
Pilot area-level randomised 
controlled trial of Detached Youth 
Work
Centre for Evidence and Implementation 
(CEI), Bryson Purdon Social Research, Dr 
David McLennan (DJM Social Research), 
and Prof Alex Sutherland (University of 
Oxford)

Principal investigator: Dr. Katherine Young (CEI)

EVALUATION PROTOCOL



 

   

 

1 

Pilot area-level randomised controlled trial of Detached Youth Work 

Evaluating institution: Centre for Evidence and Implementation, Bryson Purdon 
Social Research, Dr David McLennan (DJM Social Research), and Prof Alex 
Sutherland (University of Oxford) 

Principal investigator(s): Dr. Katherine Young (CEI) 

 

Project title 
Pilot area-level randomised controlled trial of Detached Youth 
Work 

Developer (Institution)  

Centre for Evidence and Implementation (CEI) and four 
Regional Consortia (Greater Manchester, Wiltshire & 
Swindon, Leeds, Wakefield & Barnsley, and Middlesbrough & 
Stockton) 

Evaluator (Institution)  
Centre for Evidence and Implementation (CEI), Bryson Purdon 
Social Research, Dr David McLennan (DJM Social Research), 
and Prof Alex Sutherland (University of Oxford) 

Principal investigator(s)  Dr. Katherine Young (CEI) 

Evaluation plan author(s)  
Amy Hall, Dr Paula Verdugo, Shania Rankin, Dr David 
McLennan, Dr Susan Purdon, Caroline Bryson, Prof Alex 
Sutherland, Dr Katherine Young, and Dr Stephanie Smith 

Evaluation setting 

40 ‘patches’ (20 delivery, 20 control) – public spaces across 
the geographical areas covered by four regional consortia 
across the UK (Greater Manchester, Leeds, Barnsley and 
Wakefield, Swindon and Wiltshire, Middlesbrough & 
Stockton) 



 

 
 

 

2 

 

Target group Young people aged 10-17 years old during the delivery period  

Number of participants 
Unspecified – young people in 20 delivery patches and 20 
control patches 

Protocol version history 

Version Date Reason for revision 

1.0  30th January 2026  

1.1  
24th February 
2026 

Revision for review by YEF Grants and Evaluation 
Committee 

1.2 May 2026 Revision for peer review by YEF 

1.3 June 2026 Revision for publication by YEF 

 

 



 

 
 

 

3 

 

Table of Contents 

Protocol version history ................................................................................ 2	

Table of Contents .......................................................................................... 3	

1.	 Study rationale and background ............................................................. 4	

2.	 Intervention ......................................................................................... 13	

3.	 Research questions ............................................................................... 16	

4.	 Methods ............................................................................................... 19	

5.	 Outputs ................................................................................................ 58	

6.	 Diversity, equity and inclusion .............................................................. 59	

7.	 Ethics and registration .......................................................................... 62	

8.	 Data protection .................................................................................... 63	

9.	 Stakeholders and interests ................................................................... 65	

10.	 Risks .................................................................................................... 0	

11.	 Timeline .............................................................................................. 0	

12.	 References .......................................................................................... 3	

13.	 Appendices .......................................................................................... 5	

 

 



 

 
 

 

4 

 

1. Study rationale and background 

This section provides context and rationale for undertaking a pilot randomised controlled trial 
of detached youth work (DYW). It begins by setting out what is known about this model of 
youth work intervention, including its potential to reduce youth violence and the mechanisms 
through which it may achieve this, and describes the evidence gaps this pilot seeks to address. 
The section also provides a summary of the findings from previous Youth Endowment Fund 
commissioned feasibility and scoping work that have directly informed the evaluation design 
for this pilot.  

1.1. Overview 

Detached youth work is a vital component of youth service provision, yet despite its long-
standing history of practice, there remains very limited robust evaluation evidence about its 
effects and impact on young people and communities.  

Detached youth work describes a broad range of practice and provision with and for young 
people, such as facilitation of youth-led projects, informal education, and sports, arts and 
cultural activities, among others (Hall et al., 2024). These practices are unified by a core set 
of features – it takes place ‘where young people are at’, is youth-centred, and engagement is 
always voluntary.  

While many activities mirror those employed in centre-based youth work, the key 
distinguishing feature is that it takes place in young people’s territory – public spaces where 
they choose to spend their time such as parks, city centres, on the street, or in buildings such 
as shopping centres or fast-food outlets. This distinguishes it from centre-based youth work 
which typically takes place in institutional settings (i.e. youth centres and faith-based settings) 
(Dowling, 2020). The public location of the work requires a redistribution of power between 
young people and youth workers (Batsleer et al., 2010), as it radically alters the ‘boundaries’ 
of provision from those typical in centre-based youth work, both in terms of the physical 
space (as young people can remove themselves at any moment) and authority (as the youth 
workers are effectively seeking consent to move into the young people’s spaces and 
conversations).  

Another distinctive feature of detached youth work is that in comparison to other youth 
provision, this work is not targeted. That is, it does not place on youth workers the 
expectation to meet any set of external targets, or outcomes (Dowling, 2020).  

The features of detached youth work enable detached youth workers to meet and engage the 
most vulnerable and disengaged young people (Dowling, 2020; Fisher & Lab, 2010; Furlong et 
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al., 1997). Those who are otherwise not accessing support services and may not be attending 
school, often including higher rates of young people from minoritised ethnic backgrounds and 
young people who distrust formal services, making it an important form of provision to 
understand. 

According to a report by the National Youth Agency (NYA) (2022) that analysed the landscape 
of youth work in England, detached youth work occupies a unique and prioritised position in 
youth services. More specifically, while universal work in this area (such as open-access youth 
clubs) has been subject to significant disinvestment, detached youth work has remained a 
core component of the services that most local authorities manage or fund directly. Indeed, 
their 2021 census in this area, showed that 50% of local authorities deliver some form of this 
intervention.  

Detached youth work might be commissioned for a variety of reasons (NYA, 2022). For 
example, seeking approaches to improving children’s socioemotional outcomes, improve 
social connectedness, address high or rising crime and antisocial behaviour, and protect 
children from exploitation. Economically, detached youth work is valued as a low-cost 
preventative provision (Dowling, 2020), which can make it attractive to commissioners 
balancing limited resources. It has been argued that detached youth work is well-positioned 
to work with young people most at risk of offending or reoffending. This population is often 
less likely to engage with other forms of provision that are more structured or setting-based 
(Furlong et al., 1997). It has also been argued that providing detached youth work is a more 
cost-effective use of resources than the costs of a young person entering the criminal justice 
system (Nicholls, 2011 as cited in Dowling, 2020, p.24). Some literature also suggests that a 
detached youth work approach could benefit young people facing sexual exploitation (Pearce, 
2006). Furthermore, detached youth work is considered to benefit the communities in which 
it is delivered, by changing perceptions towards young people (Hall et al., 2024). These 
potential positives underscore the necessity for strong research and evaluation to understand 
if and how detached youth work benefits young people and communities.  

Despite this, literature on the impact of detached youth work is scarce. Research to date that 
evaluates the impact of detached youth work is limited, though it is considered a promising 
intervention (Dowling, 2020; Mallion et al., 2026). Broadly, there is agreement in the sector 
that this intervention addresses a breadth of issues, including, but not limited to, young 
people’s mental health and wellbeing, risky and antisocial behaviour, involvement in youth 
violence, and engagement in education, training or work (Hall et al., 2024; Mallion et al., 
2026).  

Written reports on the impact of detached youth work started to emerge in the late 1950s 
(Batsleer et al., 2010; Smith, 1996, 2005) and show mixed effects of this form of engagement. 
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More recent qualitative work has explored the benefits of detached youth work and the 
delivery challenges facing youth workers (Fritz et al., 2016; McInerney, 2012). These studies 
have centred the perspectives of young people and youth workers and show that they 
perceive positive effects of the work by building young people’s resilience, challenging 
problematic behaviour, and providing physical safety in public spaces – all of which require 
authentic relationship building.  

Recent reports by the National Children’s Bureau (NCB) and the Essex Violence and 
Vulnerability Unit have sought to understand the reach of detached youth work, the nature 
of delivery, and how it contributes to individual-level changes in young people’s relationships, 
social and emotional wellbeing, and employment, education and training, as well as local-
level changes in crime and community cohesion (Clements et al. 2025; Essex VVU, 2024). 
Qualitative findings show overwhelmingly positive perceptions of the work. However, 
Clements et al.’s (2025) report demonstrated the challenges of evaluating this form of youth 
work, with increased recorded crime during periods of delivery, a finding at odds with project 
staff’s perceptions of reduced crime. This may be due to increased reporting of incidents by 
young people once they have a relationship with a trusted adult or simply the increased 
congregation of young people in an area, associated to greater complaints around their 
presence and noise. These potential explanations will be explored in this pilot through 
interviews within the Implementation and Process Evaluation (see Section 4.3). 

There are other challenges to research in this area. A 2025 report by Smith-Hillman & Duncan 
(2025) into the economic value of detached youth work identified clear barriers to identifying 
causal impact using Local Authority data. While the current authors recently conducted 
scoping work (Purdon et al., 2025) that indicates the possible effect sizes of detached youth 
work, very little is known about the magnitude or longevity of effects on violence and related 
harms at an individual- or community-level.  

As the implementation of ‘hot spot’ approaches to policing have become more prevalent, so 
have academic concerns about the possibility of displacement; that is that intervention in one 
area of concern simply leads to crime and antisocial behaviour moving to another local area 
where no intervention is taking place. However, theoretical (Clarke, 1995) and quasi-
experimental (Weisburd et al., 2006) research has demonstrated that this is likely to be a 
small or neutral phenomenon. For example, a young person may spend less time on a high-
street and more time in a park playing football, illustrating a ‘neutral’ displacement effect, 
where the activity mainly shifts to a different public space rather than resulting in criminal 
behaviour elsewhere. Yet, a more recent review posed that most studies were underpowered 
to be conclusive (MacDonald et al., 2024). The geocoded crime and antisocial behaviour 
microdata we are seeking to obtain for this study will enable us to test for potential 
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displacement or diffusion of benefit using a Weighted Displacement Quotient approach 
applied to concentric buffer zones around the geographical patches (i.e. localised areas) (e.g. 
Bowers & Johnson, 2003; McLennan & Whitworth, 2008) included in the study. 

The varied nature of detached youth work also makes it challenging to understand and test 
the mechanisms through which changes are achieved through evaluative methods. Whilst 
relationship-building has been highlighted as central to any positive outcomes by qualitative 
work, determining the how is more complicated: relationship-building is theorised as an all-
encompassing component, simultaneously understood as an input, mechanism and outcome 
(Hall et al., 2024). Other potential mechanisms through which detached youth work achieves 
change include providing positive alternative choices and improving young people’s 
understanding of their community (Hall et al., 2024), both theorised to decrease young 
people’s engagement in violent behaviour by building emotional resilience and regulation and 
helping young people feel valued in their community (Clements et al., 2025).   

Furthermore, in our review of research we have not identified any studies that have examined 
young people’s experience of this detached youth work using an equity-lens, meaning we do 
not know whether effects differ by individual- or community-level characteristics such as 
gender, ethnicity or deprivation.  

Detached youth work and youth violence 

Detached youth work is increasingly seen as a promising approach to preventing youth 
violence through several causal mechanisms. The presence of detached youth work in public 
spaces enables practitioners to engage young people who are most at risk of becoming 
involved in violence, including those who are disengaged from services, and to build trusted 
relationships that foster skill development such as conflict management and emotional 
regulation. Through informal education, detached youth work can also encourage prosocial 
behaviours and provide alternatives to risk-taking activities. Furthermore, the visible 
presence of detached youth workers may deter exploitation, reduce opportunities for harm 
and support the de-escalation of conflicts in real time. By addressing these issues, DYW may 
contribute to reductions in antisocial behaviour and offending, and in turn, lower rates of 
youth violence. 

The Youth Endowment Fund recently published their toolkit rating for detached youth work, 
summarising the available evidence and concluding that to date there is insufficient evidence 
to calculate the impact of this intervention on youth violence (Mallion et al., 2026).  Thus, 
despite growing interest in this form of youth work practice, and an increase in qualitative 
and local-level evaluation taking place, the available robust causal evidence is minimal. 
Specifically, the published research to date does not indicate the size of impact that detached 
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youth work can have on young people’s involvement in crime or antisocial behaviour or any 
others of the broad range of outcomes associated with the work. It also reveals little about 
the differential impacts for young people from different ethnic backgrounds and therefore its 
potential to reduce racial inequity in young people’s life chances.  

Although several studies have explored young people’s experiences of detached youth work 
and described the practice, the absence of robust quantitative evidence about its impact 
means decision-makers are not able to make well-evidenced decisions about investment or 
about the relative effectiveness of different approaches or models. 

1.2. Previous YEF work that informs this study 

The Youth Endowment Fund previously commissioned work to explore the feasibility of 
evaluating detached youth work using robust experimental methods such as a randomised 
controlled trial or quasi-experimental design (Hall et al., 2024), followed by a scoping study 
to further explore the feasibility of undertaking a randomised controlled trial (Purdon et al., 
2025).  

The feasibility study, undertaken by the Centre for Evidence and Implementation (CEI) and 
Bryson Purdon Social Research (BPSR) sought to understand how detached youth work is 
delivered, how consistent it is across the country, and to design an impact evaluation that 
would be feasible and appropriate for the sector. We found that relationship building is held 
at the centre of detached youth work across all delivery agencies. However, the youth-led 
nature of the practice means that each young person or group of young people will 
experience a different constellation of activities and projects, determined by their own 
priorities and context. One feature of detached youth work that distinguishes it from other 
forms of youth work practice is that practitioners are working with peer groups – existing 
networks of friends with all the dynamics and history that come along with them.  

The feasibility study found that activities delivered in detached youth work are broad-ranging 
and include befriending and relationship building; providing information, advice and 
guidance; signposting to services; sport, cultural and other street-based activities; intervening 
to defuse conflict or respond to potential or actual violence; engaging with peers; mentoring 
and being a role model; facilitating youth-led projects; and engaging with families. In the co-
design phase of this pilot trial, delivery organisations emphasised the features of intentional 
group activities that a detached youth worker might employ, rather than prescribing activities 
themselves. These features include being practical and hands on, challenging and broadening 
young people’s outlooks, offering skill-building opportunities, responding to young people’s 
priorities, and fostering teamwork and social connection. Youth workers also describe 
advocating for young people to other community members. 
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The works also explored the aspects of young people’s lives typically addressed by detached 
youth work. We found a diverse range, including wellbeing, confidence and mental health; 
antisocial behaviour; staying safe, gang exploitation and involvement in youth violence; 
substance misuse; social and emotional learning skills; engagement with other support 
agencies; relationships with peers and families; sexual health, engagement in education, 
training and work, and more. In collaboration with delivery organisations, we have grouped 
these outcomes into two broad groups; those that contribute to improved life chances for 
young people and those that contribute to improved safety for young people, their wider 
communities and better community cohesion.  

Our previous work has also highlighted that detached youth work professionals see high-
quality research and evaluation as being valuable to the sector and want to support this kind 
of work. There is particular interest in identifying and promoting high-quality, effective 
practice and ways of working and sharing approaches to adjusting practice for different 
populations and contexts.  

The fluid and youth-centred nature of the approach presents significant challenges to its 
evaluation, conceptually and practically. We explored these challenges in detail through our 
previous work, by consulting detached youth work professionals in interviews, focus groups 
and surveys. Our work highlighted five key challenges and their implications for evaluability: 

• Recruitment, retention, and data collection with young people – when interactions 
are inconsistent, voluntary, and trust-based, formalised activities can interrupt the 
youth work process. By the very nature of detached youth work, the young people 
involved may be disengaged from other services or may only be involved in provision 
that is mandatory in nature (this could include formal education and/or training but 
also welfare and criminal justice interventions). It therefore takes time to build a 
trusting relationship in which the needs and experiences of young people are 
understood (Golden et al., 2002). Attempts to engage young people in evaluation 
activities such as baseline data collection may jeopardise relationships between young 
people and youth workers, particularly early in the relationship. Data collection 
directly with young people in control areas is likewise infeasible as there is no trusting 
relationship via which to contact young people.  

