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Introduction
Child sexual abuse (CSA) involves forcing or enticing a child or young person under the age of 18 to take
part in sexual activities. It includes contact and non-contact abuse, child sexual exploitation (CSE) and
grooming a child in preparation for abuse.
As part of its work the Inquiry is undertaking an investigation into the extent of any institutional failures
to protect children from sexual abuse and exploitation while in custodial institutions. The investigation
will consider the nature and scale of child sexual abuse within the youth secure estate in addition to
institutional responses to the sexual abuse of children in custodial institutions. The rapid evidence
assessment (REA) has been carried out to inform the investigation by reviewing the existing research
evidence base. The REA explores the following:
•

Evidence related to the prevalence of child sexual abuse in custodial institutions;

•

Socio-demographic characteristics, both of victims and perpetrators;

•

The factors associated with failure to protect or act to protect children in the care of
custodial institutions;

•

The nature of the safeguarding systems in place and how they have changed over the years;

•

Recommendations in the literature regarding how those systems may be improved to better
protect children in custody from sexual abuse.

Method
A rapid evidence assessment method was used to identify and synthesise existing evidence relating
to the areas of interest set out above. Following a pilot phase, searches were conducted in academic
databases1 in addition to relevant non-academic databases2 and general internet searches, using an
agreed set of search terms and inclusion criteria. The initial literature search was carried out between
October 2016 and March 2017. Additional literature was identified (for example through bibliographical
references in included literature and by reviewers) up to October 2017. The resulting literature was
prioritised, and over 230 of the most relevant and robust studies were subsequently coded, analysed
and synthesised for this report. Their methodological rigour was measured using a quality assessment
(QA) tool. A ‘weight of research evidence’ approach was adopted, with the quality of the literature and
its relevance to the aims of the REA3 determining the weight given to its findings within analysis and
reporting. Additional studies and other pieces of literature are referred to in several places to provide
further context. The report does not seek to provide a fully comprehensive overview of all the available
literature, nor does it seek to describe or draw conclusions about current practice in the youth secure
estate.

1
2
3

Web of Science, Access to Research, NSPCC library, British Library, COPAC, Directory of Open Access Journals.
Social Care Online (SCIE), Open Grey.
Including its jurisdiction and publication date; with more recent literature and literature from England and
Wales being prioritised.
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Key findings
Context
The youth secure estate
The youth secure estate in England and Wales currently comprises three different types of establishment:
Young Offender Institutions (YOIs), Secure Training Centres (STCs) and Secure Children’s Homes (SCHs).
YOIs typically hold children felt to be more resilient and/or older. STCs typically hold children who are
more independent, motivated to attend school or who have risk factors which make it inappropriate
for them to be placed in a YOI. SCHs typically hold those felt to be the most vulnerable or have
more complex needs and who are younger. YOIs accommodate boys only whereas STCs and SCHs
accommodate both boys and girls. There were a total of 16 establishments in 2017: five YOIs, three STCs
and eight SCHs.
Following a pattern of general incline, the number of children in custody has seen a considerable decline
since mid-2008. However, those who remain in the youth secure estate are typically more vulnerable and
disadvantaged and may present significant risk factors to themselves and to others (Wood et al., 2017;
Youth Justice Board for England and Wales, 2017; Bateman, 2016; Youth Justice Board for England and
Wales, 2015b; Jacobson et al., 2010).

