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Executive Summary
Key Points
The Katter’s Australian Party (KAP) Relocation Sentencing 
Policy is built on four main pillars:

1. Remote location.
2. Mandatory.
3. Fixed term.
4. Intensive rehabilitation.

Relocation Sentencing would be a specific option available to 
the courts when sentencing eligible, repeat youth offenders. 

Remotely located facilities would be established to accommodate 
youth sentenced under this judicial option.

Rationale
Current sentencing/detention models for young offenders 
are not meeting community expectations. They fail to act as 
a deterrent for re-offenders and are failing to rehabilitate 
most young offenders largely due to a lack, or the inadequate 
duration, of, appropriate rehabilitation programs and training. 
Detention, in its current form, fails to protect the community. 
Diversion programs aimed at serious repeat offenders have a 
high failure rate because of low participation due to no practical 
mechanism being available to force an offender to engage.

KAP’s Relocation Sentencing Policy is a ground-up rethink of 
addressing Queensland’s youth crime problem. The purpose of 
the policy is to reduce the high incidence of recidivist offending 
by introducing a new sentencing option to deter re-offending 
and address the shortfalls in current rehabilitation. If the rate 
of youth offending were successfully addressed, we could see:

• Up to a 50% drop in all car thefts.
• Up to a 70% drop in all burglaries.
• Up to a 50% drop in all unlawful entries.1 

Policy outline
Relocation Sentencing requires a commitment from the 
Queensland Government to first trial a pilot program with the 
intention of rolling out the policy across the state if successful. 
This would require State departments to work in synergy and a 
commitment of resources for remote detention-based facilities 
to detain offenders who are identified as suitable for the 
Relocation Sentencing option by the courts.

1. Ownership, oversight, and service provision
The facilities are to be government-owned and administered,  
and remain the responsibility of the Department of Youth 
Justice. 

2. Eligibility
The Relocation Sentencing option is suitable for children 
aged 10 to 17 who are deemed recidivist offenders. Offenders 
ineligible for Relocation Sentencing are those convicted of 
sexual or serious violent offences, those who display other at-
risk behaviours that could pose a risk to others, or any youth 
offenders identified by the courts or department.

3. Size and staffing
Centres would have no more than 30 detainees per facility 
with the staff-to-detainee ratios of 1:4 in line with existing 
Queensland youth detention centres. 

4. Scope and site 
Initially, a pilot detention facility would be constructed. The 
location can be determined from viable options and locations 
within North and Far North Queensland. 

Favoured locations are rural and remote, and replicative of an 
agricultural setting.

5. Sentence duration
Sentences would be a minimum of six months and a maximum 
of 12 months.

6. Accommodation style
The detainees would live in secure, demountable building 
(donga) accommodation.  Breaches of security or absconding 
would be dealt with on a case-by-case basis and may result in 
a loss of privileges or a lock-down/grounding order.

7. Education and training 
Formal schooling facilitated by qualified teaching staff will be 
provided.  Vocational training will be facilitated as part of the 
on-site functions of the centre, providing the practical aspect 
including but not limited to mechanical, fabrication, agriculture/
horticulture, hospitality, and other areas as appropriate. Drug 
and alcohol rehabilitation, mental health and cultural/life skill 
programs would be integrated into the therapeutic components 
of the facility.

8. Other activities
Detainees will be embedded in the day-to-day functioning of the 
centre with their routine to include basic roles such as cooking, 
cleaning, general maintenance, and animal husbandry. Regular 
physical activities will be available including bush walking, 
camping, cultural activities, and sports would be worked into 
monthly programming. 

9. Release
Each child will undergo full psychiatric and skills-based 
assessment at the six-month milestone to ascertain if they 
are suitable to be released.  If not, they will complete their full 
twelve-month sentence. Upon release, each detainee would be 
under a strict community re-integration plan while on a twelve-
month parole timeframe. To reduce the risk of re-offending, 
departmental support would be extended to families and carers 
to ensure each child is either engaged in school, completing 
a training course/apprenticeship or is participating in paid 
employment. Any breach of their parole conditions or re-
offending will trigger a court order that will return the offender 
back to a relocation facility for a full twelve-month sentence.