• Selecting outcomes – not being able to engage individual young people in data 
collection activities limits the measurable outcomes that could be investigated in an 
impact evaluation. Data must therefore be sourced from other indirect sources, such 
as local-level administrative data, police crime data, or perceptions from professionals 
and/or the community. An additional challenge comes from the locality across which 
the work is taking place and how geographically specific data are.  
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• Establishing a true and reliable baseline – interactions with young people start on an 
ongoing basis without a clear intake point, which makes ‘pre/post’ change hard to 
capture for individual young people. Detached youth work is also not offered based 
on established eligibility criteria for individual young people, which also makes it hard 
to establish a baseline from which to measure impact. 

• Undefined dosage – the non-programmatic youth-led nature of detached youth work 
means that the nature and intensity of contact with individual young people is not 
possible to establish and can vary widely by person and over time. There is no 
standardised ‘user journey’. This makes it particularly difficult to tease out 
relationships between exposure and outcomes and to understand the mechanisms of 
change. 

• Determining and prescribing ‘business as usual’ – it is difficult to determine what 
constitutes ‘business as usual’ in relation to the support or provision that young 
people access in the absence of detached youth work (i.e. to establish a 
counterfactual). Because it is not a manualised programme offered to young people 
who are receiving other known services, it is challenging to identify a comparison 
group and clearly assess what is additional for young people engaged in detached 
youth work. Identifying the distinguishing features of a detached youth work approach 
from other youth work requires significant engagement with local partners and a 
robust monitoring system to keep track of fidelity and possible contamination. It also 
means that establishing buy-in from all local partners to “protect” control areas from 
detached youth work or similar activity becomes a requirement of any robust 
evaluation.  

The feasibility and scoping studies provided a robust set of principles and limitations to 
support a successful impact evaluation design. These include: 

• A co-design period in which delivery partners refine the shared practice model and 
theory of change  

• The duration of delivery required for a good model of delivery (at least 12 months) 
and a pre-delivery reconnaissance period (six months) 

• The unit of randomisation should be patch-level rather than individual-level, with 
patch-level outcomes  

• Commissioning regional consortia to identify eligible patches, deliver the practice 
model, and prescribe and monitor detached youth work  

o Consortia should be made up of detached youth work deliverers, local 
authorities, police forces, violence reduction units/community safety 
partnerships, and other relevant organisations  
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• Using detailed police data on reported crimes and incidents of antisocial behaviour  
o A hierarchy of options for police data access has been established, with 

bespoke extracts of geocoded police data with youth related crimes and 
incidents flagged as the preferred option. The hierarchy of options was 
presented to the four pilot consortia (including police representatives) in a 
dedicated workshop (4th December 2025) and then discussed in detail with 
police data experts in each of the five police forces covering the four partner 
consortia (January 2026). The analysts in all five police forces agreed that 
providing bespoke extracts is the optimal approach to take for this pilot 
evaluation. 

Considering the findings and recommendations of the feasibility and scoping studies, this pilot 
study will consist of four evaluation strands which together will allow us to assess the 
feasibility of implementing the proposed study design, including the feasibility of consortia 
delivering the shared practice model, defining and adhering to patches, randomisation, and 
outcome measurement.  

1. A pilot area-level RCT, we will test the feasibility of assessing the impact of detached 
youth work on local-level incidences of crime and antisocial behaviour, with a focus 
on youth-related crimes and incidents.  

2. As trial sample size is not adequately powered to estimate effect sizes for a full impact 
trial, we will conduct a retrospective QED study in parallel to supplement our work 
with bespoke police data extracts to estimate the likely effect sizes needed for a larger 
efficacy trial. This work will follow the process undertaken during our scoping study, 
with refined datasets and a greater range of appropriate comparator patches.  

3. We will also conduct a robust implementation and process evaluation, including 
creative qualitative methods to amplify the perspectives of young people.  

4. We will also undertake cost analysis of the detached youth work delivery, collecting 
data from each consortium on staff, facilities, materials and in-kind contributions to 
report the total cost of a typical patch and, where feasible, the cost per participant.  

1.3. Evaluation design overview 

Using insights from our feasibility study and scoping report we have designed a pilot area-
level randomised controlled trial (RCT) to be implemented by four consortia of local 
organisations. The units of randomisation are patches (i.e. pre-defined geographical areas, 
rather than individuals or young people) within each consortium. Specifically, each 
consortium is asked to identify ten patches (40 in total) where detached youth work has not 
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been delivered for at least 12 months prior to the reconnaissance period commencing and 
where there is evidence of need for intervention to reduce youth crime or antisocial 
behaviour, for instance, presenting higher than average rate of police-recorded incidents. 
Overall, the trial will include 40 patches, with 50% randomly allocated to receive detached 
youth work and 50% allocated to the control group to receive business as usual within each 
consortium. Stratified randomisation will ensure balance across the intervention and control 
areas in terms of baseline crime rates, as well as geographical and social contexts (noting that, 
in practice, stratification prioritises local authority over other socio-demographic dimensions; 
see the Stratified randomisation section for details). The primary outcome will be youth-
related violent and non-violent crime per hectare in each patch, and the secondary outcome 
will be youth-related antisocial behaviour, both using detailed, record-level, police data. As 
noted above, we aim to focus on youth-related crimes and incidents. We are in the process 
of negotiating this access with the National Police Chiefs Council and each DYW partner police 
force.  

An implementation process evaluation (IPE) will run parallel to the trial. The IPE will monitor 
trial implementation and delivery fidelity, provide contextual insights to support the 
interpretation of impact findings, and the mechanisms and conditions through which change 
occurs – drawing on the perspectives of practitioners, young people and their communities. 

A pilot trial is essential to test the feasibility of the proposed evaluation design and therefore 
determine whether a patch-level RCT is feasible, acceptable, robust enough, and desirable for 
progression to an efficacy trial. As described in section 4.1, this randomisation approach has 
been chosen after extensive exploration of possible approaches with key actors in the 
detached youth work sector and with methods experts. It is also important to establish 
whether and how the impact of detached youth work can be assessed using police data 
outcomes and what the likely effect size is. The design will be piloted across four diverse 
consortia, comprising a mixture of populations, urban and rural geographies and service 
structures. This will enable us to explore the generalisability of this evaluation design. The 
consortia design also allows the study team to understand the likelihood, impact, and 
management approaches of contamination, data access, and partner engagement and inform 
the progression to and design of a feasible and robust efficacy evaluation. 
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2. Intervention  

Detached youth work is a responsive and flexible form of youth work that differs from most 
others as it takes place in public places where young people choose to spend their time. 
Rather than being structured according to a prescribed set of activities, detached youth 
workers support young people where they are at – both physically and emotionally. The work 
is guided by young people’s priorities, not a set agenda. These features of detached youth 
work clearly make it challenging to evaluate.  

In order to understand what is being evaluated and to ensure a level of consistency between 
delivery partners, a key part of the feasibility study work was to develop a shared practice 
model (SPM) and theory of change (ToC) in collaboration with key deliverers and 
commissioners of detached youth work (Hall et al., 2024). Both documents were revised and 
updated with the participating consortia during the co-design phase of this pilot trial, which 
took place between October 2025 and February 2026. 

2.1. Shared practice model  

The shared practice model describes a model that constitutes a middle ground between 
delivery best practice (namely, the flexibility inherent to detached youth work) and 
trialability. The model describes principles and practice elements in full in Appendix A, and is 
summarised here: 

• The principles of detached youth work emphasise that interactions between youth 
workers and young people take place in public spaces where young people choose to 
gather – to some extent ‘owning’ the territory – and that young people's voluntary 
engagement is negotiated on an ongoing basis. These principles also state that 
detached youth work is relational and youth-centred, so that detached youth workers 
do not set the rules for engagement but rather focus on the young person's strengths 
and seek to provide positive experiences and challenges. Finally, the principles stress 
that detached youth work is flexible and responsive to young people's needs, as well 
as being equity driven.  

• Project leads use local data and knowledge and community engagement in selecting 
areas and will undertake a six-month reconnaissance period to gain knowledge and 
integrate into the community. 

• Each detached youth work team should include two detached youth workers, plus a 
supervisor or manager depending on the size of the delivery team. The lead detached 
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youth worker will have 2+ years of experience and will oversee delivery and provides 
regular supervision.  

• Detached youth workers will have undertaken or be working to a level 2 certificate in 
youth work training and hold a defined set of skills (outlined in the SPM) 

• Detached youth work involves detached youth workers being present for four hours 
a week in each patch and focusing their engagements with young people on building 
relationships. These engagements typically take the form of unstructured street-
based contact and informal education: initiating conversations, spending time with 
peer groups, and offering one-to-one and group support or challenge where a young 
person is open to it. It can also include semi-structured activities that include practical 
skills, teamwork and collaboration, and skill building, if that aligns with young people’s 
priorities.  

• Detached youth work delivery will take place across a minimum of twelve months .  
Nearing the completion of the 12 months of on-street delivery, the ending of the 
project will be planned to ensure that young people are forewarned of a change or 
end to the provision. 

We will hold webinars to train detached youth workers on the shared practice model between 
August and October 2026 to ensure consistency of delivery 

The shared practice model will be delivered in half of each consortia’s patches (between 4 to 
5 patches in each), while the remaining patches receive business as usual (which may or may 
not include youth work activities other than detached youth work). The reconnaissance 
period is scheduled to begin in October 2026 and come to an end in March 2027. From there 
onwards, detached youth work delivery will commence in April 2027 and last until March 
2028. Recipients of the delivery will be young people in the patches, typically aged 10 to 17 
years old, and who are willing to engage with detached youth workers.  

2.2. Theory of Change 

The theory of change for detached youth work links the principles and activities of this 
approach with the short- to long-term outcomes for young people and their communities 
through a series of mechanisms of change. See Appendix B for the full theory of change. The 
theory of change principles closely mirror those of the shared practice model, establishing 
that detached youth work is youth-led. Practice take place in public spaces and rely on the 
voluntary engagement of young people, which is negotiated on an ongoing basis. The work 
takes a strengths-based approach that is mindful of cultural context and the systemic barriers 
that young people face.  
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Specific activities detailed by the theory of change include working with peer groups through 
informal education, conversation, mentoring and encouraging reflection, as well as securing 
buy-in from families and community members. Mechanisms of change are various and 
primarily focus on young people experiencing authentic, reliable and consistent positive 
relationships with an adult, which serve to model alternative and positive experiences of 
healthy change. The mechanisms of change also highlight changing how young people feel a 
sense of belonging in the community, their perceptions of others in their communities, and 
the wider community’s perceptions of young people. This is thought to be achieved by 
building an understanding and respect for each other.  

The theory of change describes the intended longer-term impacts of detached youth work: 
improving the life chances for young people, improving safety for young people and better 
community cohesion.  

The theory of change visualises the hypothesis that detached youth work will reduce the 
likelihood of youth violence and offending by reducing exposure to exploitation, limiting the 
likelihood of participation in risky behaviour, and increasing access to earlier support and local 
provision, ultimately improving young people’s safety, life chances and community cohesion. 

Change through detached youth work is expected to take place in the following sequence: 
through consistent and voluntary engagement in their own spaces, young people develop 
authentic relationships with a trusted adult. With time, these relationships facilitate 
modelling and participating in positive choices, reducing young people’s engagement in risky 
or violent behaviour. In parallel, detached youth workers and young people engage positively 
with the community which in turn fosters a sense of belonging and safety in the community, 
and understanding from the community about young people’s right to public space, and a 
reduction of young people’s exposure to exploitation. Over time, the outcomes of these 
proximal relational changes are hypothesised to produce long-term improvements in young 
people’s life chances, safety and community cohesion.  

2.3. Business as usual  

The services received by young people in the control patches consist of ‘business as usual’ 
(BAU), i.e. they are the provision and support provided to young people by consortium and 
non-consortium youth organisations in the absence of the detached youth work intervention.  

As reported in our previous feasibility and scoping work, one of the challenges of detached 
youth work is that it is difficult to determine conclusively what might constitute 'business as 
usual'. As detached youth work is not a manualised programme it is therefore important to 
understand what it is not, and from there to describe other youth engagement activities.  
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Findings from prior work that informs this protocol suggest a shared perception among 
stakeholders that marginalised young people who engage with detached youth work are 
unlikely to be engaged in other youth services. These young people might be in school but 
are also frequently attending pupil referral units or not in education, employment or training. 
This implies that for many of these young people, business as usual may involve little to no 
additional youth related specific support.  

Nevertheless, the scoping work undertaken and the co-design phase of this work described a 
broad range of street-based provision that varies by area that may be present within the 
category of business as usual, including: 

- Other youth work, such as centre-based activity and short-term street-based youth 
work or outreach. 

- Usual and additional targeted police activity, including one-off or short-term youth 
engagement and outreach activity, hot spot policing, routine patrols, stop and search, 
rapid response, drug enforcement operations, ad hoc investigations, police 
interventions with individual suspected offenders including arrests, out of court 
disposal and criminal proceedings, and focused deterrence. 

- Projects initiated or funded by violence reduction units/partnerships such as 
mentoring, hospital-based interventions and education programmes.  

- Multi-agency planning and information sharing.  

To ensure that this pilot trial can distinguish the features of detached youth work clearly from 
other provisions, consortia will be expected to engage significantly with local partners and 
maintain a robust monitoring system to monitor non-consortium youth provision in 
intervention and control patches where feasible. They will also monitor non-youth provision 
where relevant, such as hot-spot policing (see section 5.3 for more details). It is expected that 
delivery consortia will complete this bespoke monitoring form on a quarterly basis. This will 
help to monitor fidelity to the SPM and identify possible contamination in the control patches. 
See section 4.3 of this protocol for more information on the data to be collected. 

3. Research questions  

The present section sets out the research questions to be addressed across the four 
evaluation strands: the implementation and process evaluation (IPE), the pilot randomised 
controlled trial (RCT), the retrospective quasi-experimental design (QED) analysis, and the 
cost analysis. Together, these questions are designed to assess the feasibility of the proposed 
evaluation design and provide initial evidence on the promise of the shared practice model.  
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The objective of this pilot study is to test this study design and its potential to measure the 
impact of a shared model of detached youth work, provide insights into the evidence of 
promise of this model of detached youth work, and determine the likely sample size required 
for an impact evaluation. Together, these objectives will establish the feasibility of a full 
impact evaluation of this model of detached youth work.  

The research questions to be answered are the following: 

Implementation and process evaluation 

1. Can a sufficient number of appropriate consortia sustain participation throughout the 
pilot study? 

1.1. Are consortia able to identify an adequate number of eligible patches for the 
pilot study (i.e., 10 per consortium)?  

1.2. What support is required to maintain ongoing engagement of consortia 
during the pilot study? 

2. How feasible is it for consortia to deliver the shared practice model as intended? 
2.1. How acceptable and appropriate is the shared practice model for participants 

(i.e. delivery agencies and young people)? 
2.2. To what extent are consortia able to deliver the shared practice model with 

fidelity and how do delivery activities vary between patches? 
3. To what extent do youth work agencies within the consortia follow the patch 

allocation and delivery parameters?  
3.1. To what extent can the consortia influence wider delivery partners in their 

areas to follow trial parameters? 
4. Is it possible to engage young people in appropriate participatory and creative data 

collection methods within detached youth work settings? 
5. What are the perceived impacts of detached youth work? (i.e. perceived impacts for 

young people and the wider community) 
5.1. What are the perceived mechanisms through which detached youth work 

may lead to change and to what extent do they align with the theory of 
change?  

5.2. Are there differences in the perceived impacts of detached youth work for 
young people from minoritised ethnic backgrounds?  

Pilot randomised controlled trial 

6. Can the required police data be obtained to conduct meaningful analyses comparing 
intervention and control areas? 
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6.1. Are the data available at a sufficient level of granularity to generate bespoke 
patch-level outcome measures? 

6.2. Can youth-related crimes and incidents be identified with a sufficient level of 
consistency?  

7. Are there indications from police data that detached youth work has an impact on 
incidences of crime and antisocial behaviour?  

8. Is it feasible to evaluate a shared model of detached youth work through an efficacy 
randomised controlled trial? 

8.1. Are amendments required to the shared practice model to make an efficacy 
study viable? 

8.2. Are amendments required to the study design to make an efficacy study 
viable?  

Retrospective quasi-experimental design analysis  

9. What sample size would be required for an efficacy study to detect an impact of 
detached youth work on police crime and incident statistics?  