Backgrounds of children in custody
Prior experience of abuse, including sexual abuse, and neglect is common amongst children in custody.
Around four in ten children in the youth secure estate have previously been in local authority care and
many come from backgrounds of general social or economic disadvantage (Simmonds, 2016; Gyateng et
al., 2013; Jacobson et al., 2010; Glover and Hibbert, 2009; Day, Hibbert and Cadman, 2008).
The treatment and wellbeing of children who have prior experience of sexual abuse or exploitation
constitutes part of the institutional response to child sexual abuse. However, there are no recent studies
on the prevalence rates of child sexual abuse and child sexual exploitation of children and young people
prior to entering custody in England and Wales. An older study carried out with children and young people
aged 16 to 20 in 1997, found that more than one in four females in custody reported having experienced
sexual abuse, compared with just under one in 20 males (Lader, Singleton and Meltzer, 2000).
It has been found that the health needs of girls in the youth secure estate were more complex than the
needs of boys, and that girls had higher levels of co-morbidity and self-harm and higher rates of attempted
suicide (Mooney, Statham and Storey, 2007; Lader, Singleton and Meltzer, 2000).
The proportion of children held in custody on the grounds of sexual offences is important to consider since
this group may be particularly at risk of both perpetrating sexual abuse and being a victim of it.
The proportion of children in custody for a current sexual offence conviction was estimated to be around
five per cent in England and Wales in 2014 (Youth Justice Board (YJB), 2014 cited in Howard League
for Penal Reform, 2015). Children (predominantly boys) convicted of a sexual offence share many of the
same vulnerabilities as others held within the youth secure estate, including having often come from
disadvantaged family backgrounds and having experienced or been diagnosed with a wide range of
mental health conditions (Howard League for Penal Reform, 2015; Underwood et al., 2008; Delisi et al.,
2008; Lambie and Seymour, 2006; van Wijk et al., 2007; Masson and Hackett, 2004; Hamilton, Falshaw
and Browne, 2002; Grimshaw, 2008; Kent, 2004; Falshaw and Browne, 1997).
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Victimisation
General victimisation in the youth secure estate
Whilst this review identified a significant amount of literature on victimisation within the youth secure
estate, and in custodial establishments outside England and Wales, this literature was focussed mostly on
peer-on-peer violence and bullying and was not focussed on child sexual abuse. The literature identified
high rates of violence and victimisation between peers in custodial establishments (Ministry of Justice
and Youth Justice Board for England and Wales, 2017b; Simmonds, 2016; Liefaard, Reef and Hazelzet,
2014; Cesaroni and Peterson-Badali, 2005).
From what is known in England and Wales, it appears that the youth secure estate poses a greater risk
for victimisation than adult prisons. Figures from the Ministry of Justice from 2014 show that despite
comprising just one per cent of the prison population, eleven per cent of prison assault victims are children
(Willow, 2015 citing Ministry of Justice, 2014). In 2016, the Youth Justice Board (YJB) reported that there
were 1,294 assaults4 in the youth secure estate. Whilst the total figure has fallen every year since 2011
- when there were 2,925 assaults - due to the falling population in the youth secure estate, it has risen
considerably as a proportion of those in custody; from 9.7 assaults per 100 children in custody in 2011 to
18.9 in 2016 (Ministry of Justice and Youth Justice Board for England and Wales, 2017b).

Child sexual abuse in the youth secure estate
There are significant challenges in collecting accurate data on child sexual abuse in custody and limited
data is available, particularly from England and Wales. The best available source on prevalence rates in
England and Wales is the Her Majesty’s Inspectorate of Prisons for England and Wales (HMIP) annual
survey (Table 1). This survey has consistently reported relatively low overall levels of sexual abuse of
children in YOIs and STCs; the figures from the 2015/16 survey for sexual abuse by staff being one per
cent in YOIs and two per cent in STCs and for sexual abuse by peers, one per cent in YOIs and three per
cent in STCs. However, the way the survey is carried out and the challenges of collecting information on
child sexual abuse may affect how accurately it represents the true scale of child sexual abuse in custody.
Table 1: HMIP survey responses in relation to sexual abuse 2014-16
Other children
2014/15

2015/16

2014/15

2015/16

1 per cent

1 per cent

1 per cent

1 per cent

Girls

0 per cent

8 per cent

0 per cent

8 per cent

Boys

3 per cent

2 per cent

3 per cent

2 per cent

Overall

2 per cent

3 per cent

2 per cent

2 per cent

YOIs
STCs

4

Staff

The YJB’s definition of assault is as follows: ‘Assaults are defined as ‘the intentional use of unnecessary force that results
in physical contact with the victim’. Physical contact can be by any part of the assailant’s body or bodily fluid or the use
or display of any weapon or missile. It is not necessary for the victim to suffer injury of any kind. Assaults of a sexual
nature are included in the definition’ (Youth Justice Board for England and Wales, 2015b, p. 20).
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Circumstances surrounding child sexual abuse in custody
There is a lack of information available on the circumstances surrounding child sexual abuse in custody and
the characteristics of perpetrators - particularly in England and Wales. In the USA, one study found that
the majority of reported perpetrators of staff sexual misconduct against children and young people were
female and the majority of reported perpetrators of peer-on-peer child sexual abuse were male (Beck et
al., 2012). However these findings cannot be generalised beyond the USA and should not be used to make
inferences about child sexual abuse in the youth secure estate in England and Wales.