1.
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• The state is in crisis, and youth crime is having a profound impact economically 
and socially, across Queensland.

• In the 2021-22 period, the number of youth crime matters heard in Queensland 
courts reached a record high of almost 40,000, committed by 3,400 distinct 
offenders.

• There has been a doubling of car thefts committed by young offenders, a 30% 
increase in unlawful entry offences, and a 40% increase in assaults (see Table 4).

• 75% of offenders committing property crime in Townsville are youth.2

Youth justice in Queensland has received significant attention 
from state and federal governments, policy makers, 

academics, the courts, police, and the media in recent years. 
Numerous reports, inquiries and legislative amendments have 
been made aimed at combatting the problem. Efforts made 
have had very little effect on those “hard nut” recidivist youth 
offenders that tend to engage in crimes such as unlawful use of 
a motor vehicle, break and enter and robbery. 

Making it even more difficult to combat, the nature of youth 
offending is constantly changing in the modern world. Social 
media now plays a central role in the lives of children and youth 

crime. Many offences are being committed by youth seeking 
notoriety for their criminal behaviour which they obtain through 
online platforms such as TikTok and Instagram. Adding another 
layer of complexity, there are anecdotal reports of an alarming 
trend of younger children being recruited by older peers to 
commit offences in exchange for rewards in the form of social 
status, money, alcohol, or drugs.3 

Queensland Police Service statistics show that the police 
commenced criminal proceedings against 52,742 young 

offenders in 2021-22, an increase of 13.7% from 2020-21.4

The vast majority of crimes committed by young people are 
theft and related offences.

In this respect, young offenders stand well out from their adult 
peers.

While young offenders make up about 16% of Queensland’s 
criminal population, they commit:

• 54% of all robberies.
• 53% of all motor vehicle thefts.
• 50% of all unlawful entries.5 

The 15- to 19-year-old age bracket is by far the worst group of 
offenders across all offence types, more than double that of 
the 20- to 24-year-old cohort.6

Not all child offenders get charged; according to police data, 
14,589 cautions were issued in 2021-22, an increase of 6.6% 
over the previous year (see Table 1). 

In 2021–22, there was a total of 6,773 finalised appearances 
of child defendants in all Queensland criminal courts, an 8% 
increase from the previous year, with 3,341 distinct defendants 
convicted.7 

The latest data from the Bob Atkinson review of the 
Government’s 2021 legislative reforms indicate that the 
number of offenders defined as Serious Repeat Offenders has 
grown by 25% over the last three years.8 

Queensland’s 
Youth Crime Crisis

ii.  Youth Crime Statistics

i.  Current State

The QPS proceeded against 
52,742 young offenders in 2021-
22, a 13% increase from the 
previous year.

2.
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Table 4:  Percentage change in most common offence type by finalised 
charges, 2011-12 vs 2021-22 

Offence 2011-12 2021-22 % Change

Acts intended to Cause Injury 
(assault)

1,112 1,747 57%

Theft of Motor Vehicle 2,655 4,685 76%

Unlawful Entry with intent 2,910 6,275 115%

Theft (except vehicle theft) 3,311 5,181 56%

Road Traffic Offences 1,270 1,833 44%
Source: Cited in Childrens Court of Queensland Annual Report, 2021-22

Table 5:  Most Common Offence Type Remoteness, as a Proportion of Youth Offences 

The nature and prevalence of young offending varies by 
location.

While theft is the most common offence committed in the 
Brisbane area, theft in regional and remote places is less 
common overall.  

However, offences such as entering or being in premises and 
committing indictable offences as a proportion of all offences 
gets significantly higher the more remote you go, as is 
burglary and unlawful use of a motor vehicle.