Cost analysis  

10.  What was the cost of delivery of the detached youth work?  
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4. Methods 

4.1. Pilot trial RCT design 

This is a randomised controlled trial that randomises ‘patches’. Local, socially and 
geographically meaningful ‘patches’ will be identified and defined by the regional consortia, 
according to the pre-established eligibility criteria. These patches will be randomised 1:1 to 
either the intervention or control group. The unit of analysis will be the patch, using patch-
level (rather than individual or young person–level) outcomes. In parallel, we will conduct an 
in-depth implementation and process evaluation, including creative qualitative methods with 
young people – this is described in the following section.  

A detailed exploration of the rationale for a patch-level RCT using administrative data (rather 
than an individual-level RCT or QED) is provided in the feasibility study report and summarised 
here. Randomisation of young people is not feasible as it would distort the very nature of 
detached youth work delivery and registration and consent would prove huge barriers to 
relationship building with young people. Similarly, a patch-level RCT using individual-level 
data would not be feasible; identifying and collecting data directly from young people in 
control patches would be extremely challenging, hard to match with the process in 
intervention patches, and could be deemed unethical. As this is a YEF trial, with a focus on 
reducing youth violence, the most appropriate administrative data source is considered to be 
police crime (violent and non-violent crime) and ASB data. This data is additionally well suited 
to the bespoke local remit of the intervention, with incident locations recorded with precise 
grid references.  

These same challenges would present themselves in a patch-level QED design, with the 
additional challenges of identifying appropriate control patches and/or groups of young 
people, prescribing or influencing the delivery model, and maintaining delivery-free control 
areas. By its nature, DYW is prioritised in areas of highest need where immediate support is 
required, meaning that identifying comparison patches with similar characteristics would be 
challenging. A patch-level RCT design using administrative police data as the outcome was 
therefore selected as the most appropriate design. 

Research questions  

6. Can the required police data be obtained to conduct meaningful analyses comparing 
intervention and control areas? 

6.1. Are the data available at a sufficient level of granularity to generate bespoke 
patch-level outcome measures? 

https://youthendowmentfund.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2024/07/YEF.-DYW-Feasibility.-July-2024.pdf
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6.2. Can youth-related crimes and incidents be identified with a sufficient level of 
consistency?  

7. Are there indications from police data that detached youth work has an impact on 
incidences of crime and antisocial behaviour?  

8. Is it feasible to evaluate a shared model of detached youth work through an efficacy 
randomised controlled trial? 

8.1. Are amendments required to the shared practice model to make an 
efficacy study viable? 

8.2. Are amendments required to the study design to make an efficacy 
study viable?  

Eligibility and randomisation 

Each regional consortium is responsible for identifying ten potential delivery patches that 
meet the below eligibility criteria: 

• No detached youth work has been delivered within the patch from October 2025 to 
the start of the reconnaissance period (October 2026). 

• There is evidence of an issue of youth crime/ASB that detached youth work might help 
to reduce. This criterion does not have a numeric threshold, acknowledging variation 
across contexts and communities. However, consortia were provided with historical 
data about national averages to help justify what might be considered ‘high’ or 
‘normal’ rates of incidents per hectare.  

• The patch is an appropriate size for DYW teams to cover it within one session, while 
also being large enough to allow for some movement of young people, for example, 
between indoor and outdoor spaces that are favoured differently by young people 
depending on seasonal changes. Consortia have been asked to identify patches of 
between 10-100 hectares in size. If larger patches are proposed, then consortia are 
expected to provide evidence that these patches can be covered effectively by the 
detached youth work team each week.  

• The patch covers an area where a reachable population of young people are known 
or observed to gather frequently. Consortia are expected to consider young people’s 
movement between meeting places, and patches should therefore be designed to 
accommodate some movement. 
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• The consortia have sufficient local knowledge, relationships and commitment of 
relevant organisations to deliver, monitor and influence what takes place in the patch 
throughout the duration of the project. 

Each consortium has identified ten patches by filling in a bespoke form and drawing the area 
perimeters in geojson.com to generate shapefiles. These will be imported into QGIS and 
relevant police.uk data will be attached to check the evidence that there are relatively high 
crime and incident rates within each patch. Any proposed patches that do not fit the study 
criteria will be checked with the delivery team prior to randomisation and refined or excluded 
(and replaced, if possible). A replacement for each will be sought.  

While sufficiently restrictive to ensure comparability between patches, the criteria for patch 
identification are necessarily somewhat qualitative in nature, to account for the variability 
between delivery contexts and socio-spatial points of interest. Mirroring (to the extent 
feasible) delivery agencies’ processes for identifying the areas they work in will also ensure 
the evaluation is assessing a form of detached youth work that is sufficiently similar to that 
typically employed across the country. Patches are therefore bespoke, hyper-local, unequally 
sized spatial units rather than publicly available ONS units such as lower-layer super output 
areas. They will vary somewhat by size, shape, land-use, population density, and key social 
features. An objective of this pilot trial is to understand if and how delivery in patches of this 
nature can be evaluated.  

However, these features create a methodological challenge because of what is termed the 
Modifiable Areal Unit Problem (MAUP), first coined by Openshaw and Taylor (1979). MAUP 
is a form of aggregation bias (which has also been documented in different disciplines since 
the 1930s). The central problem with MAUP is that statistical relationships – correlations – 
vary depending on the spatial scale being used. They can vary in direction and magnitude, 
leading to different conclusions depending on the spatial unit used. 

In the context of this pilot RCT, attempts to mitigate MAUP can cause further problems. 
Redrawing or aggregating spatial units may lead to treatment and control patches that differ 
in size, population composition or density, which in turn might drive differences in outcomes. 
Further, even if areal units were all the same size by area, they may still be fundamentally 
different in terms of how the space is used or in their spatial configuration (e.g. shape, layout, 
distribution of key social features), potentially leading to baseline imbalance. We therefore 
have acknowledged differences and address this through the study design. Our preferred 
stratification approach to mitigate baseline qualitative and quantitative variation between 
patches is described in the next section.  
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Stratified randomisation  

During the mobilisation phase, the ten eligible patches per consortium (40 patches in total) 
will be randomly allocated to a study arm, five to detached youth work and five to control 
(business as usual) using stratification. 

The randomisation will be stratified to mitigate baseline qualitative and quantitative 
differences on factors that are predictive of outcomes between intervention and control 
groups (Ariel et al., 2022). The optimal stratification dimensions will be best refined once we 
have full information on the nature of included evaluation patches. However, this section 
systematically outlines our preferred approach.  

Stratified randomisation will be conducted by location (i.e. regional consortium), local 
authority (if necessary – applies to two consortia), median split crime counts in previous 12 
months (from publicly available police.uk data), and if possible, size of patch measure in 
metres squared. Specifically, our approach will proceed in the following steps:  

• Stratification by regional consortium: this stage recognises inherent differences in 
how the shared practice model is delivered locally, ensures comparability between 
different local contexts, and an equal distribution of DYW delivery across areas.  

• Stratification by local authority: in regional consortia that cover more than one local 
authority, and where at least two patches have been identified per local authority, 
randomisation will be stratified by local authority to ensure at least one patch is 
randomised to the intervention group. This is deemed important to ensure local 
authority commitment across the evaluation period. This level of stratification has 
been agreed with the YEF evaluation manager. Stratifying by local authority has been 
prioritised over other potential stratifiers (deprivation, local area demographics) as it 
assures the buy-in required from participating local authorities at this stage in the 
evaluation process by guaranteeing that they will receive delivery in their area, 
despite constraining the ability to control for variation on these other dimensions. 

• Stratification by median-split crimes per hectare over previous 12 months: patches 
within each local authority will be rank-ordered by crime rate and divided into two 
categories split by the median for the sample of patches in the study. Patches will be 
randomised 1:1 (1 treatment: 1 control) using a random number generator in a 
reproducible statistical programme and/or randomisation platform that logs 
allocations and has a random seed function.1 Police.uk is easily accessible, publicly 

 

1 E.g. https://sites.google.com/researchdesign.uk/alexsutherland/tools-for-experiments 
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available crime data which can be mapped onto the shapefiles generated for each 
patch. Using the readily available police.uk data2 as the source of a stratifier (rather 
than youth-crime data from police forces that will be used for outcome measurement) 
will allow for the random allocation to be completed very quickly during the 
mobilisation phase. This step will mitigate baseline differences in crime. Police.uk data 
uses ‘snap points’ for the location of incidents. For small patches, this may introduce 
noise and uncertainty to the data. If this challenge is not easily navigable, this step will 
not be conducted. 

• Stratification by patch size: if deemed necessary and possible upon assessment of the 
evaluation patches, we will stratify by geographical size. Stratifying by many variables 
with a small number of units risks problems with ‘sparseness’ – that is, if divided by 
several variables it is likely that some combinations will have few or no patches in 
them. This can lead to severe imbalances that make it infeasible. This step will 
therefore only be if the features of patches make it feasible. This also has implications 
for degrees of freedom in the analysis. While this is manageable within a pilot of this 
scale, it is noted as a consideration for the design of any subsequent efficacy trial with 
a larger number of patches. We note that stratifying by crimes per hectare in the 
previous 12 months incorporates patch size so it may be that it is not 
necessary/collinear to include patch size as well.  

The final approach will be established prior to the randomisation based on the assessment of 
evaluation patches; the evaluator team will conduct the randomisation only once (June 2026). 
The randomisation will be carried out within SPSS as it can log allocations and has a random 
seed function by the pilot trial statistician (Dr. Purdon).   

Participants 
The nature of detached youth work means that the young people who engage are not 
formally registered to an intervention or youth service. They engage, or do not engage, on a 
voluntary basis that may change from minute to minute and week to week. Participants will 
therefore be the young people who chose to engage with detached youth workers at any 
point during the course of delivery. Previous research has shown that these young people are 
predominantly aged 10-17 years old (Hall et al., 2024). After each session, detached youth 
workers record how many young people they worked with and how many of those young 
people were new to them, as well as perceived and actual (where appropriate) demographic 
information regarding the young people engaged. Perceived demographic information is 

 

2 Police.uk data is not available for Greater Manchester Police and thus stratification would require input from the relevant police analyst.  
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recorded to provide an indication of who the work is reaching when young people do not 
provide the information themselves. This information will be used by consortia to regularly 
reflect on whether they are reaching the intended population, including those believed to be 
at risk of exploitation, and if there are facing any barriers to them reaching and engaging 
children and young people from specific backgrounds through detached youth work.  

The unit of analysis will be a patch. Patches will be selected according to the criteria described 
above.  

Sample size  

This pilot trial will involve 40 patches across four regional consortia: 20 detached youth work 
patches and 20 control patches. This pilot is not powered to detect a main effect of the 
intervention; this sample size has been selected to understand the feasibility of delivering the 
shared practice model and evaluating detached youth work using the current pilot design.  

The sample size and recruited consortia will provide evidence for the feasibility of 
implementing this project across a variety of contexts within the UK; the consortia include a 
range of social, geographical, and cultural contexts in which delivery will take place.  

The four consortia consist of compulsory partners (Youth work provider, LA, police force) and 
optional partners (Violence Reduction Units [VRUs], Community Safety Partnerships, OPCCs) 
and cover urban, semi-urban, and rural settings across six local authorities and five police 
forces. This number of patches (40) will enable us to observe how differences in youth needs 
and demographics, local service infrastructure, and patch types affects delivery fidelity, 
contamination risk (for example, detached youth work delivery in the control patches), and 
partnership working. The pilot trial will explore similarities and differences in the barriers and 
facilitators across these contexts and their influence on delivery and the participant journey. 
This will include understanding the factors that influence the ability of a patch or consortium 
to participate in a trial; if a number of patches withdraw (e.g. because the delivery 
organisation considers provision of DYW in the patch unfeasible during the reconnaissance 
period, a significant incident means local commitment to the project is withdrawn, or young 
people in an area do not engage with the intervention) or there is significant contamination, 
it will provide insights into the patch-level characteristics that may or may not be 
consequential. Understanding this diversity is crucial to understanding how the practice 
model and evaluation design could be scaled up nationally – current estimates suggest that 
several hundred patches would be required for an efficacy trial.  

Each consortium was required to identify ten eligible delivery patches. This is to ensure 
sufficient numbers of patches per consortium to randomise. The criteria of ten patches per 
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consortium was also specified as beneficial for an efficacy evaluation; in terms of delivery 
management and resourcing, fewer consortia with more patches is considered more likely to 
be scalable and this model should therefore be tested at pilot. In terms of buy-in from delivery 
partners, the ability to deliver in at least five new areas also makes the project more desirable, 
supporting consortium recruitment and engagement.  

The consortia have submitted their proposed delivery documentation (‘blueprints’), budgets 
and proposed patches which will be assessed before randomisation during the mobilisation 
phase.  

In combination with the retrospective quasi-experimental design analysis (see section 4.2) 
the pilot trial data will also give an approximate estimate of the effect size, albeit with wide 
confidence intervals. The QED, drawing on a larger historical sample, is intended to provide a 
more precise effect size estimate for this purpose. This will help determine the necessary 
sample size for a full efficacy study. It is possible that the pilot and QED give estimates of 
effect that are incompatible, that is they may be significantly different to one another. If this 
was to happen, the IPE will be used to explore why the difference has arisen and which 
estimate is most likely to reflect the probable findings from an efficacy trial, the expectation 
being that the pilot study estimates will probably be considered the most robust. 

Outcome measures  

The theory of change (Appendix B) outlines the intended impacts of detached youth work for 
young people and for local communities.  

For this pilot evaluation, we plan to construct and measure one primary outcome, and one 
secondary outcome. 

The primary outcome for the study will be offence counts per hectare (a 100m x 100m square 
/ 10,000m2) of ‘youth-related3 violent and non-violent recorded crime (non-domestic)’ 
within the delivery and control patches. Included crimes are the following violent and non-
violent crime types (see Appendix C for a full list of notifiable offence types and how the Home 
Office group them into the following categories and Appendix D on how we gathered 
information on police forces work with youth-related qualifiers during the co-design phase): 

 

3 Youth-related' is defined here to include incidents where a young person (aged under 18) is recorded as either the offender/suspect or the 
victim/complainant. The definition captures the DYW intervention's aim to reduce both violence perpetrated by young people and their 
victimisation. Using both offender and victim flags also maximises the data available for the primary outcome measure, since complete age 
data for offenders or victims is not consistently available across all five forces. 
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Violent crimes: 

• Homicide 
• Violence with injury 
• Violent without injury 
• Stalking and harassment 
• Robbery 
• Possession of weapons offences 
• Violent disorder (offence code 62A, which the HO currently classifies as a type of 

public order) 
• PLUS – if possible – any other crimes (of any type) that are flagged in the police 

data as involving knives/weapons (see below for further details/caveat) 

Non-violent crimes: 

• Vehicle theft offences,  
• Theft from person,  
• Bicycle theft,  
• Other theft,  
• Criminal damage and Arson (including HO code 59 Threat of Criminal Damage),  
• Public Order (excluding code 62A Violent disorder, as this is already captured in 

the primary outcome),  
• but EXCLUDING – if already captured in the primary outcome – any crimes that 

involve knives/weapons (to avoid double-counting with the primary outcome). 

Note that we will seek to exclude records flagged as ‘domestic’ in nature.  

Our conversations with police analysts during the co-design phase suggest this should 
potentially be possible for crime records by drawing upon offence flags for ‘youth related’ 
incidents held within the microdata, in combination with information recorded on the age of 
the victim and/or perpetrator (where either is aged under 18). Our conversations with police 
analysts suggest that using ‘youth related’ flags may not be possible for incidents of antisocial 
behaviour, due to data limitations, but we will explore this thoroughly with the police data 
analysts during the course of the data collation phase.  

The primary measure is deemed appropriate for assessing outcomes directly related to YEF’s 
mandate regarding reducing youth violence while also being sufficiently inclusive of incidents 
for a meaningful analysis.  

We also plan to construct a secondary outcome: police incidents of ‘youth-related antisocial 
behaviour’ per hectare. The ‘youth-related antisocial behaviour’ secondary indicator will 
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consist of counts of all police incidents of antisocial behaviour within the delivery and control 
patches across all three sub-categories: 

• Personal 
• Environmental 
• Nuisance 

We do not propose including youth-related antisocial behaviour within the primary outcome 
measure because the ASB data and recorded crime data are typically drawn from different 
police force data stores and the approach for identifying youth-related incidents may vary.  

For the primary analyses, counts will not be limited to particular hours of the day as the 
evaluation is exploring the impact of detached youth work on young people’s outcomes more 
widely, rather than only during specified hours when practitioners are present.  