Specific vulnerabilities and groups at heightened risk of child sexual abuse in custody
There is limited information available on associations between particular characteristics of children
and the likelihood of sexual victimisation. However, a number of factors emerged from the literature as
associated with an increased risk of child sexual abuse in custody. These include gender, ethnicity, sexual
orientation, history of experiencing sexual assault prior to custody or having been convicted of a sexual
offence prior to custody (see for example, Beck et al., 2012; Heaton et al., 2012; Kennedy, 1995; Epps,
1994; Youth Justice Board and National Children’s Bureau, 2008; Klatt et al., 2016).

Culture and environment
Culture within the youth secure estate
The prevailing culture within a custodial institution has been identified as an important factor in keeping
children safe (Erooga, 2009; Youth Justice Board and National Children’s Bureau, 2008; Review Panel on
Prison Rape, Department of Justice, 2010) and having a role in enabling or helping to prevent child sexual
abuse (National Crime Agency, 2013). Certain types of culture have been identified as being particularly
associated with the incidence of abuse. For example, ‘punitive rather than rehabilitative cultures’, ‘closed’
and hierarchical cultures and ‘macho’ cultures (Klatt et al., 2016; Beck et al., 2012; Heaton et al., 2012;
Youth Justice Board and National Children’s Bureau, 2008; Kennedy, 1995; Epps, 1994).
Much of the literature argues that a rehabilitative approach is necessary with children in custody, but that
this has not been the approach taken within all institutions or by all staff (Almond, 2012c; Prison Reform
Trust and Inquest, 2012; O’Neill, 2001; Khan, 2010; Youth Justice Board and National Children’s Bureau,
2008; Hackett, Masson and Phillips, 2005). YOIs in particular have been characterised as establishments
where the culture is focused on punishment and control (Almond, 2012c; Prison Reform Trust and
Inquest, 2012). There is a consensus in the literature that SCHs are the most child focused type of secure
establishment with the care provided being more individualised and personal and homes being described
as having a more informal, family atmosphere (Bateman, 2016; Ellis, 2016; Rose, 2014; Youth Justice
Board and National Children’s Bureau, 2008; Khan, 2010).
Closed institutions which are arranged along rigid hierarchical lines and closed to external scrutiny may be
less open to external or internal challenge and have been identified as associated with instances of abuse of
power within institutions for children (National Crime Agency, 2013; Erooga, 2009; O’Neill, 2001). In such
an environment staff may feel disempowered to raise concerns and poor practice may persist unchallenged
(Erooga, 2009). A male-dominated or ‘macho’ culture has also been identified as a factor in a number
of inquiries into child abuse in residential settings (Erooga, 2009). This type of ‘macho’ culture might be
evident, in either children or staff, through an inability to express feelings or emotional vulnerability, a
denial of feelings or an inability to recognise them in others (Willow, 2015; Coles, 2015; Rose, 2014).
Such factors may have implications for the identification and reporting of child sexual abuse in custody.
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Relationships between staff and children
The literature emphasises the importance of trusting relationships between children and staff in
custody for the welfare of children and young people (User Voice, 2012; Douglas and Plugge, 2008).
Such relationships are said to be important for a number of reasons, including the welfare of children,
behaviour management and maintaining order (Douglas and Plugge, 2008; Youth Justice Board for
England and Wales, 2006b). Also of particular relevance is the importance of these trusting relationships
in enabling children to raise concerns or problems (User Voice, 2012) and assisting staff to be able to
identify victimisation (Children’s Rights Alliance for England and Hodgkin, 2002). The 2015/16 HMIP
survey indicates that a small proportion of children in YOIs would disclose abuse to members of staff,
with only 28 per cent of boys saying they would report victimisation to members of staff (Simmonds,
2016). Some of the literature also emphasised that traumatised children in custody may find it difficult to
trust adults or discuss painful experiences and events (Beyond Youth Custody, 2016; Gray, 2015; O’Neill,
2001).

Structural challenges
The literature indicates that the structure of the secure estate may compromise effective safeguarding
of children in custody. For example, institutions being relatively large in size, and children being placed in
institutions relatively far from home are factors which may have negative implications for an institution’s
ability to keep children safe, how safe children feel in custody, and the risk of sexual victimisation in
custody (HM Chief Inspector of Prisons, 2015a, 2009; Youth Justice Board and National Children’s
Bureau, 2008; United States Review Panel on Prison Rape, Department of Justice, 2010). Other key
factors relate to the physical environment, the mixed population of children placed on welfare or youth
justice grounds in SCHs, and the ratio of staff to children (Prison Reform Trust and Inquest, 2012; Rose,
2014; Youth Justice Board and National Children’s Bureau, 2008).