Offence Major City Regional Remote

Stealing 18.9% 20% 13.7%

Enter/Committing an Indict-
able Offence

11% 19.5% 35%

Unlawful Use of Motor 
Vehicle

11% 14.1% 16.2%

Public Nuisance 11.9% 12.4% 15.2%

Shop Lifting 15.1% 8.6% 2.7%

Source:  Sentencing Advisory Council, Kids in Court, p31

iii.  Offences by Region

Offence 2020-21 2021-22

Acts Intended to Cause Injury 1,542 1,501

Sexual Assault & Related Offences 732 813

Motor Vehicle Theft 1,204 1,340
Unlawful Entry with Intent 1,553 1,679

Source:  QPS data cited in Childrens Court of Queensland Annual Report, 
2021-22

Table 1:  Select Police Cautions Table 2:  Convicted Distinct Child Offenders

2018-19 2021-22

4,125 3,341

Source:  QPS data cited in Childrens Court of 
Queensland Annual Report, 2021-22

Table 3:  Finalised Charges:  2011-2 vs 2021-2

2011-12 2021-22

19,077 39,904

Source:  Government  Statistician’s Office, Courts Da-
tabase, cited in Childrens Court of Queensland Annual 
Report, 2021-22
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• According to the Australian Productivity Commission’s Report on 
Government Services 2023, it costs more than $2,000 a day, or more than 
$750,000 a year, to keep a child in detention.9

• The Queensland State Government has recently committed to building 
two new detention Centres by 2026, with Cairns in Far North Queensland 
flagged as one possible location.

• The Queensland Government spends more than $300 million a year on the 
Youth Justice portfolio with $140 million allocated to detention services.10

The financial burden on the community of the ongoing 
youth crime crisis is difficult if not impossible to calculate.  

According to the RACQ, vehicle theft cost Queenslanders more 
than $130 million in 2019.11  That number would be significantly 
higher today, with young offenders responsible for about half 
those offences.   

The financial burden to Queensland taxpayers is more easily 
calculated.  Youth Justice services alone consume well over 
$300 million a year, with questionable results.

The current detention model attracts enormous capital 
costs, while the ongoing costs of detention have proved 
to be excessively expensive with little cost-benefit to the 
community. With high rates of recidivism, including a re-
offending rate of 95% at Townsville’s Cleveland Detention 
Centre*, Queenslanders are not receiving value for money. The 
return on investment in the youth justice space is manifestly 
inadequate, particularly so when it comes to community safety 
and correcting the behavioural patterns of offending children. 

iv.  The Cost of Youth Detention

The capital cost of each Queensland 
detention centre (2021)

• Cleveland Youth Detention Centre 
located in Townsville: $248.712 
million

• Brisbane Youth Detention Centre: 
$170.025 million

• West Moreton Youth Detention 
Centre: $161 million

The estimated annual ongoing 
services costs for each facility (2021)

• Cleveland Youth Detention Centre:- 
$43.377 million

• Brisbane Youth Detention Centre:- 
$36.665 million

• West Moreton Youth Detention 
Centre:- $16.903 million

Source:  2021 Estimates Pre-Hearing Question on Notice, No.12.

*Response to a Question on Notice, No. 859, asked on August 18, 2022 by Member for Hinchinbrook, Nick Dametto. MP. 
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The Youth Justice Census is an annual survey of young 
people under supervision in the youth justice system on 

any given night, either in detention, on remand, participating 
in restorative justice conferences or still under an active 
community- based youth justice order.

According to the census from 2018-2021:
• More than 50% of young people under active supervision 

are disengaged from education and training.
• Almost 10% have been diagnosed or are suspected to have  

Foetal Alcohol Spectrum Disorder (FASD).
• 30% live in unstable or unsuitable accommodation.
• 20% have ADHD.
• More than 30% have at least one behavioural disorder.
• Between 50 and 60% have been impacted by domestic and 

family violence.

Part 7 of The Youth Justice Act 1992 (QLD) sets out the 
options that are available, and principles that must 

be applied, when it comes to sentencing youth offenders. 
Sentencing orders can include a wide range of sanctions 
including probation, community-based orders, conditional 
release orders, graffiti removal orders, and detention orders.