Depending on the numbers of violent crimes and non-violent crimes included in outcome data 
sets, we may explore some additional analyses for these two subsets separately, but any such 
work would be presented as supplemental exploratory analysis rather than dedicated 
outcome measure analysis. Similarly, depending on the final practical approaches to 
identifying ‘youth related’ recorded crimes and police incidents of ASB, we may be able to 
explore combining crimes and ASB into a single composite measure, but again this would only 
be undertaken as a supplemental exploratory piece of analysis, and it would not form part of 
the core primary or secondary outcome analyses. Supplemental exploratory analyses will also 
assess potential spatial displacement or diffusion of benefit (i.e., whether reductions in youth-
related crime within DYW patches coincide with changes in immediately surrounding areas). 
This may include spatially weighted analyses applying distance-based weightings to incidents 
occurring outside but near patch boundaries.  

It is important to acknowledge, however, that the outcome measures we are proposing here 
are new and innovative. As such, we may have to modify our plans, contingent upon the 
detailed data review and development process that will underpin this pilot evaluation. 
However, based on our discussions to date, we have sufficient confidence to recommend this 
as the best way forward for the pilot.  

Outcome measure operationalisation  

The primary outcome will be measured using counts of recorded crimes, and the secondary 
outcome will be measured using counts of police incidents of ASB per patch. There is an 
important distinction in police recording and statistical reporting practices between ‘police 
recorded crimes’ and ‘police incidents of ASB’.  Police recorded crimes are recorded in line 
with the National Crime Recording Standard (NCRS) and the Home Office Counting Rules 
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(HOCR) and are assigned to one of the c. 130 different notifiable offence categories for which 
the Home Office publish recorded crime statistics. Police incidents of ASB, on the other hand, 
are recorded in line with the National Standard for Incident Recording (NSIR) and are assigned 
to one of the three ASB-related categories of the National Incident Category List (NICL): 
personal, environmental or nuisance. 

For this pilot evaluation, we will work closely with the police force data analysts to obtain the 
best possible data from each force. For instance, we will ensure that the definition of ASB 
used will be consistent with Annual Data Requirement 701 (ADR 701) rather than that used 
by forces for the alternative ADR 342 (as we know from our previous research that there are 
data quality problems with the ADR 342 definition of ASB, for instance, some forces include 
all ‘records of contact’ in their ADR 342 returns, many of which would not formally be 
regarded as a police incident). 

Ideally, in addition to standardisation by counts per hectare to allow patches to be more 
directly comparable, we would like to investigate creating standardised counts that account 
for variation in patches socio-spatial contexts. However, the appropriate method for this 
would need to be established through exploratory analyses in the pilot, once the nature of 
identified evaluation patches can be fully explored. This approach will provide important 
learning for the optimal analysis approach for an efficacy trial and for future place-based 
studies of DYW or more general place-based initiatives4.  

Data collection 

Overview  

Police recorded crime and antisocial behaviour incident data for the impact analysis will be 
collected directly from police forces. We will seek to establish appropriate data/information 
sharing agreements with support from the National Police Chiefs’ Council (NPCC). We will 
then work with analysts at the relevant forces to design bespoke data requests which will be 
downloaded and shared with the research team monthly. In parallel with the monthly data 
extracts, we will have monthly contact with police force analysts through which we will 
identify and understand any data anomalies that could affect analyses. Please see below for 

 

4 For instance, given that some patches may not include any residential properties (e.g. if the patch covers only park land or only retail areas), 
it would not be appropriate to produce crime/ASB rates using a simple resident population denominator. One option might be to use areal 
size (rather than population size) as the denominator for crime/ASB rates, but again this is potentially complicated if patches are very 
different in terms of functional land use. This pilot trial will therefore use counts of youth-related recorded crimes and police incidents of 
antisocial behaviour as the outcome measures. We will additionally conduct supplementary analyses of rate-based outcomes measures to 
establish whether or not they are suitable for an efficacy trial. 
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further details on our rationale for monthly extracts rather than a single extract at completion 
of detached youth work delivery. 

Over the course of the co-design period, we have engaged directly with decision makers and 
data analysts at each of the five police forces (Cleveland Police, Greater Manchester Police, 
South Yorkshire Police, West Yorkshire Police, and Wiltshire Police) to understand what data 
they already collect, the form in which it is stored, and the likelihood of them being able to 
engage with the evaluation as we have proposed. These conversations have been very 
positive, with indications that forces will be able to provide the data in the form requested – 
subject to establishing appropriate data sharing protocols and obtaining approval from the 
relevant decision makers – which will enable the evaluation team to construct the requisite 
primary and secondary outcome indicators. There has been clear and demonstrable interest, 
enthusiasm and support from all partner police forces, with data analysts from each force 
engaging in detailed data-related discussions and providing written responses to a series of 
data-related questions posed by the evaluation team. Please see Appendix D for the blank 
information collection template form that has been completed by all five partner forces.  

Data requirements and access 

To understand changes in reported crime and antisocial behaviour related to young people, 
the data need to be both sufficiently local to the selected evaluation areas and specific to 
incidents involving young people. These requirements present challenges to acquiring data 
on the primary and secondary outcomes – youth-related violent and non-violent crime and 
antisocial behaviour – in addition to the challenge of accessing force-level police data, which 
can take lengthy negotiations to establish, especially when inquiring about sensitive data 
related to young people. Furthermore, although all sources of police crime and antisocial 
behaviour data essentially relate to the same events that happen ‘on the ground’, the 
processes through which these police data are recorded, managed and (potentially) made 
available for analytical use can vary quite substantially (i.e. depending on whether it is 
accessed direct from forces, via a centralised repository of raw data, or via a centralised 
repository of publicly available open data – as we know that slightly different data cleaning 
and processing steps are applied to the data depending on the source). This can lead to 
notable differences in the resultant data resources, which can have implications for their use 
for evaluation purposes. 

In the scoping study report we described and ranked five potential options for sourcing police 
data from most to least optimal. Evaluation team members have prior experience of accessing 
police crime and antisocial behaviour data through each of these five options, so there is 
demonstrable precedent for gaining access to the requisite data for this Detached Youth Work 
pilot evaluation. In this current protocol, we propose using the most optimal approach, as this 
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is most likely to provide the data required to conduct meaningful impact analyses. Our 
discussions with police force analysts during the drafting of this protocol have not raised any 
specific concerns that suggest that our preferred option will not be possible, but we remain 
mindful of the need to secure the necessary data permissions, as is standard practice when 
seeking to work with police data.  

If the preferred data access option is not successful, this will directly inform research question 
6 regarding whether it is possible to access appropriate data to conduct this trial.  

However, if this option is not workable, as described in the scoping report, there are four 
further data access options that could be explored. This means that the trial will still be 
operationalizable, though with the limitations described in Appendix E.  

The most optimal (and our preferred) option is to source bespoke extracts of geocoded data 
from the police forces covering the selected DYW and control patches. Data provided through 
this approach will be available for the researchers in the pilot evaluation to analyse flexibly as 
required. This approach has the advantage of being designed specifically for the purpose of 
evaluating the DYW patches. This data option will:  

• allow us to identify the specific crime type(s) of interest (of ~130 separate notifiable 
offence types) and incidents of antisocial behaviour (please see Appendix C for a 
detailed list of the notifiable crime categories (plus ASB) that we plan to include in the 
primary outcome measure);  

• allow us to identify the specific dates and times of the crime or incident occurrence 
(and potentially linked to DYW activity in the intervention areas)– although this would 
not feed into the primary outcome measure, it would provide valuable contextual 
information on the patterns of youth-related crime and antisocial behaviour in the 
patches;  

• provide maximum accuracy in the geographical location assigned to each crime and 
incident (drawing upon actual eastings and northings or, if these are not recorded for 
some reason, the full postcode);  

• ensure the data is as up-to-date possible (reflecting, for instance, changes and 
reclassifications of crimes and incidents in the days, weeks and sometimes months 
following the initial report);  

• allow the evaluation team to query any unusual data features with the local police 
force experts;  
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• and, critically, provide the opportunity to include relevant ‘flags’, ‘markers’, or 
‘qualifiers’ in the dataset that identify crimes or incidents that are youth-related (as 
offender or victim).  

Through conversations so far, we understand that all participating police forces do attach a 
qualifier or ‘flag’ to indicate crimes and incidents that are ‘youth related’. However, there is 
limited statutory guidance on how this qualifier should be applied, and hence there may be a 
degree of variation in coding approaches between different police forces and there may be 
some data quality issues due to inconsistent use.  

We will work closely with police data analysts to understand how the qualifiers are applied in 
their police force and how best they could be used within the pilot evaluation. Through our 
conversations with police analysts during the protocol drafting phase, we have jointly 
identified the possibility of deriving enhanced youth-related indicators through drawing upon 
the suspect and victim ages as recorded on the crime and incident recording systems, in 
combination with youth-related qualifiers to mitigate data quality issues. For reported 
incidents of ASB where no perpetrator or victim has been identified, ages are typically not 
available against which to check youth-related qualifiers. Therefore, for ASB, our default 
approach will be sequential: where age data are available against ASB incident records, we 
will use them to confirm youth involvement; where they are not, we will rely on the force’s 
own youth-related qualifier flag, assigned by call handlers per NICL standard with a focus on 
the protagonist of the incident. If a force’s qualifier data proves insufficiently complete or 
consistent, we will consider whether to analyse all ASB incidents within the patch and will 
report any such decision and its rationale transparently. We will also work with each force’s 
data analysts to map how qualifier codes are assigned and assess their reliability and 
comparability across forces before finalising the analytical approach. 

The investigation of youth-related ASB as a secondary outcome will be exploratory. The pilot 
will first establish how ASB is recorded across the five participating forces, then aggregate the 
different data formats into a workable analytical framework. Findings on the ASB secondary 
outcome should therefore be interpreted as exploratory and developmental, not as 
summative evidence of impact. We will address data quality limitations explicitly in the 
interpretation of results, including consistency of qualifier application across forces and the 
risk of under-identification of youth involvement due to adultification of young people from 
minoritised ethnic groups.   

As noted above, there are numerous precedents for this type of approach at local level (i.e. 
where researchers work closely with police analysts for a particular project in a particular 
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police force)5 and there is also a precedent for national level coverage of this type of approach 
(covering all 43 territorial police forces of England and Wales).6 All consortia in this study have 
secured the cooperation of the relevant police force(s), and we have also contacted the 
National Police Chief’s Council (NPCC) to request their support, which we hope will help foster 
support from the requisite police force decision makers (initially at Chief Constable level) to 
provide the required access to data and analysts’ time. We have had initial conversations with 
NPCC senior representatives during the co-design phase, and will be formally commencing 
the process of requesting NPCC’s support in the mobilisation phase.  While the existence of 
precedents should not be interpreted as a guarantee that this approach would be achievable 
for this pilot study, conversations so far with the police have been positive.  

Assuming data permissions are approved, then each of the selected police forces would 
supply a series of monthly bespoke extracts of geocoded police recorded crime and antisocial 
behaviour incident data to the evaluation team, to be collated on a secure data processing 
machine. See the section below for further details of the rationale for the monthly extract 
approach.  

An important constraint of this approach is that the sensitivity of the data would require all 
storage and processing to be undertaken within a secure data environment, which may 
potentially require one of the local police forces to agree to physically host the researcher(s) 
for the duration of the work. Again, there is precedent for this form of working, and we have 
already commenced the process of seeking such physical desk space with a partner police 
force.  

The rationale for sourcing monthly police data extracts for the pilot 

Through the co-design discussions with police force analysts, it became clear that there is a 
consensus across all five partner forces in support for our preferred data access option (as set 
out above), subject to securing the necessary data access permissions. The force analysts also 
agreed there is merit in adopting a monthly extract approach, both for the evaluation team 
and for the force analysts themselves.  

Based on our experience of working with police analysts on these sorts of data requests, we 
are clear that our research team has a duty to balance the evaluation’s need for robust police 
data with the need to minimise the resource burden placed on force analysts. If our request 
of force analysts is not reasonable and does not take into account their recommendations 

 

5 See, for instance, Brennan, et al (2024) Focused Deterrence Randomised Controlled Study: Early Implementation Report. Youth 
Endowment Fund. 
6 McLennan, D. (2022) Harmonised crime statistics for England and Wales at Lower layer Super Output Area level: Technical Note. Internal 
report for the Home Office.  
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and preferences, then there is a real risk that the evaluation will not be able to draw upon the 
best possible data. As we set out below, adopting a monthly extract approach mitigates this 
risk in a number of ways.  

It is important to clarify that the monthly extracts will be collated up until the end of the 
detached youth work delivery period and then combined to form the basis of the final primary 
and secondary outcome measures, which will be the annual crime and incident counts at 
patch level. The baseline period for the primary outcome measure will be October 2025 – 
September 2026, and the intervention delivery period will be April 2027 – March 2028. (Note 
that the six-month reconnaissance period of October 2026 – March 2027 will be excluded 
from the primary data analysis but explored through exploratory analyses.) The monthly 
extracts will be used to build these annual outcome statistics. It is not the intention to create 
month-by-month outcome measures.  

Given the very short time between the end of delivery and submission of the draft report, an 
advantage of sourcing monthly data extracts is that it will allow the evaluation team to start 
building and testing the regression models of potential intervention impact whilst the delivery 
of detached youth work is still ongoing. This will help ensure that the final data analysis can 
be undertaken in full at the end of the delivery period, as the methodological development 
and testing will be done prior to this end point. Importantly, the evaluation team will ensure 
there is no communication of any test model results to any consortium partners or other 
parties during the delivery time window, so as not to jeopardise the fidelity of the evaluation.  

Police analysts already submit a range of monthly data uploads (e.g. to Police.uk, etc). This 
standardised process means that establishing a monthly bespoke extract download was seen 
by the police analysts engaged in the co-design phase to be preferable to a single final data 
tranche or six-monthly tranches etc. A primary reason for this is that the data we are 
requesting for this pilot evaluation are new and innovative and will require bespoke 
processing by the force analysts to derive a ‘youth related’ indicator for each recorded crime 
and ASB incident record.  

The new and innovative nature of the police data we are requesting for our primary outcome 
measure means that there will inevitably be an initial intensive period of data development 
by the police analysts in conjunction with the evaluation team. The force analysts have 
advised us that in order for us to produce the best evaluation outcome measures they will 
need to undertake data development work to combine existing ‘youth related’ flags/qualifiers 
with supplemental information on victim and/or perpetrator/suspect age. This will then be 
used in combination with other flags/qualifiers to identify knife/weapon-related crimes (as 
needed for the primary outcome measures) and to identify domestic-related crimes (to 
exclude them from the outcome measures). As far as we are aware, this combination of data 
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requirements has never been done before in this way. As such, it will require iterative 
development between the pilot evaluation team and the five police force analysts.  

During the co-design phase, the force analysts provided key feedback confirming that it is 
typically easier for them to give their input on a ‘little and often’ basis than for them to 
undertake significant pieces of work in a few large blocks. Monthly extracts allow the coding 
scripts to be tweaked iteratively (if needed) on a monthly basis, with any corrections 
retrospectively applied to previous months’ data. Again, based on our previous experience of 
working with police crime and incident data, we appreciate that achieving the ‘final’ version 
of a dataset may take multiple attempts, though a data analyst in the co-design phase 
described the process as becoming “a monthly push of the button” once the data request has 
been finalised. 

This same consideration of ‘little-and-often’ police analyst input applies equally to the quality 
assurance work that will be undertaken by the evaluation team, in conjunction with the police 
analysts. Receiving police datasets on a month-by-month basis means that the quality 
assurance can similarly be undertaken monthly, and any anomalies in the latest month fed 
back to the respective police analyst(s) for their immediate review. These data anomalies 
could be caused by a range of different factors, such as changes to police force recording 
practices, changes to police force IT systems, or changes to Home Office Counting Rules etc. 
During the co-design phase, the force analysts indicated that it would be more manageable 
for them to review small month-specific data queries than be presented with a long list of 
data queries towards the end of the pilot evaluation covering a 12-month span. Routine 
monthly extracts increase the likelihood of the evaluation team and force analysts identifying 
issues early and rectifying those issues so as not to jeopardise the primary outcome measure. 

Moving to a two-monthly or three-monthly data transmission plan would not reduce the 
amount of time required to develop, quality assure and clean the data; it would simply require 
more time to be invested at less frequent intervals. As noted above, this is sub-optimal for 
both the police analysts and the evaluation team.  