The use of restraint, strip searching and CCTV
For children who have been victims of abuse in the past, restraint can be a highly traumatic experience
(HM Inspectorate of Prisons, 2015a; Smallridge and Williamson, 2008; Carlile, 2006). More research is
required in order to better understand the impact of restraint for victims of sexual abuse (Carlile, 2006).
Over the last decade several reviews and inquiries into different areas of the youth secure estate have
noted, to varying degrees, the particularly traumatic effect that strip searching can have on children
entering custody who have previously been sexually abused (Berelowitz and Hibbert, 2011; Khan, 2010;
Lambert, 2005).
CCTV can have a positive impact on offender and staff behaviour, feelings of safety and safeguarding
practices. However, there has also been criticism of gaps in CCTV coverage and over-reliance on CCTV
evidence in investigating allegations of abuse (Holden et al., 2016).
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Assessment and response to needs and behaviours
Risk assessment
Assessments are one of the ways for establishments in the youth secure estate to identify and review the
vulnerability of a child, and consequently develop appropriate care plans that help keep them safe. ASSET5
was the first structured risk assessment tool for use with all children within the youth justice system in
England and Wales, introduced by the YJB in 2000 (Raymond, 2004; Baker et al., 2004; Griffin and Beech,
2004). Studies have found that ASSET could fail to identify situations where a young offender is vulnerable
to being harmed when it does not relate to their offending behaviour (Jacobson et al., 2010; Almond,
2012a; Almond, 2012b) and focused primarily on the behaviour and risk management of children, not their
safety or welfare needs (Almond, 2012a; Almond, 2012b; Kemshall, 2007; Goldson, 2003).

Institutional response to child sexual abuse prior to custody
A prior history of child sexual abuse is prevalent amongst children who enter custody in England and
Wales. Consequently it is important that custodial establishments address and respond to these prior
experiences of sexual abuse, through appropriate screening and assessment as well as with effective
treatment interventions.
None of the literature reviewed in this REA focused specifically on institutional responses to children
who entered custody having experienced sexual abuse. A few studies in England and Wales, which were
focusing on general mental health interventions in custody, made limited references to the challenges
that custodial institutions faced in providing support to children who had experienced abuse, including
sexual abuse, such as staff having the necessary expertise and knowledge and the limited amount of time
available to work with children in custody (Berelowitz and Hibbert, 2011; Tunnard, Ryan and Kurtz, 2005;
Children’s Rights Alliance for England and Hodgkin, 2002; O’Neill, 2001).
There are have been inconsistencies and wide variation in the understanding that relevant staff had of
the impact of previous experiences, including sexual abuse, on the child’s emotional wellbeing and mental
health (Berelowitz and Hibbert, 2011). Literature has also cast doubt on the suitability of secure settings
for sexually exploited children, and the ability of these environments to meet their needs (Scott, 2016;
Creegan, Scott and Smith 2005).

Assessment and treatment of juvenile sex offenders
The assessment of, and treatment models for, juvenile sex offenders in custody is useful to consider, as this
group of individuals may present risks as both sexually victimising others or being victimised themselves
whilst in custody. There have been movements towards the better management and treatment of juvenile
sex offenders. For example, it is now recognised that treatment models designed for adult sex offenders
are not suitable for children and young people (Grimshaw, 2008; Griffin and Beech, 2004; Masson and
Hackett, 2004). NHS England has also recently commissioned specialist services for children convicted of
sexual offences (Howard League for Penal Reform, 2015). However, there have been a number of concerns
about the provision of services for children at risk of sexually harmful behaviour in the secure estate.
Concerns included: a lack of clear guidance for driving and coordinating multidisciplinary activity; poor
evidence of programme effectiveness; poor adaptation of assessment models for use in the secure estate;
and lack of (tailored) support working with this group more generally (Khan, 2010).