Data from the Childrens Court of Queenland shows that only 
309 of the 4,650 young offenders sentenced in a Queensland 
court in 2021-22, were sentenced to a detention order (see 
Table 6).

When sentencing a young offender, the legislation requires 
that the sentencing judge consider all alternative options 
before imposing a period of detention.  Should judges 
consider detention the most suitable option, they must provide 
substantive reasons as to why detention is the best course of 
action. A sentence can be over-turned on appeal if the court 
fails to adequately justify why a young offender should not 
have been given an alternative, non-custodial sentence.

Restorative Justice
Court ordered Restorative Justice is an alternative sentencing 
option. It requires mutual agreement by the offender and 
the victim (or the Department of Youth Justice on behalf of 
the victim) to participate in a conference. The rationale for 
Restorative Justice is to provide victims a platform to express 
directly to the offender how their offending behaviour impacted 
upon the victim. It is a relative newcomer to the sentencing 
regime.

According to an evaluation by KPMG in 2016-17, a total of 
510 Restorative Justice orders were made.  In the 6 months 
following a restorative justice conference, of the 510 court-
ordered attendees:

• 59% (300) did not re-offend.
• 41% (210) re-offended (with most of those re-offending 

at an equivalent or substantial increase in seriousness 
of offences.12

Detention
Queensland youth detention centres have been the subject of 
extensive media reporting and controversy in recent years.

The conditions, for both staff and detainees, in Queensland 
youth detention centres appears to be not fit for purpose, to 

the extent that they are now catching the eye of sentencing 
judges, who are mitigating sentences as a result. 

The reality is that Queensland’s capacity to care for and 
rehabilitate the State’s troubled youth has not come all that 
far from the conditions which gave rise to the Commission of 
Inquiry into Abuse of Children in Queensland Institutions, the 
so-called Forde Inquiry in 1998-99. It is rare that anyone would 
set out to lock up children, but for some children, whether it 
be for their own safety or that of the public, detention is a 
necessity. 

As Judge McGuire of the Children’s Court of Queensland stated:

[i]f such offenders are detained in a detention centre they 
are out of harm’s way for the time being and cannot commit 
crimes against society. However, detention will not work, if 
when they come out, they are more criminally inclined than 
when they went in.13 

Re-Offending Rates and Serious Repeat Offenders 
The most significant issue with the traditional youth detention 
model is the lack of rehabilitation. For example, as stated 
earlier, 95% of detainees at Cleveland Youth Detention Centre 
go on to re-offend within 12 months of their release. 

There are insufficient mechanisms in place that appropriately 
and effectively deter young criminals away from a life of 
crime. Sadly, under the current system many young people 
will continue to cycle through the youth justice system before 
eventually, in the Youth Justice Department’s own terminology 
“age out” and become adult offenders.  At that point, the much 
harsher and true reality of punitive adult imprisonment will 
become their life, but it may be far too late to for them to turn 
things around. This is not only an undesirable outcome for our 
State’s youth, who could have potentially lived a different life, 
but it is also an unacceptable outcome for the community in 
terms of personal safety and the immense economic expense.

v.  Profile of a Young Offender

vi.  Young Offender Sentencing Options 
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Penalty 2010-11 % of 
whole

2021-22 % of 
Whole

% Change in 
Proportion

Trend

Total Number of Penalties 5,435 4,650

Detention Orders 133 2.4% 309 6.7% 179% UP

Immediate Conditional 
Release

320 6% 299 6.4% 6.6% UP

Community Service 951 17% 452 9.8% -42% DOWN

Probation 977 18% 1,483 32% 77% UP

Good Behaviour 904 16% 527 11% -41% DOWN

Source:  Queensland Government Statistician’s Office, cited in Children’s Court of Queensland Annual Reports, 2010-11/21-22