A further advantage of adopting a monthly extract approach is that it mitigates the risk of 
police analyst turnover within the partner police forces. Once a monthly extract has been 
established as a routine exercise, this can be continued uninterrupted should a key data 
analyst leave their post. We are aware from our previous work with police forces that staff 
turnover can result in the loss of important institutional knowledge from police analytical 
teams. It would be risky to assume that the evaluation team could depend on each partner 
force to provide one single extract of all the requisite data with no data quality concerns at 
the completion of the detached youth work delivery period. Adopting that single-extract 
approach may result in one or more forces not being able to provide any useable data or 
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providing data that is inconsistent with the other partner forces or missing key qualifiers. This 
would have serious consequences for the pilot evaluation as a whole.  

In summary, although we acknowledge that the police data development and collation (and 
analysis) components of this pilot evaluation represent a notable portion of the overall 
budget, our previous experience of working with police forces, and of developing bespoke 
datasets, leads us to strongly recommend this approach. The alternative, of seeking less 
frequent extracts, introduces significant risk to the data development and collation process, 
and therefore risks jeopardising the analysis of the evaluation’s primary outcome measure. 
And, as noted above, it would not result in less work and therefore it would not result in a 
budget reduction. Although we cannot guarantee that our preferred data access option will 
be feasible, our conversations with force analysts have confirmed to us that this will certainly 
give us by far the best chance of achieving this goal. 

Data analysis 

This pilot RCT will not be powered to detect impact as it would be at full efficacy study scale. 
However, we plan to run regression models to generate the estimated effect sizes and their 
confidence intervals for the police data outcomes. These models will account for baseline 
levels, as police data will be collated over a 12 month period prior to the reconnaissance 
period, providing a stable estimate (note that we will collate data for 24 months prior to the 
reconnaissance period, and use this to inform our quality assurance and data cleaning 
processes, but the actual ‘baseline’ period will be the 12 months prior to the commencement 
of the reconnaissance period, namely October 2025 – September 2026). The study will use 
DYW 'patches' as both the unit of randomisation and unit of analysis. Prior to running the 
main analysis we will conduct a simple comparison of baseline means to establish whether 
the two arms of the pilot trial are equivalent and the trial report will describe any differences 
observed. 

As noted above, we plan to construct and measure one primary outcome, and one secondary 
outcome.  

The primary outcome for the study will be offence counts per hectare of ‘youth-related 
violent and non-violent crime’. 

Analysis will be on the basis of intention-to-treat (ITT) – i.e. analysing patches as randomised, 
regardless of whether they received treatment or not. We will use combined crime counts 
per hectare in each patch for included offences (see list above) for the 12 months of delivery 
(April 2027 – March 2028 inclusive), as the primary outcome for the study. As ‘patches’ do 
not translate to ONS geographical units such as OA/LSOA or Ward it would not be appropriate 
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to use crime-rates as a result. The study is working with count data analytically so the analysis 
model will account for this via the use of Poisson or quasi-Poisson regression models. 
Depending on the outcome distribution i.e. how many zeros and whether over-dispersed, it 
may be necessary to use a zero-inflated or negative binomial model to analyse the data. For 
the purpose of this protocol, we will work on the basis of a standard Poisson model. 

𝑦	 = 	𝑖𝑛𝑡𝑒𝑟𝑐𝑒𝑝𝑡	 +	𝑡𝑟𝑒𝑎𝑡𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡["/$] 	+ 	𝑏𝑎𝑠𝑒𝑙𝑖𝑛𝑒𝑝𝑟𝑒𝑣$& 	+ 	𝐿𝐴$…( 	+ 	𝑐𝑟𝑖𝑚𝑒_ℎ𝑖["/$] 	+ 	𝑒 

Where y is the count of included offences per hectare in the 12 months of delivery in each 
patch (April 2027 – March 2028). The analysis model will be a baseline controlled outcome 
analysis, with the crime count per hectare from the baseline 12 months (October 2025 – 
September 2026, inclusive) acting as the pre-intervention baseline for each patch. This has 
the benefit of accounting for within-patch prior offending counts (e.g. patch-specific variation 
in the outcome pre-intervention) and reducing pre-treatment between-patch variation, 
thereby increasing power. The model will also include k-1 dummy variables for Local 
Authority, as randomisation is stratified by LA. As we will include prior crime per hectare we 
will not need to include the median-split hi/lo crime rate stratifying variable. Finally, 
treatment group will be signified by a 0=control and 1=treatment group indicator variable and 
an error term (e). To account for possible mis-specification in the main ITT analysis we will 
use robust standard errors. We appreciate that this will increase the size of standard errors; 
however, we think that is better to guard against misspecification at the expense of power in 
an already underpowered trial.  

Strata variables used in stratification are included in the regression model because random 
assignment is conditional on those variables and, as noted by Kahan and Morris (2012), the 
inclusion of such variables in randomisation introduces a correlation between treatment 
groups. Omitted stratification variables leads to an over-estimation of p-values, confidence 
intervals and inaccurate significance testing. The baseline crime rate deciphered using 
police.uk data used at stratification will not be included in the regression model due to 
multicollinearity with the baseline youth-related crime count.  

The spatial element of the trial means that several other sensitivity analyses may be necessary 
to assess whether there is any displacement effect. Similarly, there are also spatial auto-
correlation issues to account for - which we have dealt with largely through ensuring that 
delivery and control patches are not geographically contiguous. 

Similar regression models will be run for the secondary outcome: ‘youth-related antisocial 
behaviour’.  

If feasible, we will also run some exploratory analyses on shoplifting and drugs offences, but 
we do not recommend including these in the primary or secondary outcomes. Shoplifting can 
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only happen where there are shops, and we do not know which patches will/won’t contain 
shops, and the stratification process will not consider ‘points of interest’, such as high streets 
or specific shops. Rates of recorded drugs offences are highly dependent on hyper-local 
targeted police efforts and local policy and are therefore likely to vary significant between 
and even within (temporally) patches.  

We will also conduct analysis to account for fidelity to the shared practice model. If one or 
more of the patches or consortia are not considered to have followed the SPM sufficiently, 
then sensitivity analysis excluding this/these patches or consortia will be conducted 
separately and the results presented.  The pilot will be insufficiently large to allow for formal 
IV analysis.  

The close contact with police force analysts and sharing of bespoke extracts that we plan to 
establish will allow timely and accurate identification of data anomalies or missing data, with 
the ability to amend or account for data issues via sensitivity analyses as needed.  

Assuming a standard Poisson model is used, effect sizes will be reported as Incidence Rate 
Ratios with 95% confidence intervals in the form IRR [lower, upper]. All analyses for the RCT 
and QED will be conducted either in R Studio, Stata, or in equivalent statistical software.  

Missing data 

If, for any reason, a force cannot provide useable data for a given month – and we cannot 
resolve this with the force during the evaluation period – then it is likely that the problem will 
apply to the entire force area, rather than a particular geographical portion of the force. 
Therefore, the issue, as unlikely as it is to occur, would likely affect the delivery patch and the 
control patch. As such, we would use an imputation approach to complete the missing 
observation(s), with imputations set to 1000 using all the variables in the equation  above and 
auxiliaries relating to land use and socio-economic status. 

Additional feasible analyses  

The presence of detailed spatial and temporal detail in the police data if accessed via the 
preferred data access option will enable the evaluation team to perform a wider range of 
analyses than is required for the primary outcome. These additional analyses would be able 
to inform best practice for an efficacy study and are only preliminarily described (without 
definitive models and equations) and dependent on the richness of the accessible police data. 
They should be viewed as exploratory and aimed at providing suggestions to maximise the 
robustness of a future efficacy trial rather than as conclusive evidence. At the most basic level, 
the records will be aggregated to detached youth work patches to form a core set of detached 
youth work crime and antisocial behaviour statistics, but these statistics can also be produced 
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for researcher-defined temporal periods to identify unusual spikes that may mask trends, 
facilitating more comprehensive and meaningful analysis. 

The data can also be spatially aggregated in various ways. For instance, aggregating to grid 
squares or hexagons may provide insights into how crime and antisocial behaviour patterns 
and trends are changing internally across different parts of the selected detached youth work 
patches, and in immediately surrounding areas, which will help us understand spill-over or 
displacement effects.  

This data will also allow us to examine the extent to which the geographical definition of the 
detached youth work patches directly or indirectly affects the crime and incident outcome 
statistics. For instance, detached youth work patches that consist largely of open spaces (e.g. 
parks) may not contain many addressable locations (as these are typically property-based) 
and are unlikely to contain a postcode centroid. As such, crimes and incidents that occur in 
these open spaces may be geocoded to locations outside of the open space, and therefore 
outside of the defined geographical extent of the detached youth work patch.  

A key element that we will seek to explore through the pilot evaluation is the extent to which 
our analyses can focus on crimes and incidents that are youth-related, through the use of 
qualifier flags that police forces add to their data. These qualifiers are not collated into any 
national repository, so the only way to reliably determine which crimes and incidents have an 
element of youth involvement is to source the data direct from the respective police forces. 
As part of our analyses, we will assess patterns and trends in the youth-related 
crimes/incidents and compare these to the patterns and trends in crimes/incidents that are 
not recorded as being youth-related. This again will enable us to add extra nuance to the 
analysis and help determine whether an efficacy study will need to focus on youth-related 
crime and incidents or whether more general crime statistics are adequate.   

4.2. Retrospective QED analysis 

Research question 

9. What sample size would be required for an efficacy study to detect an impact of 
detached youth work on police crime and incident statistics?  

QED analysis approach 

Whilst the pilot RCT will produce an effect size estimate, this will be based on 40 patches and 
will therefore have wide confidence intervals, limiting its precision for power calculations. The 
QED will draw on a substantially larger historical sample (approximately 60-80 patches), 
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providing a more precise estimate to complement the pilot findings. The two estimates will 
be triangulated as described in section 4.5. 

We previously conducted a retrospective QED study to generate an estimate of the impact of 
detached youth work on the number of police incidents, as recorded in the publicly available 
police.uk data. This analysis involved 52 patches where detached youth work had been 
delivered for at least a year between 2020 and 2023, and 104 comparison areas (LSOAs) 
where detached youth work had not been delivered. The comparison LSOAs were selected to 
have the same rate of police incidents in 2019 per hectare as the detached youth work 
patches and the same trend in those rates between 2016 and 2019. 

This analysis did not generate any evidence of a positive impact of detached youth work on 
police incident statistics, but there were a number of reasons identified to explain this. Firstly, 
it was somewhat unclear as to how intensively detached youth work had been delivered 
within the 52 patches, especially for the larger patches. Secondly, the outcome statistic 
(police incidents) covered all reported incidents (not specifically youth-related incidents). 
Both factors could lead to an underestimate of the effect size. Thirdly, the data was taken 
from the publicly available Police.uk repository, in other words our least-preferred ‘option 5’ 
for data access as this is least suited to the task (see Appendix E). Going forwards, our QED 
will use bespoke police data in the same way as for the pilot RCT analysis, as noted further 
below7. 

To supplement the pilot study estimates of effect size we will conduct a retrospective QED, 
expanded with some modifications: 

1. The existing 52 detached youth work patches will be reduced down to a refined set 
where we can gain evidence that the detached youth work delivered was closer to 
the Shared Practice Model that is to be adopted for the pilot. This will exclude any 
patches where the DYW was not delivered at an intensity comparable to the model 
adopted for the trial in order to provide an accurate estimate of the effect size for 
this model of delivery.  

2. We will work with the police forces and delivery teams participating in the pilot RCT 
to identify patches within their remits that could be included in the retrospective 
analysis (i.e. there was detached youth work delivered between 2020-2023 but not 
between 2018-2020, so that the pre-intervention trend period used in the QED 
model remains unaffected by prior DYW activity)  

 

7 The analysis of the QED data will be replicated using police.uk data to give an indication of the implication for estimated effect size of using 
this data as an outcome.  
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3. The outcome data used will be youth-related police incidents rather than ‘all 
incidents’. This will be collected through existing relationships with police analysts in 
the participating forces, plus an anticipated further five police forces to cover the 
previous analysis areas.  

This analysis will require that we collect more detailed information from the detached youth 
work agencies involved in the scoping study QED about the nature of their work per patch. 
Through this process, we will conduct sensitivity analyses to assess the effect of including 
London patches. This is because they skewed the scoping study QED analysis findings, 
following a different pattern of change than patches identified in other areas. If a significant 
number of patches are filtered out through this process, we will consider replacing them 
through conversation with the participating delivery agencies. We anticipate including 
approximately 40 patches of the original 52, plus a further 20-40 from the pilot RCT 
participating regions. We are confident that we will be able to include at least 40 patches with 
delivery sufficiently close to the SPM in the analysis, because it is a small refinement of the 
previous work which identified 52 plus we will have additional historical patches from the 
delivery agencies participating in the pilot.  

Of the ten PFAs represented in the previous retrospective QED, two are currently 
participating in the pilot RCT. Of the remaining eight PFAs we will focus on the five with the 
largest numbers of patches for the purposes of data access.  

The process for identifying appropriate comparison patches will be reassessed to ensure that 
it proves the fairest test of retrospective detached youth work, we expect the process of 
selection will remain broadly the same, as follows: 

• For each DYW patch, two LSOAs from the same PFA are selected as comparison areas.  
• For each patch and each LSOA in England, three statistics are generated: 

o Number of police incidents in 2024 per hectare (the outcome variable); 

o Number of police incidents in 2019 per hectare 

o The linear trend in the number of police incidents per hectare between 2016 
and 2019. 

• The two LSOAs selected per detached youth work patch are then identified in three 
stages: 

o The list of LSOAs is reduced to those in the same PFA as the patch; 
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o The full list of LSOAs is reduced to those where the number of police incidents 
in 2019 per hectare was within between 0.9 and 1.1 times the equivalent 
detached youth work rate; 

o Within this reduced list, the two LSOAs that are closest to the detached youth 
work patch on the linear trend between 2016 and 2019 are selected. 

This process gives comparison areas that closely match the detached youth work patches 
firstly in terms of their ‘baseline’ level of police incidents, with 2019 being selected so as to 
avoid the main covid years when there may have been anomalies in the data, and secondly 
in terms of the trend in the three years prior to that. That is, the detached youth work patches 
and the comparison areas are matched in terms of their pre-detached youth work level of 
crime and in terms of the trajectories the areas were on.   

Having selected comparison areas the DYW youth agencies will be asked whether they have 
any knowledge of DYW having been delivered in these areas in the period 2019 to 2024. If 
there is evidence of DYW having been delivered, these comparison areas will be excluded and 
alternative ones selected following the process described above This exclusion method is 
necessarily limited by the historical nature of the delivery (and non-delivery), relying on local 
and institutional memory regarding where detached youth work was or was not delivered up 
to ten years ago. The only LSOAs out of scope as comparison areas are those areas where it 
is known that DYW was undertaken in the specified period.  

This analysis will necessitate gaining data directly from local police forces additional to those 
participating in the current pilot RCT. This will need to be negotiated and will take time to 
achieve. It will also benefit from the work of the pilot with PFAs. For these reasons the re-
analysis of the QED will be done alongside the pilot study rather than in advance.   

For the QED analysis a linear regression model in R Studio, Stata or equivalent statistical 
software, will be fitted to the data: 

(𝑖𝑛𝑐𝑖𝑑𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑠	𝑝𝑒𝑟	ℎ𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑎𝑟𝑒	2027))
= 𝛼 + 𝛽$(𝐷𝑌𝑊) + 𝛽&(𝑖𝑛𝑐𝑖𝑑𝑒𝑛𝑡𝑠	𝑝𝑒𝑟	ℎ𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑎𝑟𝑒	2025))
+ 𝛽*(𝑙𝑖𝑛𝑒𝑎𝑟	𝑡𝑟𝑒𝑛𝑑	20	𝑡𝑜	25) + 𝛽+(ℎ𝑒𝑐𝑡𝑎𝑟𝑒𝑠) + 𝜀)  

where i=patch/comparison area; detached youth work is set equal to 1 for the detached 
youth work patches and 0 for the comparison areas, and 𝜀)  is the individual level error.  

This model will be fitted across all areas. Each area counts equally in the model irrespective 
of its geographical size, and as with the RCT, counts per hectare are used (rather than counts 
of incidents) to make areas more comparable.  
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Effect sizes will be calculated using Hedges' g, as specified in the following equation:  

𝐸𝑆 = 	
𝛽$
𝑠&	 

where s is the pooled unconditional standard deviation (incorporating a small sample bias 
correction) of the two groups, detached youth work and comparison. Robust standard errors 
will be used in the calculation of the confidence intervals.  