5

A new assessment framework called Asset Plus has been rolled out across the secure estate for children and
young people alongside a comprehensive health assessment tool (CHAT) (Youth Justice Board
for England and Wales, 2015a; Youth Justice Board for England and Wales, 2015b; Porteous, Adler and
Davidson, 2015).
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Social, sexual and relationship development in custody
Children in custody may have specific needs around social and sexual development, for example because
they are likely to have histories of abuse and neglect and because of their age (Beyond Youth Custody,
2016; Howard League for Penal Reform, 2015; Lambie and Randell, 2013; Ford et al., 2012; Ikomi et al.,
2009; Douglas and Plugge, 2008; Stuart and Baines, 2004a; Epps, 1994). There are particular challenges
presented by the custodial environment in encouraging appropriate social and sexual development of
children. The literature notes restrictions on the ability to freely form and maintain relationships with
friends and family (Howard League for Penal Reform, 2015; Lambie and Randell, 2013; Epps, 1994) and
also, in particular, in the ability to socialise with children and young people of the opposite sex (Howard
League for Penal Reform, 2015).

Safeguarding policies and procedures
The 2016-17 HMIP annual report concluded that, as of February 2017, there was not a single YOI or STC
in which it was safe to hold children. It states that none had reached the standard of ‘good’ or ‘reasonably
good’ in the area of safety (HM Chief Inspector of Prisons, 2017a). A report by the Youth Custody
Improvement Board in 2017 also asserted that safety remained a key risk in YOIs and STCs (Wood et
al., 2017). Six key formal policies and procedures within the secure estate were identified in this REA as
having been directly linked to, or having an impact on, safeguarding. A summary of these are below.

Inspections
Inspections play a significant role in understanding the prevalence of, as well as identifying, child sexual
abuse in custody. Between July 2009 and March 2014, inspectors reported 130 child protection
allegations following routine inspections of YOIs and STCs (Willow, 2015). Of these allegations, 15 were
of sexual abuse by prison staff and 11 of sexual abuse by other children (Willow, 2015). Inspections also
provide an important data set through the inspectorate (HMIP) surveys in YOIs and STCs, which directly
ask children whether they have been sexually abused in custody.
However, there is limited reference within the literature on the adequacy of or challenges faced by
inspections in YOIs, STCs and SCHs. Some literature points to an uncoordinated approach from the
various monitoring bodies being unhelpful and increasing the risk of unidentified safeguarding issues
(Holden et al., 2016; Taylor, 2016; Youth Justice Board and National Children’s Bureau, 2008).

Staff training and supervision
The recommendation that all staff working in custodial settings should receive specialist training on
working with children was frequently made in the literature (Wood et al., 2017; See it, Say it, Change it
steering group and Stephens, 2016; Wales. National Assembly, 2010; Khan, 2010; Howard League for
Penal Reform, 2010; Youth Justice Board and National Children’s Bureau, 2008; Carlile, 2006; Douglas
and Plugge, 2006; Lyon, Dennison, and Wilson, 2000). Despite this, it has been suggested that staff
working in YOIs and STCs do not have the skills and experience needed to manage the most vulnerable
children in custody, and do not receive sufficient training. Particular issues were raised about the lack of
training in dealing with children with sexually harmful behaviour (Hackett, Masson and Phillips, 2005) and
children who have experienced abuse (Howard League for Penal Reform, 2015; Berelowitz and Hibbert,
2011; Khan, 2010; Children’s Rights Alliance for England and Hodgkin, 2002).
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Referral processes
The literature highlighted that progress has been made in regards to staff in establishments being clear
about the processes to follow in the event of a child protection issue, but issues related to an appropriate
understanding of what constitutes a child protection matter remained (Association of Independent LSCB
Chairs, 2014; Berelowitz and Hibbert, 2011; Youth Justice Board and National Children’s Bureau, 2008).

Complaints processes
Research carried out with children in custody found that children demonstrate good knowledge about how
to make a complaint but seldom do so or wish to do so (Prisons and Probation Ombudsman for England and
Wales, 2015; User Voice, 2012; User Voice, 2011; Youth Justice Board and National Children’s Bureau, 2008).
Reasons for this include: dissatisfaction and lack of confidence in the complaints system; fear of reprisals; and
the complicated, bureaucratic and impersonal nature of the complaints system.
STCs and SCHs are considered to have more effective complaints procedures in place that are more child
focused than YOIs (Youth Justice Board for England and Wales, 2011c; Youth Justice Board and National
Children’s Bureau, 2008).