Table 6:  Highest Penalty, Comparison 2010-11 vs 2021-22

2018 2019 2020 2021
Average Sentence (days) 38 37 34 40
Median 25 28 24 32
Maximum 169 173 108 139

Source:  Cited in Atkinson, Youth Justice Reforms Review, p143

Table 7: Detention Sentence Duration in Days

Penalty Number Average Duration 
(months,hours)

Max (months, hours)

Detention 288 3.6 months 18 months

Conditional Release Order 213 3 months 12 months

Boot Camp Order 37 3.7 months 6.1 months

Community Service Order 1,855 52 hours 200 hours

Source:  Sentencing Advisory Council Spotlight on UUMVO, 2005-2019, p17

Table 8: Detention Sentence Duration (months) Motor Vehicle Theft

According to long-term research by the Sentencing Ad-
visory Council, the average head sentence for children 

sentenced to detention is four months.  In cases where a 
conditional release order was given, the average sentence 
duration was about three months.  Community Service Order 

durations average 90 hours.  Probation, as the most common 
penalty, averaged 17 months. 

Under The Youth Justice Act 1992 (QLD), juveniles sen-
tenced to detention need only serve 70% of their head sen-
tence.  

Sentence Durations

Queensland locks up more kids 
than any other state.    We also 
have the highest re-offending 
rate in the nation.  
Source:  2023 Productivty Commission Report of Youth Justice Services.
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i.  “The Missouri Model”

ii.  European Models of Youth Detention

The most widely cited alternative to traditional detention 
hails from the United States of America, so-called Missouri 

Model.14

A key feature of the Missouri model is the limit of no more than 
30 beds with most facilities having about 15 beds.

While still mostly urban-based, the facilities are spread 
throughout the state, often located in re-furbished schools 
and large residential buildings. Offenders, when sentenced, 
are sent to whichever is closest. Rather than individual cells, 
detainees live in dorms.

The results speak for themselves. Within three years of release, 
the re-offending rate was just 33% and the transition rate to 

adult prison was 3.8%.

Importantly, the Missouri Model also boasts at least a quarter 
of youth exiting the department’s care by their 16th birthday 
having completed secondary education. Three quarters of all 
youth advance at least as fast as a typical student in public 
school.

The success of the Missouri Model demonstrates that 
rehabilitation of recidivist youth offenders is possible, if done 
so with a strictly defined, yet modified approach.

Other youth justice systems across the globe also have very 
low rates of recidivist youth offenders.

The Diagrama Model hailing from Spain is a welfare-based sys-
tem in which detainees spend an average of nine months in 
secure detention precisely because it is recognised that short 
term detention is ineffective. The long sentences are a recogni-
tion that change takes time.

Detainees are initially sent to ‘closed’ facilities but as time goes 
on, offenders are sent to more open facilities and spend time 
back in the community. The other key aspect of the Spanish 
model is that the detention centres are run by non-govern-
ment organisations, an option that doesn’t currently exist in 
Queensland.15

• Other countries have developed successful models to manage youth crime 
with impressive results.

International 
Youth Detention 
Models

3.
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“Sending ‘em Bush”: 
 Australia’s History

The KAP’s proposal to detain young offenders in the outback 
is not a novel idea, and most jurisdictions across Australia 

have looked to the bush to solve the problem of youth offending 
at some point in time.

Australia’s longest-running remote sentencing facility was 
the Wildman River Wilderness Work Camp, in the Northern 
Territory, approximately 90 minutes from Darwin. The facility 
which ran from the early 1980s until 2004, originally had no 
buildings meaning the staff and detainees lived in tents. The 
young inmates and staff spent the first two years building 
toilets, showers, and accommodation.

The short-lived “boot camps” program, the last of which closed 
in 2016, is the closest Queensland has come to integrating 
mandatory remote sentencing into Queensland’s youth justice 
regime.

Alternative structural arrangements for youth detention 
represents a road not generally taken in contemporary youth 
justice initiatives. However, both the Northern Territory 
and Western Australia have recently renewed interest in 
outback sentencing programs. In fact, the Western Australian 
Government has taken the next step by announcing a $15 
million commitment in the State’s 2022-23 Budget to establish 

an on-country residential facility at a Kimberley cattle station.