4.3. Implementation and process evaluation 

This section describes the design and methods of the implementation and process evaluation 
(IPE), which runs in parallel to the pilot RCT. The IPE will use a range of qualitative and 
monitoring approaches, and will assess how well the shared practice model of detached youth 
work is being delivered, capture the perspective of practitioners, stakeholders and young 
people, and provide contextual insights to support the interpretation of the other evaluation 
strands.  

Research questions 

1. Can a sufficient number of appropriate consortia sustain participation throughout the 
pilot study? 

1.1. Are consortia able to identify an adequate number of eligible patches for the 
pilot study (i.e., 10 per consortium)?  

1.2. What support is required to maintain ongoing engagement of consortia 
during the pilot study? 

2. How feasible is it for consortia to deliver the shared practice model as intended? 
2.1. How acceptable and appropriate is the shared practice model for participants 

(i.e. delivery agencies and young people)? 
2.2. To what extent are consortia able to deliver the shared practice model with 

fidelity and how do delivery activities vary between patches? 
2.3. To what extent does the feasibility of delivering the shared practice model 

and engagement differ for groups of young people from minoritised ethnic 
backgrounds? 

3. To what extent do youth work agencies within the consortia follow the patch 
allocation and delivery parameters?  

3.1. To what extent can the consortia influence wider delivery partners in their 
areas to follow trial parameters? 

4. Is it possible to engage young people in appropriate participatory and creative data 
collection methods within detached youth work settings? 
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4.1. Are there particular barriers or enablers to the participation of young 
people from minoritised ethnic backgrounds in creative and participatory data 
collection activities within detached youth work settings? 

5. What are the perceived impacts of detached youth work? (i.e. perceived impacts for 
young people and the wider community) 

5.1. What are the perceived mechanisms through which detached youth work 
may lead to change and to what extent do they align with the theory of 
change?  

5.2. Are there differences in the perceived impacts of detached youth work for 
young people from minoritised ethnic backgrounds?  

Research methods 

The IPE will employ a range of research methods including monitoring data and qualitative 
approaches to provide a rich and nuanced picture of delivery across the participating pilot 
consortia. We will liaise closely with consortium leads to maintain understanding and 
commitment to the project, collect monitoring data, coordinate a Community of Practice 
between detached youth workers, recruit and coordinate interviews with delivery staff and 
local stakeholders, distribute a survey with delivery organisations, and organise qualitative 
research with young people using creative co-produced methods.  

Liaison with detached youth work agencies and consortia representatives: 

Regular (ideally at least monthly) the evaluation team and the YEF programme management 
team will liaise separately with the consortium lead and other key members of each of the 
regional consortia. These meetings will be used to support compliance with the study 
arrangements and collect information about what is happening ‘on the ground’ (both in terms 
of detached youth work and other provision in the intervention and control areas), any local 
incidents that may affect the delivery and impact of detached youth work and any other 
contextual information (e.g. any relevant updates or changes to school or local authority 
policies). This liaison will also present the opportunity to plan other elements of fieldwork, 
hear deliverers’ perspectives on the project and address any issues as they arise. 

The evaluation team will also liaise regularly (less frequently) with other consortium partners 
(such as Violence Reduction Units and community safety partnerships) to monitor service 
delivery and any incidents that arise. 
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Monitoring data 

The evaluation team will work closely with delivery teams to collect administrative delivery 
data to monitor issues which may affect the outcomes of interest. A key focus of monitoring 
will be to track whether any detached youth work or adjacent practice is delivered within the 
control patches. This could be because either the consortium delivery team or another 
organisation has felt it necessary to enter the patch. We will also monitor other provision 
and/or activities happening in the intervention and control patches to understand business 
as usual.  

Monitoring will primarily be the responsibility of the delivery consortia. However, the 
evaluation team will establish a single bespoke monitoring form (to be completed by each 
agency for all intervention and control patches at quarterly timepoints at times that coincide 
with their reporting requirements with YEF to ease their burden) to understand whether 
detached youth work agencies have delivered with fidelity to the shared practice model, 
collect data about business-as-usual services and check for any detached youth work delivery 
in control patches.  

In intervention patches, the data collected will include information about: 

• Reconnaissance activities and planning; 

• Delivery start and end dates; 

• Session frequencies and duration;  

• Numbers of young people engaged; 

• Types of engagement used in each session; 

• Descriptive demographic information (perceived and actual) about young people, 
including whether they were new or repeat contacts; 

• Activities delivered and topics addressed; 

• Whether and why delivery stopped early; 

• Movement of young people within the patches and in and out of patches; 

• Youth worker and manager characteristics, training and supervision; 

• Notable incidents and activities in the patches including usual and additional police 
activity; 
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• Other youth work provision during the study period.  

In control patches, a lighter-touch approach will be used to collect data about any detached 
youth work and non-detached youth work provisions. This will include: 

• Youth work provision (detached youth work or similar) during the study period, 
including usual and additional police activity; 

• Notable incidents and activities in the patches.  

Monitoring data will provide data on the young people who are engaging with detached youth 
work and allow us to explore the assumptions that detached youth work is uniquely placed 
to engage the most marginalised young people in society. We will pay particular attention to 
monitoring the proportion of young people who are from minoritised ethnic backgrounds, to 
see how reflective of their local community they are and whether additional or targeted 
efforts might be needed to engage them.  

Community of Practice 

The Community of Practice will serve three main purposes for the IPE: 1) to support peer 
learning and reflection among detached youth workers across the pilot consortia; 2) to enable 
the evaluation team to capture practitioners’ evolving understanding of the shared practice 
model in a collaborative format and have some light-touch monitoring of emerging delivery 
challenges; and 3) to generate qualitative data on practitioners’ experiences.  

The evaluation team will coordinate a Community of Practice for all practitioners involved in 
the delivery of the shared practice model. The Community of Practice will take place on a 
quarterly basis throughout the delivery period (six sessions overall). These sessions will be 
held online, with each lasting approximately half a working day. The evaluation team has 
engaged a skilled facilitator with a strong background in youth work who will design and 
facilitate each session. The evaluation team and consortium participants will be consulted on 
the topics in advance, to identify salient areas for exploration. Session topics will be 
developed collaboratively with the participating practitioners, but the evaluation team 
foresees they could include delivery fidelity, working with young people from minoritised 
ethnic backgrounds, managing contamination risks, and their perceptions of impact.  

Members of the core evaluation team will not participate in the Community of Practice 
sessions. After each session, the facilitator will produce a summary note to be shared with all 
participants to ensure it adequately reflects their experience and shares information that they 
deem appropriate for the evaluation team to access without disclosing any personal and/or 
confidential information that they would rather keep private. Once approved by the 
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participants, the note, alongside the facilitator's reflections on the session, will be shared with 
the evaluation team to provide insight into the experience of detached youth workers within 
the pilot study. These notes will be analysed thematically and triangulated with information 
from interviews and surveys as part of the IPE analysis.  

Delivery survey 

We will design and administer online surveys to detached youth workers from each 
consortium. The survey questions will be tailored to the end of the delivery stage, and will 
address questions across the areas of feasibility, evidence of promise and trialability. 
Specifically, to assess feasibility of implementation, surveys will include the Weiner (2017)8 
validated measures of implementation outcomes for feasibility, acceptability and 
appropriateness. Other items relating to detached youth workers’ perspectives on training 
and feedback on the shared practice model will be developed by the evaluation team. Finally, 
to explore the perceived impact of detached youth work, CEI will develop bespoke survey 
items with Likert scale statements to explore potential perceptions of change in young people 
and their communities.  

We expect at least an 80% response rate on the survey by detached youth workers, reflecting 
good engagement with the evaluation. Our previous experience of working with detached 
youth work professionals indicates a high level of engagement with research activities – we 
had high response rates for the sector survey and invitees were eager to attend interviews 
and focus groups. We anticipate that staff committed to participating in this trial will 
demonstrate good engagement. The exact sample number of potential respondents will be 
specified during the mobilisation phase of the study, depending on consortium’s work 
arrangements with detached youth workers (i.e. whether each patch has its own team or 
teams deliver in multiple patches). We currently estimate a range between 20 to 40 potential 
respondents (at least 5 per consortium).  

Surveys will be distributed online by the evaluation team, using Qualtrics at the end of 
delivery, in March 2028. All detached youth workers will be invited to respond through an 
email containing a link to the survey. We will aim to design the questionnaire so that it takes 
no longer than 15 minutes to complete. At the start of the survey, there will be an 
introductory section participants will be required to read and check to gather their consent, 
ensuring their understanding of, and agreement to, participation. Answers from these surveys 

 

8 Weiner, B. J., Lewis, C. C., Stanick, C., Powell, B. J., Dorsey, C. N., Clary, A. S., ... & Halko, H. (2017). Psychometric assessment of three newly 
developed implementation outcome measures. Implementation Science, 12, 1-12. 
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will be analysed descriptively and triangulated with information gathered from interviews 
with consortium partners.  

Qualitative research: 

Interviews with consortium partners: 

We will undertake semi-structured interviews with staff in a variety of roles (consortium lead, 
delivery managers, team leaders, youth workers, local authority partners, police partners, 
VRU representatives) in a purposively selected sample of detached youth work patches, to 
represent the full range of variety in delivery contexts, organisational structures, and roles 
and responsibilities. These interviews will be undertaken at two points in time, one towards 
the beginning of delivery and one towards the end. 

We aim to speak to 6-8 consortium partners and practitioners from each consortium at each 
timepoint, for a total of 48-64 interviews. This range in numbers will allow for sufficient 
diversity in roles of interviewees within each consortium, without oversampling or 
overburdening staff. Additionally, this number is expected to allow us to reach thematic 
saturation within and across consortia.  

These interviews will provide more depth to our understanding of the detached youth work 
activities being delivered, how decisions are made about what to deliver, the nature of the 
groups and individuals the teams are working with and how these change over time, 
perceived impacts for young people and their communities and any other changes observed 
in the local area. We will deeply explore the often shared assumption that detached youth 
work reaches young people who are highly marginalised and otherwise not accessing any 
support, and that detached youth work works with a higher proportion of young people from 
minoritised ethnic backgrounds. We will also be able to explore any unintended or adverse 
changes that may have taken place as a result of detached youth work intervention, such as 
displacement, increased reporting of incidents due to adults being present, and increased 
antisocial behaviour (or perceived behaviour) due to young people congregating. We will 
explore the barriers and facilitators to high-quality delivery in compliance with the shared 
practice model and how these vary by delivery context, as well as the acceptability and 
appropriateness of the delivery model and evaluation procedures for a full efficacy trial. We 
will also explore evaluation burden of each element of the RCT and IPE.  

Interviews with local stakeholders: 

We will also undertake semi-structured individual and/or group interviews with a range of 
local stakeholders, including representatives from local schools, shop staff, transport 
providers and other local businesses/agencies, and residents. To identify potential 
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participants, we will rely on each consortium to provide the evaluation team with a list of the 
relevant stakeholders they identified during the reconnaissance period and then the 
evaluation team will purposively select a locally representative sample. These interviews will 
be used to understand how detached youth work is perceived, identify where and how 
change is happening in the local area and further afield, gauge local attitudes to young people 
and how they shift over time and understand other contextual changes in the local area.  

Interview methods 

Interview guides will be developed using an implementation science framework, such as the 
Consolidated Framework for Implementation Research9 (CFIR) or Exploration, Preparation, 
Implementation Sustainment framework10 (EPIS) as well as incorporating project specific 
questions. We will use a semi-structured interview approach, allowing participants’ answers 
and priorities to guide the focus of each interview while also ensuring coverage of key themes. 
We have previously successfully used CFIR as a framework on several projects including for 
YEF (Successfully implementing diversion using Outcome 22; Multi-site trial of mentoring; 
England and Wales Boxing trials).  

All participants will be provided with a full information sheet and data privacy notice, 
explaining their rights as a participant and data subject. Prior to each interview, participants 
will be required to read, sign and return a consent form to confirm their understanding of and 
agreement to participation. Participants will be given the opportunity to have any questions 
or concerns about the interview answered prior to taking part and can decline at any stage in 
the process. Participants will also be able to withdraw their data from the evaluation up until 
the point of analysis (approximately March 2028).  

Interviews will be conducted online using Teams or via phone call. Interviews will last 45-60 
minutes and will be audio recorded then transcribed verbatim for analysis.  

Where possible, members of the evaluation team will conduct in-person visits to each 
consortium, to help ground findings from remote research methods.  

Research with young people: 

We will undertake primary research with the young people involved in the project to 
understand their perspectives on it. This element of the work will be extremely important to 

 

9 Damschroder, L. J., Reardon, C. M., Opra Widerquist, M. A., & Lowery, J. (2022). Conceptualizing outcomes for use with the Consolidated 
Framework for Implementation Research (CFIR): the CFIR Outcomes Addendum. Implementation science, 17(1), 7. 
10 Moullin, J. C., & Aarons, G. A. (2022). Exploration, preparation, implementation, sustainment (EPIS) framework. In Implementation 
Science (pp. 51-55). Routledge. 
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centring young people’s voices in the evaluation. Through the previous feasibility work and 
current co-design period, we have established a framework for culturally cognisant, 
equitable, and meaningful engagement of young people in qualitative activities. In this 
section, we describe the key considerations for this element of work and propose a ‘menu’ of 
options which can be adapted to each delivery context. It will be essential to work directly 
with delivery teams and young people to specify the activities and approaches taken by the 
evaluation team and ensure they are appropriate in their context – particularly for minoritised 
ethnic groups and individuals.  

By listening to young people using a variety of data collection methods, we will seek to 
understand their experiences of detached youth work, the changes it has brought about for 
them, the acceptability and appropriateness of the shared practice model for them and 
surface any issues around equitable delivery. 

Unlike most evaluations, young people who engage with detached youth work as part of this 
project will not be registered as evaluation participants. However, young people will be 
required to provide consent or at least assent (if under 16) to take part in any evaluation 
activities that involve personal data collection. When designing the approach to any data 
collection with young people, there are some key issues to consider ensuring that the work is 
not only respectful of the young people’s experiences but also empowers them and is 
consistent with the spirit and principles of detached youth work. It is important that any 
research activities that involve young people complement ongoing delivery and do not 
interfere with relationships between young people and detached youth workers. This is 
particularly important, given the likely greater disadvantage and vulnerability of the young 
people involved in detached youth work.  

The impact of an outside professional coming into the youth workspace could be deeply 
detrimental to young people’s trust in practitioners. The power imbalance and potential for 
distrust between researcher and participant is more present and consequential in this study 
than in most others – particularly where young people belong to minoritised ethnic groups or 
are otherwise exposed to systemic inequalities. We will therefore co-produce appropriate 
survey and/or qualitative methods with practitioners and, where possible, young people. Co-
production shifts the decision-making power from researchers to participants, reducing the 
potential for top-down, potentially biased perspectives of researchers to drive data collection 
and interpretation. Instead, co-production can lead to the development of more culturally 
sensitive methods and relevant, nuanced findings that reflect participants’ priorities.  

To do this, during the mobilisation phase the evaluation team will work closely with delivery 
partners to explore effective and acceptable methodologies for young people. Where 
possible and meaningful, we will invite young people to collaborate on designing methods 
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and materials. We will take a flexible and adaptive approach, recognising that what is optimal 
will depend on the nature of detached youth work in each area (and the extent to which data 
collection can be embedded in it), the circumstances of the young people, the relationships 
they have with the youth workers and the experiences and capabilities of the practitioners.  

A menu of approaches for data collection with young people: 

For the qualitative work with young people, we will focus on one patch per consortium. 
Patches will be selected in collaboration with delivery partners to identify those where there 
are groups of young people who are likely to be willing and able to engage with research 
activities, while also reflecting the diversity of delivery contexts. It is difficult to predict how 
many young people will choose to engage with research activities in each patch. We estimate 
that the number of participating young people will vary per patch, probably ranging between 
2-10 per patch, giving a total of 8-4011.  

We will provide consortia with a “menu” of proposed creative approaches, developed by the 
evaluation team and Dr Kaz Stuart, an expert in creative methods and youth work, and will 
work with each of the relevant delivery teams to agree which approach/es would be most 
suitable for use and how they could be adapted for their contexts. This approach will enable 
local knowledge to drive decision-making on the most appropriate tools, so that they are not 
imposed from an evaluator’s perspective. This helps to redistribute the power of researchers 
to participants (both deliverers and hopefully young people) on how research is conducted 
and interpreted. Additionally, this approach will allow for a level of consistency across data 
types while also respecting contextual and cultural differences and reducing racial inequity 
regarding options for participation.  

