommend appropriate psychosocial interventions and other necessary assistance to the child;

· plan and implement activities for children to prevent offending and re-offending.

Results:

· CJCs operating in 33 out of the 80 barangays (villages) in Cebu City as of 2009.
· More than 500 children in conflict with the law have undergone diversion proceedings since 2002. 

· From Jan to Dec 2007, 91 CICL underwent diversion in 12 barangays.  Of these, 14 enrolled in the Alternative Learning System and 36 children in formal school. 9 children re-offended (approx. 10%).
 

· From Jan-Aug 2008, 132 CICL underwent diversion in 12 barangays.  Of these, 33 enrolled in the Alternative Learning System & 66 children in formal school.  20 children re-offended (approx. 15%).

· Many CICL returned to school.  
· Approx. 100 Peer Educators (many of whom are former CICL) are involved in the project & benefiting from increased self-esteem.

· CJC work has led to increased interest in community volunteering, has made local officials recognize & respect the rights of CICL & has improved cooperation between barangay officials, the police, local social workers & NGOs.  

Diversion project example #2

South Africa 1993-present: Diversion for young offenders and youth development

Key actors: 

NGO - National Institute for Crime Prevention and the Reintegration of Offenders (NICRO)
Summary: 

· NICRO provides diversion programmes for young people in conflict with the law, with most participants being referred by a prosecutor. The case is withdrawn on condition that the young person completes the diversion programme. The programme aims to: 

· develop young people's potential; 

· make young offenders accountable for their actions; 

· encourage them to heal the damage they have caused; 

· make them commit their free time to learning a new way of life; 

· assist participants to map a constructive and healthy life with the assistance of those closest to them .

· Most participants are between 14 and 18, although some are older or younger 

· A special programme is drawn up for each participant and usually includes one or more of the following: 

· The Youth Empowerment Scheme (YES) (life-skills training programme that usually runs for 6-8 sessions; it is the most widely used diversion option nationally);

· Pre-trial Community Service (obliges young offender to serve between 20-300 hours (determined by a probation officer) at a community-based structure in his / her free time without payment);

· The Journey (2-3 month intensive programme for high-risk, repeat offenders; employs information giving, group discussions & adventure therapy as facilitation methods to encourage change);

· A Family Group Conference (for first-time, non-serious offences in a family or friendship setting).

Results:

· NICRO receives around 20,000 cases annually.  

· YES: Over a period of 12 months (2004 – 2005) 4260 youth offenders passed through YES & 94% have not re-offended, there has been a significant change in attitude & a return to school. According to NICRO, YES absorbs 61% of juvenile offenders of whom fewer than 10% of those re-offend within a three year period following completion of the programme.

· Pre-trial community service: Within a 12 month observation period, a 95% compliance rate was observed, plus an understanding of the damage caused to the community, increased personal motivation & heightened insight.

· The Journey: Over a period of 12 months following completion, 83% have not re-offended and a significant change in attitude was observed. 
· FGC: success rate unknown.
Diversion project example #3

Thailand 2003-present: Family and Community Group Conferencing (FCGC)
Key actors: 
Ministry of Justice, UNICEF

Summary:

· Family and Community Group Conferencing (FCGC): goal is to divert children involved in low-level offences away from the formal judicial system and to restore social harmony between the victim, child offender and the community. It also serves to reduce the number of children in post-sentence confinement.

· Not formally incorporated into Thai Law but existing laws establish a framework & process that facilitate the use of this alternative (Article 63 of the Juvenile and Family Court Act). 

· Based on 3 models (New Zealand’s FGC model; Canada’s First Circle methodology; & the Real Justice approach of the International Institute for Restorative Practices), adapted to incorporate traditional Thai community-based dispute resolution values and practices. Hybrid process that aims to create a unique & culturally-specific form of diversion. 
· Arose from exposure of representatives from MOJ New Zealand’s FGC model in 2000, followed by meetings & seminars to inform the public & to explore the possibility of implementing the model as a diversion option in Thailand.  

· Participants in FCGC normally include victim, child offender, parent/s & relative/s of the child, a psychologist, a social worker, 1 or more community representatives, police investigator, public prosecutor & conference facilitator.  

· FCGC will reach a consensus as to what the child offender is required to do to repair the harm (e.g. typically an apology to victim, community service, &/or restitution; but other agreements can include the child’s ordination as a novice Buddhist monk, the writing of an essay on why the act was wrong & what harm resulted, & a promise to stay away from certain activities or people).  Parents may also be a party to the agreement & be required to take steps to address the issues.  As the part of any agreement, the child remains under the supervision of the Juvenile Observation & Protection Center for up to 2 years and is required to have periodic contact with a social worker or probation officer.  

· Successful conferencing leads to a non-prosecution order and no criminal record.
Results:

· Recidivism rate of ‘juvenile delinquency’ cases in the country in general has been 11-19% in the past decade. More than 10% of the 51,128 juvenile cases countrywide are diverted from the formal justice system through FCGC every year. Recidivism rate for FCGC has been less than 4% on average.   

· There have been attempts to use FCGC as a diversion option at other points in the juvenile justice & school systems. 

· FCGC has been largely responsible for positive attitudinal change amongst justice officials & communities that now promote a rehabilitative rather than punitive approach.  Although not yet established in the legal code, FCGC has become an accepted & standard practice that influences opinion as to appropriate treatment of children in the justice system.

· 2007 Loyola University review reports that “all of the children interviewed by the assessment team reported satisfaction with the FCGC process, as did their parents.  Although the reaction of victims was more mixed, they generally supported the process and the idea of ‘giving children a second chance.’”
� Information here has been adapted from ‘good practice’ project descriptions provided by UNICEF country offices in 2009.


� No information available on the outcomes for the 32 diverted children not accounted for in these statistics.


� No information available on the outcomes for the 13 diverted children not accounted for in these statistics.
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