The aim of the facility is to reduce the high rate of youth crime 
and re-offending which has had a devastating effect on tourism 
and community safety across the Kimberley region. Tourists, 
residents and even police have all been victims of youth crime 
and any attempt to curb the crisis proved fruitless. 

The intention was for youth offenders from Banksia Hill Youth 
Detention Centre to be diverted to the cattle station facility 
where they can participate in farm work with Indigenous-led 
health, cultural, and educational services on hand for support.

The facility was intended to commence operation in the second 
half of 2023 but due to extensive flooding earlier in the year, 
the start date as well as the exact location was still under 
consideration at the time of writing this policy.

4.
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The term ‘Buje-ka’ is a First Australian term meaning 
banishment, a form of punishment administered to those 

who broke the rules or tribal laws of the time. The Hon. Bob 
Katter, who hails from Kalkadoon country and has been 
recognised as one of the most dedicated Aboriginal and Torres 
Strait Islander Ministers in Australian modern history, says 
this term and the place it came from is the birthplace of the 
Relocation Sentencing policy.

As summarised earlier, KAP’s Relocation Sentencing policy is 
founded on four main pillars:

• Remote location

• Mandatory

• Fixed term

• Intensive rehabilitation

This policy seeks to put into practice recommendations from 
youth justice reviews as recently as the Atkinson Report, which 
among its recommendations for alternative sentencing, stated 
that:

[S]hould the construction of additional detention centre 
infrastructure be required, that consideration be given 
to designing facilities that are different from the current 
large-scale institutions. They should ideally be small in 
size, built in multiple locations across Queensland and 
potentially specialised and therapeutic in focus, to meet 
the circumstances of different cohorts of children, for 
example ... serious and high-risk offenders, or offenders 
with challenging behaviours.16

The report went on to say that this is because: 

Smaller more therapeutic facilities provide greater 
opportunity to address children’s problem behaviour, 
improve and strengthen connections with culture and 
community and facilitate their positive transition back to 
the community.17

In calling for smaller, purpose-built and place-based facilities, 
the report also had specific locations in mind:

The primary locations where need appears greatest are Far 
North Queensland, followed by Mt Isa and surrounds, then 
South-East Queensland. Locating custody facilities in these 
locations would avoid significant transport and dislocation 
costs for children from these areas, and provide opportunity 
for better connections with families, communities and local 
services and therefore better support for a child’s transition 
back into the community.18

The Relocation Sentencing Policy provides a comprehensive 
approach to addressing incarceration which is intended to act 
as a deterrent and keep our community safe while offering 

youth offenders a true pathway to rehabilitation. Through 
its four foundational pillars and a series of well-defined 
operational guidelines, the policy lays the foundation for a 
comprehensive and thoughtful approach to youth detention 
and rehabilitation. 

If implemented, this policy could potentially pave the way 
for a more effective and holistic approach to juvenile justice. 
By supporting young offenders to realise they have great 
potential beyond committing criminal offences will lead to 
a transformation from a young offender to a capable young 
person who can make a meaningful contribution to society.

For Relocation Sentencing to become a reality, a significant 
commitment from the Queensland Government is required. 
This commitment entails a system-wide redeployment of 
resources toward the establishment of remote detention-based 
facilities. These facilities would house offenders who have been 
identified as suitable candidates for the Relocation Sentencing 
option by the courts.

This policy offers foresight into the specifics of ownership, 
oversight, and service provision. The proposed facilities 
would be government-owned and administered under the 
responsibility of the Department of Youth Justice. To foster 
community ties, create employment opportunities, and establish 
post-detention pathways, the policy suggests engaging local 
community groups and organisations to deliver programs in 
collaboration with relevant government departments.