To minimise the disruption of evaluation team members facilitating any creative qualitative 
methods with young people, we will explore the possibility of training peer researchers 
(young people from the detached youth work patch) or embedded researchers (e.g. youth 
workers from other agencies not connected with the detached youth work providers). The 
goal is to train peer researchers to lead qualitative work with young people, and the 
evaluation team members will shadow and/or join as co-facilitators where appropriate. Our 
team has good experience of developing participatory methods and working with young 
people. For example, CEI conducted a review and created practice guidance on Youth 
Participatory Research for the Youth Futures Foundation, we are working with the Wellcome 

 

11 The range of potential participants provided here is quite large because prior work in the area provides little information that could allow 
to narrow this prediction. For instance, Hall et al. (2024) feasibility report, found that the number of young people that receive Detached 
Youth Work varies significantly between the time of year and location, and could not provide an accurate estimate on group sizes per 
session. 
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Trust on embedding people with lived experience into research, and Dr Kaz Stuart, is an expert 
in creative qualitative methods.  

On previous evaluations, this has worked by setting up full or half-day training sessions for 
peer researchers in which individuals from the team introduce the purpose of research and 
how different methods can help us understand our research questions. We then work 
through the relevant research method, providing a good grounding in confidentiality and 
ethics. The data collection may then take place within the group – for example peer 
researchers taking it in turns to facilitate creative exercises, or participants informally 
interviewing each other while walking around their local area – or at a separate time for by 
peer researchers engaging with young people in the community without the research team 
present. Analysis sessions likewise can take place within the day’s activity – joint 
interpretation and sense making can be a particularly powerful tool – or data and notes 
(written, visual, or recorded) can be shared with the evaluation team to analyse at a separate 
time.  

Embedded and peer researchers are more likely to have lived experiences similar to those of 
the young people and to know the local community, and they will therefore be able to relate 
to and build rapport with the young people and their peers. This can result in more relevant, 
nuanced, and credible findings that reflect the priorities and needs of participants, rooted in 
their experiences. They are better placed than the evaluation team to stay in contact with 
individuals across multiple time-points, if that is the preferred method established in the co-
production phase. Training embedded or peer researchers may also provide benefits to the 
community recipients as well as the research itself. Rather than an extractive research 
exercise, which involves ‘taking from’, this approach enables the evaluation to ‘contribute to’ 
the community. 

The benefits of using peer or embedded researchers include:  

• A reduction in the risk of a power relationship between the researcher and the 
participant 

• An increased likelihood of mutual understanding and shared language  

• An increased likelihood that young people will feel they can answer honestly 
(particularly when wanting to express dissent or dissatisfaction)  

• The presence of insider knowledge on the part of the interviewer  

• A feeling of empowerment on the part of both the interviewer and participant 

• An ability to avoid placing additional workload on service providers. 
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Challenges and disadvantages of embedded researchers and peer researchers include the 
following:  

• There are ethical issues around putting researchers into potentially risky situations 
and invoking memories of their own lived experiences. 

• There is the possibility that the research and the detached youth work will become 
conflated or that the research will interfere with the detached youth work approach.  

• Peer-researchers in particular, are more likely to be less experienced in conducting 
research activities than the evaluation team, which may affect the quality of the data 
collection and ability to deal with potentially very sensitive issues. Embedded 
researchers in contrast are likely to be better equipped to handle sensitive situations 
that may arise during data collection with young people.  

Possible creative qualitative methods include (but are not limited to):  

• Peer-led story circles: Peer facilitators or embedded researchers host an informal 
discussion in which young people answer simple prompts about their experiences with 
detached youth work. Data could be captured through peer facilitator notes and 
reflections or audio recordings. 

• Walking and talking: Peer facilitators or embedded researchers go for a walk around 
the patch with young people who would like to share their experiences, during which 
they are invited to describe the area where they spend time and comment on how 
that has changed since they became engaged with the detached youth work project. 
After the walk, the facilitator would write fieldnotes from the encounter.  

• Mapping the patch: Youth workers and/or peer facilitators or embedded researchers 
invite young people in small groups to annotate a map of the patch with prompts such 
as where they feel more or less safe, welcome or unwelcome, where things have 
changed etc. using words, emojis, illustrations etc.  

• Other organic creative projects: Detached youth work often entails youth-led projects 
in which young people express themselves through various means. We will work with 
delivery teams to establish when and how it would be appropriate for the evaluation 
to view or engage with these projects.  

Each of these methods would have different implications for the level of input and 
participation required by the evaluation and delivery teams as well as the accessibility and 
appropriateness for young people.  
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Surveys of young people: 

A survey of young people engaged in detached youth work will provide the opportunity to 
capture a snapshot of their experiences with this intervention. The form of the survey would 
be established with the delivery teams and young people during the mobilisation phase. We 
will explore the survey mode, timing, content, and consent processes with participating 
agencies throughout the mobilisation phase. A detailed assessment of the merits of various 
survey approaches is described in our previous feasibility report (Hall et al., 2024).  

Analysis 

Survey and monitoring data will be analysed descriptively and used to provide context for 
impact findings.  

We will use the framework method for thematic analysis12 of qualitative interviews, with 
themes identified both deductively and inductively. Framework analysis facilitates systematic 
theme-based comparison within study populations (e.g. between different individuals) and 
between study populations (e.g. comparing the views of youth workers and managers), as 
well as consortium-level analysis (e.g. exploring how the delivery and people’s experiences 
vary between areas).  

Analysis of creative and participatory work with young people will depend on the methods 
selected during the set-up process with detached youth workers throughout the delivery and 
will likely vary between areas. Further information will be provided once these methods have 
been established and agreed.  

Fidelity monitoring 

Understanding the ability of regional consortia and local delivery teams to adhere to the 
shared practice model of detached youth work is central to this pilot trial. This will provide 
vital information regarding the appropriateness of this delivery model and study design for a 
future efficacy study.  

Fidelity to the shared practice model will be monitored per patch and per consortium using 
quarterly monitoring data, the staff survey, and other data sources where required. A 
bespoke monitoring form will be established during set-up, based on delivery consortia’s 
existing processes. As described in the monitoring data section, this will capture the location, 
frequency and dates of sessions, characteristics of young people that are engaged, activities 

 

12 Goldsmith, L. J. (2021). Using framework analysis in applied qualitative research. Qualitative report, 26(6). 
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delivered and topics covered. Consortia will also provide information on any other youth 
provision taking place in the area. This data will be requested and analysed quarterly (in line 
with YEF reporting cycles to minimise burden) with evaluator support at each timepoint to 
provide the data and support interpretation (e.g. where there are anomalies or missing data).  

The staff survey will capture information about detached youth worker training and 
supervision at one timepoint (end of delivery in March 2028) which will inform the overall 
fidelity rating. Training and supervision data will also be collected on a quarterly basis through 
the monitoring form (see monitoring data section above), allowing for trend analysis 
throughout the delivery period. The end-of-delivery survey will provide a comprehensive 
summary, while quarterly monitoring data will enable ongoing tracking.  

Scoring criteria will be established across key constructs to quantitatively and consistently 
rate fidelity. These constructs will reflect elements of the shared practice model deemed 
essential for delivery, namely the location and duration of sessions, quality of interactions 
and activities and workforce training and supervision. Each construct will consist of multiple 
criteria against which delivery fidelity will be measured using a RAG rating which will be 
summarised using a prescribed set of rules to give each patch and each consortium a fidelity 
RAG rating. Interim ratings will be used in quarterly monitoring conversations with 
consortium leads to identify and rectify barriers to adherence where possible. In interpreting 
fidelity ratings, it will be important to distinguish between youth worker or organisational 
fidelity failures and engagement barriers arising from the patch context (including cases 
where the reconnaissance period did not identify suitable young people to approach or where 
young people chose not to engage). Low scores on engagement-dependent criteria (such as 
delivery location or dosage) will therefore be contextualised against the quality of 
reconnaissance and the voluntary nature of young people’s participation before fidelity 
conclusions are drawn.  

Example fidelity criteria are as follows: 

• Delivery location:  

o Green: At least 90% of sessions take place in public space where young people 
choose to gather.  

o Amber: 80-90% of sessions take place in public space.  

o Red: <80% of sessions take place in public space.  

• Delivery dosage:  

o Green: Four hours of delivery takes place weekly.  
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o Amber: Four hours of delivery takes place most (≥75%) weeks.  

o Red: Four hours of delivery takes place some (<75%) weeks.  

An example of how this will be assessed is included in Figure 1 below.  

Quarterly monitoring data and meetings with consortium leads will additionally be used to 
monitor activity in control patches and potential contamination. These data sources will be 
used to understand the presence and type of consortium and non-consortium youth provision 
and the extent to which this is considered “detached youth work-like”, how it might interact 
with the pilot trial, and whether it differs from provision in the intervention patches. 
Consortium leads will be responsible for monitoring and reporting on all relevant provision in 
both trial and control patches.  

Figure 1: Detached Youth Work fidelity scoring criteria 

Fidelity construct Assessment criteria Data Source 

Delivery location % of sessions delivered in public or accessible community spaces (on-
street, parks, housing estates, shopping centres etc.) 
 
Note: a maximum of 10% of annual delivery hours (~20 hrs) may take 
place indoors, within the patch boundary, to account for weather or 
specific young people's requests. 

Quarterly 
monitoring 
form 

Delivery dosage Total hours of DYW delivered per quarter, calculated as: sessions 
delivered × average session duration. 
 
Threshold: 4 hrs/week × 13 weeks = 52 hrs per quarter. 75% 
threshold = 39 hrs. 

Quarterly 
monitoring 
form 

Quality of 
interactions 

Checklist of four criteria rated Yes/No each quarter (1 point per Yes): 
(1) Pre- and post-session debriefs held consistently 
(2) Sessions shaped by young people's priorities and pace 
(3) All young people engagement is voluntary 
(4) Workers adopt a strengths-based approach 
 
Score: 0–4 (sum of Yes responses) 

Quarterly 
monitoring 
form (self-
reported 
checklist) 

Workforce 
training & 
supervision 

Three criteria rated Yes/No each quarter (1 point per criterion met): 
(1) All active DYW staff enrolled in or have completed a Level 2 
Certificate in Youth Work 
(2) ≥ 3 supervision hours delivered in the quarter (minimum 1 
hr/month) 
(3) At least one team member attended the quarterly Community of 
Practice 
 
Score: 0–3 (sum of criteria met) 

Quarterly 
monitoring 
form; end-of-
delivery staff 
survey (March 
2028) 



 

 
 

 

56 

 

4.4. Cost data reporting and collecting 

Research questions 

10. What was the cost of delivery of the detached youth work?  

Cost analysis overview 

The evaluation will follow the requirements for cost data collection and reporting for pilot 
trials specified in the YEF Cost Reporting Guidance. Data will be collected by consortia leads 
from detached youth work agencies and other relevant consortia partners and will cover staff 
and labour costs, buildings and facilities, materials and equipment, in-kind contributions and 
other relevant costs. We will: 

• Adopt a bottom-up costing approach, breaking costs down into prerequisites, set-up 
costs and recurring costs.    

• We will report the total cost of a typical single patch receiving detached youth work, 
as well as the cost per participant if feasible, assuming full compliance with the shared 
practice model. 

• Depending on the variation in costs across patches, we will either report the average 
cost or select the case that best represents the expected future costs of typical 
detached youth work delivery.   

To report on costs at the end of this study, we will provide each consortium at the end of the 
mobilisation phase with a template to complete throughout the delivery process, with 
appropriate periodic reminders. Completed templates will then be collected from the 
consortia on a quarterly basis.    

4.5. Data triangulation and interpretation 

Methods overview 

Research 
methods 

Data collection 
methods 

Participants/ data sources 
(type, number) 

Data analysis 
methods 

Research 
questions 
addressed 

Police data on 
recorded crime 
and incidents of 
antisocial 
behaviour 

Administrative 
data  

Preferred option (Option 1): incident 
level data regarding recorded crime 
and incidents of antisocial behaviour 
including geolocations and youth-
related qualifiers from 24 months 
prior to delivery to 1 month post-
delivery across five police forces  

Regression 
models and 
sensitivity 
analyses  

 6,7, 9 

https://youthendowmentfund.org.uk/wp-content/uploads/2022/01/21.-YEF-Cost-reporting-guidance.pdf
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Research 
methods 

Data collection 
methods 

Participants/ data sources 
(type, number) 

Data analysis 
methods 

Research 
questions 
addressed 

Liaison with 
detached youth 
work agencies 
and consortia 
representative 

Meeting notes Key members of delivery teams and 
consortia partners 

Framework 
thematic 
analysis 

1.2, 2, 3, 5, 
8, 

Monitoring data Bespoke 
monitoring 
system 

Agencies from all 40 patches Descriptive 
analysis 

2, 3, 8, 10 

Community of 
Practice 

Fieldnotes and 
reflections from 
facilitator 

- Detached youth workers from all 
consortia 

- Expert facilitator 

Framework 
thematic 
analysis 

1.2, 2, 3, 4, 
5, 8 

Survey Individual online 
survey 

- 80% of detached youth workers 
from each consortium Descriptive 

analysis  
2, 3, 5, 8 

Qualitative 
research 
 

Semi-structured 
individual 
and/or group 
interviews 

- 20 to 40 consortium representatives 
(i.e., consortium lead, managers, 
team leaders, youth workers, local 
authority, police reps, etc.) 
- Range of local stakeholders (i.e., 
local schools, shop staff, transport 
providers and other local businesses, 
and residents) 

Framework 
thematic 
analysis 

1.2, 2, 3, 5, 
8 

Research with 
young people 

Qualitative 
exploration of 
peer 
/embedded 
researchers 

Young people from 4 patches (1 per 
consortia) 

Framework 
thematic 
analysis 

2, 4, 8 

Surveys TBC during mobilisation phase Descriptive 
analysis 

 
This pilot study will used a mixed-methods approach to triangulate and interpret findings 
from the RCT, retrospective QED and IPE. Data from each of the described research methods 
will be analysed separately, then triangulated to identify areas of difference and 
reinforcement and to use multiple data sources to substantiate and explain findings.  

Quantitative police and monitoring data will be integrated with qualitative insights to build a 
coherent picture of the feasibility of the practice model and evaluation method and how that 
would translate into recommendations for an efficacy trial.  
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We will use qualitative insights to explain causal mechanisms, barriers and enablers to 
change, and to contextualise variation across patches and consortia, especially where 
quantitative data show unexpected outcomes.  

5. Outputs 

Throughout the study period we will produce a comprehensive pilot study report, and short 
accessible outputs for key stakeholders. The pilot study report will detail the study rationale, 
design, methods, analytic approaches and findings of the RCT, IPE and retrospective QED 
analysis. Following YEF’s reporting guidance, this will also include an assessment of the 
feasibility of the delivery model and evaluation design for an efficacy trial at scale and 
recommendations. We will additionally produce accessible outputs detailing key findings for 
stakeholders including a delivery agency facing summary; and young people facing outputs 
using accessible formats and language to share relevant findings and young people’s 
experiences.  

We may also provide presentations to wider stakeholders to hear back from participating 
organisations, reflect on findings, and consider how they may shape future funding and policy 
decisions – this element is to be determined in collaboration with YEF.  
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6. Diversity, equity and inclusion 

The Centre for Evidence and Implementation and its pilot study partners are committed to 
conducting research in which equity, diversity and inclusion are at the forefront of every 
phase of the evaluation process, from co-design to analysis and reporting. To ensure this work 
is purpose-driven, we have applied and will continue to apply throughout all phases of work 
the CEI Equity Framework. This framework is grounded in equity-focused implementation 
science and is designed to embed an equity, diversity and inclusion (EDI) perspective in our 
evaluations. It draws on recent writing on equity in implementation and research, including 
guidance from Child Trends13 on embedding equity in research.  

The CEI Equity Framework is intended to be used as early as possible in an evaluation and was 
initially applied to guide discussion during proposal development, which fed directly into the 
study design. The framework has since been applied again during the co-design phase to 
guide and reduce bias in evaluation design decisions. As the framework has already been used 
to identify and address equity considerations related to programme design, implementation, 
data collection, analysis and reporting across protected characteristics, the YEF Equality 
Impact Assessment will be completed during mobilisation to further build on this early equity 
framing. 