Inter-agency working
A key finding in the literature was the need for greater involvement of local authorities in the safeguarding
of children in custody (Willow, 2015; Association of Independent LSCB Chairs, 2014; Youth Justice Board
and National Children’s Bureau, 2008; Bottoms and Kemp, 2007; Stuart and Baines, 2004a; Children’s
Rights Alliance for England and Hodgkin, 2002). Several reviews identified a lack of multi-agency input into
safeguarding practice (Youth Justice Board and National Children’s Bureau, 2008; Berelowitz and Hibbert,
2011). A key theme to emerge was that meaningful involvement of a local authority was particularly rare in
YOIs (Youth Justice Board and National Children’s Bureau, 2008; Stuart and Baines, 2004a).
Literature indicates that there has been a mixed response from local authorities to safeguarding concerns
that are referred to them by custodial institutions, with limited scrutiny of the outcomes of allegations and
poor feedback to establishments in relation to referrals (Association of Independent LSCB Chairs, 2014;
Youth Justice Board and National Children’s Bureau, 2008).

Reception processes
Vulnerability is heightened for children at the point of entry to custody, both due to the inherent
difficulties of facing an unfamiliar environment as well as, it has been suggested, a heightened risk of
victimisation from other children (Connell, Farrington and Ireland, 2016; Coles, 2015; Children’s Rights
Alliance for England and Hodgkin, 2002; Dimond, Misch and Goldberg, 2001).
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Conclusions
This rapid evidence assessment has summarised relevant contextual information, including sociodemographic characteristics of victims and perpetrators and the nature of safeguarding systems, and drawn
together research evidence on child sexual abuse within custodial institutions. The review of the literature
has highlighted that there is a lack of robust information specifically related to child sexual abuse in custody
in England and Wales.
The literature highlights that children in custody are a particularly vulnerable population, and many have
a background of maltreatment, including child sexual abuse, deprivation, local authority care and mental
health problems. A number of factors have been identified as contributing to keeping children safe or,
conversely, exposing them to higher levels of risk. These include: the culture within establishments;
relationships with staff; staff ratios and the size of establishments; the physical environment; and the
population mix. Staff training is also a strong theme with significant criticism having been attached to
training provision and supervision of staff in custodial establishments in England and Wales, both in
relation to its quantity, adequacy and consistency. Systems surrounding safeguarding in custody, including
inspection systems and multi-agency working, are also a focus of a number of studies and commentaries.
The literature identified multi-agency working, such as work with local authorities, as potential weakness
in the youth secure estate, whilst there is little research information available on the efficacy of the
inspection process.
Although this review did not identify literature relating specifically to the handling of incidents and
allegations of child sexual abuse, literature relating to the child protection referral process and the
complaints system within custody more generally was considered. A number of reviews have identified
inconsistency in the making of referrals by custodial establishments. Whilst children demonstrate a good
awareness of the complaints system, there exist a number of barriers to them actually using it.

Research gaps
There was little robust research evidence to draw on from England and Wales in respect of child sexual
abuse in custody. This is in contrast to the USA, where a large annual survey of sexual victimisation in
correctional establishments for children is carried out using a more reliable methodology. Whilst the
HMIP annual survey in STCs and YOIs does ask children questions about sexual abuse, the way the
survey is carried out and the challenges of collecting information on child sexual abuse may affect how
accurately it represents the true scale of child sexual abuse in custody. In addition, additional questions
about any abuse which is reported, such as the circumstances and characteristics of the perpetrator are
not asked and no comparable data is available for SCHs.
The high proportion of children in custody who have experienced abuse, including sexual abuse prior to
custody, is a theme within the literature. However, the implications of this - and what it means for children’s
experiences of custody, their needs, and how these should be met - have not been fully explored through
research. Similarly, whilst it has been suggested that juvenile sex offenders may be at higher risk of both
becoming victims and victimising others within custody, none of the literature identified in this REA
focused on how best to meet the needs of these children and managing the risks surrounding them whilst
in custody.
The literature on keeping children safe in custody does not specifically explore keeping children safe
from sexual abuse. Research addressing institutional factors (such as those relating to the structure and
culture of the establishment as opposed to relating to victims or perpetrators) particularly associated
with child sexual abuse in custody would be of value. Particular factors which could be looked into include:
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institutional culture; size and structure of establishments; staff training; and multi-agency working.
The literature often makes clear distinctions between YOIs, STCs and SCHs, with SCHs often being
characterised as more child focussed and safer than other establishment types. Research addressing
whether this is indeed the case, particularly with reference to child sexual abuse, and, if so, examining the
reasons why, could make an important contribution to knowledge in this field.
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