The introduction of a remote location stands out as the key 
component within the policy framework. By placing detainees 
in remote locations, the distractions and negative influences 
that often hinder rehabilitation efforts can be minimised. This 
approach not only supports offenders in focusing on their 
rehabilitation but also provides them with the therapeutic and 
psychological benefits of being immersed in nature, away from 
the temptations of technology and substance abuse.

Critical to the success of this policy is the customisation and 
diversity of the remote facilities. KAP envisions detention centres 
that are tailored to the needs of the region, with variations in 
size, security level, and programs on offer. Further, the policy 
underscores the importance of community engagement by 
fostering collaboration with First Australian Elders and youth 
workers in order to develop meaningful connections that will 
promote change within the detainee.

Eligibility criteria for the Relocation Sentencing option are 
outlined, with a focus on housing young people of similar 
ages together whenever possible. This approach aims to 
ensure better consistency and age-appropriate care and 
programming. However, a case-by-case approach is proposed 
to address individual circumstances. Additionally, the facilities 
would be segregated by sex, and the option would not be 

Rethinking 
Rehabilitation: the 
KAP’s Model

5.
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available to offenders convicted of sexual offences or serious 
violent offenders.

The proposed centres would accommodate a maximum of 30 
detainees each, with staff-to-detainee ratios mirroring those 
of current youth detention centres at 4:1. Staff members, 
including management, security, education, maintenance, and 
guidance officers from First Australian communities, would be 
involved in the operations.

The policy places particular emphasis on the significance of 
education and training within the remote facilities. Formal 
schooling led by qualified teachers and support staff would 
be complemented by vocational training in fields such as 
mechanical, agriculture, horticulture, and hospitality. This 
multi-faceted regime aims to equip detainees with both 
academic knowledge and practical skills that will contribute to 
their future employment and training prospects. 

The holistic approach extends to the daily routines within 
the centres. In addition to education and vocational training, 

detainees would be required to participate in basic tasks such 
as cooking, cleaning, maintenance, and animal husbandry. 
The policy also has provisions for physical activities, including 
bushwalking, camping, cultural experiences, and sports, all of 
which would be assessed on a case-by-case basis.

As detainees approach their release, the policy requires the 
implementation of a strict community reintegration plan. This 
plan is designed to reduce the risk of re-offending by providing 
ongoing support and guidance to offenders as they transition 
back into society. By addressing the challenges of reintegration, 
the policy demonstrates a commitment to the ongoing care 
needed to keep young offenders on the right path.

KAP’s Relocation Sentencing policy would see a transformative 
and innovative shift in Queensland’s youth justice system. 

This policy would be a departure from current traditional youth 
detention models and would offer a more effective system that 
addresses some of the underlying causes of youth offending.

The existing youth justice system, for a multitude of reasons, 
often leads to a cycle of re-offending and evidentially 
perpetuates the very issues it is intended to resolve. The novel 
approach outlined by the KAP’s Relocation Sentencing policy 
offers a refreshing departure from this paradigm. By focusing 
on rehabilitation, education, and holistic support, the new 
youth detention model and option has the potential to break 
this cycle and steer young individuals toward a path of positive 
change. This cannot be achieved by leaving young offenders 
in their existing environments or geographical location which 
makes the pillar of remoteness an essential element of the 
Relocation Policy. 

We are often referred to the science and evidence behind 
government approaches to youth crime. Here we have a policy 
that aligns with what we are told is the science behind juvenile 
psychology and behaviour. One of the most unique aspects 
of this policy is its recognition of the diverse needs of young 
offenders. Instead of applying a one-size-fits-all approach to 
all young offenders across Queensland, the system is tailored 
to address the unique circumstances of individuals, taking 
into account their backgrounds, experiences, challenges and 
geographical connections. 

Implementing a new youth justice regime will require support 
from all stakeholders. The road ahead may be challenging, with 
potential obstacles and scepticism to overcome. Nevertheless, 
the potential long-term benefits in terms of reduced recidivism 
rates and increased community safety make KAP’s alternative 
approach a beacon of hope for Queensland.

Conclusion:  A 
Choice to Make6.
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