CEI’s Equity Framework also aims to serve as a live thinking tool, updated throughout the 
project’s life cycle. During the co-design phase, we have purposely sought to ensure that the 
Theory of Change, the Shared Practice Model and the patch design embody and safeguard 
those principles. These documents have also been reviewed by YEF’s Race Equity Associate.  

Given YEF’s mission, we place particular importance on race equity. It is understood in the 
sector that detached youth work often engages young people who face significant structural 
disadvantage, including due to race or ethnicity. These young people are often under-served 
or disengaged from other services and face a higher risk of safeguarding concerns. These 
young people are also frequently over-policed and have more contact with formal services 
early in their lives, leading to distrust in law enforcement and often other statutory services. 
Our approach to evaluation design and execution has therefore been designed to ensure that 
the pilot study promotes sensitivity and inclusion, which has a heightened importance 
considering the needs of this population of young people.  

 

13 https://www.childtrends.org/publications/a-guide-to-incorporating-a-racial-and-ethnic-equity-perspective-throughout-the-research-
process	
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For example, consortia have ensured that race equity considerations have been embedded 
into their early patch selection, ensuring that patches are representative of the ethnic 
diversity in their local contexts and where there is less ethnic diversity, ensuring patch 
selection is aligned with existing demographic profiles rather than artificially imposed. The 
shared practice model specifies that detached youth workers must have significant 
knowledge and experience of the areas they are working in. Additionally, our data collection 
tools will be designed to enable us to gather information about EDI groups of focus without 
over-burdening or further reinforcing negative experiences with perceived outsiders or 
professionals. This shaped the overarching design of this study – data will not be directly 
collected from young people (apart from in very specific and carefully managed situations) 
but rather through administrative data. This limits the likelihood that the research and 
researchers will interfere with or disrupt the important trusting relationship between young 
people and detached youth workers.  

We will use accessible youth-friendly language, provide translated materials where necessary, 
and pilot any tools or methods with detached youth workers to check they are culturally 
appropriate for local contexts and acceptable for street-based engagement.   

Our approach to all work involving contact with young people will consider race equity to 
ensure young people from all backgrounds feel comfortable participating. We will work with 
delivery organisations to identify the most appropriate approaches in each of their contexts, 
adapting the approaches to respect local and individual cultural context. Across consortia, 
this includes working with ethnically diverse DYW teams that are representative of the 
communities they will be working in, attending cultural competence and EDI training, and 
supporting ongoing reflective practice so that race equity, diversity and inclusion (REDI) 
considerations remain embedded throughout delivery. This should support trust building and 
meaningful, authentic engagement among minoritised young people.  

During the analysis and reporting stages, we will be mindful of potential differences arising 
from our data regarding the EDI groups in focus, and we will take care when reporting these 
to ensure that our findings can help to address inequities and avoid undermining these 
groups, acknowledging, for example that police data could present some associated flaws in 
this regard. We engage in frequent reflection sessions as part of our internal team meetings 
to identify and challenge preconceptions and biases that might inform data collection and 
interpretation activities, as well as being reflexive regarding our role as researchers and the 
power imbalance that infers with all participant groups. Where possible, we will engage peer 
researchers in the interpretation of any data or materials they collect.  
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For the most part, our evaluation design is not directly informed by young people or 
communities with lived experience of detached youth work. This is due to multiple reasons, 
including the ever-changing nature of groups of young people engaging with detached youth 
work as they grow older, and the fact that formalised groups of young people that are more 
likely to engage with research work are less likely to have the relevant lived experience to 
inform a DYW study design.  Furthermore, we recognise that detached youth work often 
engages with young people who are at risk or wary of engaging with institutional support. We 
have therefore opted to prioritise safeguarding these young people and avoid placing them 
in groups where we might not have the capacity to build proper rapport with them and 
involve them more meaningfully.  

Nonetheless, there is a component of research with young people, in which the study’s design 
will purposefully attempt to include peer-researchers or embedded researchers to gather 
young people’s voices and experiences. Through this component, we will explore with 
detached youth workers and delivery agencies the best ways of engaging young people in 
data collection about their own perspectives and experiences. We will ensure that 
recruitment for this component includes racially and ethnically minoritised young people so 
that their perspectives meaningfully inform the trial findings. To do this, we will work with 
detached youth workers, which will enable us to reach young people who may not ordinarily 
engage with formal research opportunities. We hope that this component will also serve to 
inform future processes of data collection with this population.  

Furthermore, this study design has been informed by extensive consultation with and 
collaboration with detached youth work sector leaders, practitioners, and stakeholders who 
are deeply embedded in their local communities and have provided rich understanding of the 
needs and sensitivities of this project. Many of the youth workers who have contributed to 
shaping this work were themselves recipients of youth work prior to training, and have 
provided significant insights into the experiences of different marginalised groups, and the 
topics researchers must consider when working with them. In addition, insights from the 2023 
sector survey – of which 77% of contributing organisations were led by women, Black or other 
minoritised ethnicities, people with disabilities or LGBTQ+ individuals – have also shaped the 
protocol. Together, these inputs ensure that the pilot trial is intentionally designed to reflect 
and include a wide range of grounded, community-based perspectives. 
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7. Ethics and registration 

Ethical approval for the RCT and IPE will be sought from the Social Research Association Ethics 
Service during the study’s mobilisation phase (April – September 2026).  

Formal consent will not be required from young people to participate in any detached youth 
work activities – this will be delivered on a voluntary basis as is the norm for this provision. 
Likewise, the administrative police crime data does not require consent – it will be provided 
as anonymised data which cannot be linked to any individuals. Robust information sharing 
agreements will be established, as described below.  

Young people aged 16+ years who participate in the survey and/or creative and participatory 
activities will be provided with child-friendly information about the study with an appropriate 
reading age. We will also explore creating short videos to convey key study information. 
Young people will be supported to read and understand this information by an appropriate 
adult and provide informed consent prior to participation. For children under the age of 16, 
we will explore feasible options for providing informed consent and assent during the 
mobilisation phase, such as seeking parental consent, but we may need to exclude them from 
these activities.  

For adult participants (youth workers, managers, residents, and other stakeholders), 
informed consent will be sought for all evaluation activities that are not covered by 
administrative data. At the start of every evaluation activity involving human participants, we 
will provide clear information about the voluntary nature of participation, the right to 
withdraw or skip questions, and full information about data privacy. Information sheets and 
consent forms will be piloted before distribution. The study protocol will be registered and 
assigned an International Standard Randomised Controlled Trial Number (ISRCTN) which will 
be included in the protocol once issued, and primary outcomes will be formally updated at 
study completion.  
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8. Data protection 

The legal basis for processing personal data will be Article 6.1(f): “processing is necessary for 
the purposes of the legitimate interests pursued by the controller, except where such 
interests are overridden by the interests or fundamental rights and freedoms of the data 
subject which require protection of personal data, in particular where the data subject is a 
child”. Article 6.1(f) applies because the evaluation of Detached Youth Work serves a 
legitimate public interest in building the evidence base for effective youth crime-prevention 
programmes, and this interest is not overridden by data-subject rights given the robust 
safeguards in place. To ensure that we respect the essence of the right to data protection and 
provide suitable measures to safeguard the fundamental rights and interests of data subjects, 
we will only proceed with qualitative data collection activities after obtaining informed 
consent. Additionally, should a data subject withdraw their consent before any analysis has 
begun, CEI will delete that personal data and not include it in the project, to meet data privacy 
legislative obligations.  

CEI has robust data protection systems overseen by an independent registered DPO, who will 
establish data sharing agreements with all relevant parties (CEI and evaluation partners 
(BPSR, DJM Social Research and Alex Sutherland), and the delivery partners) in accordance 
with the UK regulator’s code of conduct for data sharing. CEI will be the data controller. Egress 
or a similar secure system will be used for the transfer of personal and/or special category 
data through 256-bit encryption to emails.  

All data collected will be treated as confidential and pseudonymised for analysis. There may 
be scenarios where we are subject to a legal obligation to disclose or share personal data, 
such as with law enforcement agencies, regulatory bodies, or public authorities to prevent or 
detect crime. The evaluation team will only ever disclose personal data to these third parties 
to the extent we are required to do so by law.  

Data will be held securely, accessible only to the research team. Notably, considering our 
preferred option for obtaining primary outcome measures from police data requires highly 
detailed and sensitive information, we are conscious that its appropriate handling will require 
storage and processing to be undertaken within a secure data environment or secure data 
processing machine. Furthermore, this may require one of the local police forces agreeing to 
physically host a researcher from the evaluation team for the duration of the work.  

CEI will retain copies of all personal data collected throughout the project for a further 2 years 
after the completion and approval of the final report. This is considered a reasonable 
retention period should the data require reanalysis or repeat analysis sometimes desired of 
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research datasets in this field of study. CEI will remain the Data Controller for this data until 
the data is securely deleted.  

As a note on consent, ethical practices within research require informed consent (“Ethical 
Informed Consent”) to be gathered for a person’s participation in the project as a research 
participant. Notwithstanding, we are aware that Ethical Informed Consent is not equivalent 
to consent as a lawful basis under GDPR (“GDPR Consent”). Thus, we will provide participants 
with an information sheet including a link to the DPN and ensure they have the right to opt in 
or out of evaluation activities. Should a data subject withdraw the Ethical informed Consent 
before any analysis has begun, CEI will delete that personal data and not include it in the 
project, to meet data privacy legislative obligations.  
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9. Stakeholders and interests 

9.1. Delivery Consortia: 

The following are the lead contacts for each of the four consortia responsible for delivering 
detached youth work in their areas: 

Consortia Lead Contacts 

Name Consortium Role 

Andy Malcolm Wiltshire & Swindon CEO, Young Swindon & 
Wiltshire, Wiltshire & Swindon 

Beth Major 
 

Middlesbrough & Stockton CEO, The Junction based in 
Middlesbrough, Tees Valley 

Dmitry Fedotov Leeds, Wakefield & Barnsley CEO, The Youth Association 
based in Wakefield, West 
Yorkshire 

Helen Gatenby Manchester Director, M13 Youth Project 
based in Manchester 

 

9.2. Evaluation team: 

CEI Project Team 

Name and affiliations Role and responsibilities 

Dr Katherine Young, CEI 
 

Director (UK) and Project director 
Overall responsibility for project delivery.   

Amy Hall, CEI 
 

Principal Advisor, project lead, co-project manager and 
lead researcher 
Providing content area expertise on detached youth work 
and undertaking the IPE data collection and analysis. 

Dr Paula Verdugo, CEI Advisor, co-project manager and researcher 
Undertaking the IPE and cost data collection and analysis. 

Shania Rankin, CEI Research Assistant 
Undertaking research support in all aspects of the 
evaluation, including the retrospective QED 

Bryson Purdon Social Research (BPSR) Team 
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Name and affiliations Role and responsibilities 

Dr Susan Purdon, BPSR 
 

Partner, statistician 
Co-leader in the development of impact evaluation 
approaches. 

Independent Collaborators 

Name and affiliations Role and responsibilities 

Dr David McLennan 
 

Lead in the negotiation, access and cleaning of police 
data. 
Co-leader in the development of impact evaluation 
approaches and undertaking the impact evaluation data 
collection and analysis.  

Professor Alex Sutherland Expert advisor in RCTs, criminal justice and evaluation. 
Advising on the design and analysis of the RCT impact 
evaluation. 

Professor Kaz Stuart Facilitator of the Community of Practice for detached 
youth workers 

Expert advisor on creative methods with young people 

9.3. Funders: 

• The Youth Endowment Fund (YEF) will fund the delivery and evaluation of the trial. 

9.4. Quality Assurance and Project Management:  

Overall, project management and quality assurance will be led by the Centre for Evidence and 
Implementation (CEI), overseen by a Director and led day-to-day by an experienced project 
manager. CEI will oversee delivery and evaluation activities through regular project 
management processes to ensure clear communication, accountability and timely delivery, 
including clearly defined roles and responsibilities including robust senior oversight, a 
regularly reviewed week-by-week project timetable, and weekly team meetings to monitor 
progress, risks and emerging insights. CEI will provide regular updates to YEF and will use our 
online, real-time resource management system to track tasks, timelines and resources.  

CEI will also draw on its internal Methods Lab to ensure methodological rigour and high-
quality data practices, including expert input into trial design, outcome measurement and 
analysis, and quality assurance of data collection and implementation fidelity. 
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10. Risks 

The following table sets out a comprehensive list of the risks associated with the evaluation. We will use this risk register to manage the evaluation process. 
CEI will review it regularly and update it to capture progress. 

Risk Likelihood 
Impact 

Mitigation 

Consortium engagement Likelihood: Low 
Impact: High 
 

Both YEF and the evaluation team have excellent networks for the engagement of agencies; other existing networks will 
also be used if necessary.  
The co-design stage supported retention. 
Monthly meetings will allow us to anticipate and mitigate any challenges early through joint problem solving  
We will work to reduce burden on delivery teams as much as possible  
Community of practice will allow peer to peer problem solving 
Drop out reasons will inform findings of the study 

Patch identification Likelihood: 
Medium 
Impact: Medium 

Consortia have been advised to identify patches large enough to allow for young people to move between locations 
This is hard to control, but it is part of usual practice in detached youth work. Where it happens, it has the potential to 
dilute/bias impacts, particularly if young people move to control patches. 

Patch retention Likelihood: 
Medium 
Impact: High 

We have established a patch selection process which includes evidence of commitment to the trial  
Regular contact with consortia to monitor and anticipate any challenges will take place (monthly) 

Contamination Likelihood: 
Medium  
Impact: Medium 

Clear expectations were set from the start about evaluation requirements, reinforced in the co-design phase with clear 
instructions and now with formal agreements in place.  
We have buy in from local authorities and police forces within each consortium  
The evaluation team will liaise regularly with consortia to identify risks early. 
It has been agreed and made clear during the co-design phase what can be provided in control patches, including other 
forms of youth work, such as short cultural and sports work, and business as usual. 
Monitoring meetings will track any DYW/related activity in control areas  
We have buy-in from relevant local authorities and police forces.  
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Risk Likelihood 
Impact 

Mitigation 

Sensitivity analyses based on trial adherence will be conducted. 

Premature ending Likelihood: 
Medium 
Impact: Low 

Consortia have been advised to identify patches large enough to allow for young people to move between locations and 
with a sufficient population to ensure a youth presence year-round.  
Regular monitoring calls between RCs, CEI and YEF will aim to pre-empt and mitigate any premature closing of work.  
If delivery finishes early because the organisations feel the need has diminished, this should show through positive 
outcomes. 
If delivery finishes early because organisations fail to get traction, this is fine (as this is part of a trial of the usual approach 
to detached youth work), although it will dilute the impacts. 

Challenges in accessing 
police data 

Likelihood: 
Medium 
Impact: High 

The evaluation has expertise and prior experience in accessing police data including good relationships with analysts in all 
participating forces.  
A sufficient timeframe was allowed in the co-design phase and integrated to the mobilisation phase to negotiate access.  
The police forces are included in the local consortia and have committed to supporting the evaluation.  
Initial conversations with analysts from all 5 police forces have been promising and analysts are highly engaged.  
Support from the NPCC will be sought out to reassure and persuade Chief Constables to approve the project.  
There is a precedent for sharing data of this type through data conducted by members of this team.  
We have fallback options for data sourcing which would enable RCT analysis. 

Youth flags Likelihood: 
Medium 
Impact: Medium 

Initial conversations have suggested fair levels of consistency between forces  
We will define rules for inclusion prior to analysis in collaboration with force analysts  
We will conduct intensive data cleaning and work with analysts to understand the data in order to identify and mitigate 
any data anomalies  
We will conduct sensitivity analyses e.g. for youth-related incidents vs. all incidents 

Data access hosting Likelihood: 
Medium 
Impact: High 

There is a precedent for this kind of access via Lancashire police; DM will seek similar via GMP as this is commutable from 
his home  
We will explore options for more flexible data hosting such as a secure laptop 
  There is time factored into the project to allow for set up and approval/vetting to be established 
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Risk Likelihood 
Impact 

Mitigation 

Serious safeguarding 
incidents 

Likelihood: High 
Impact: Medium 

Detached youth workers are expected to be trained and applying safeguarding policy and practice guidelines 
Any new detached youth workers will receive appropriate training for the role 
Supervisors of delivery agencies will provide supervision on safeguarding and incident management. 
Supervisors of delivery agencies will periodically review detached youth workers adherence to safeguarding policies outline 
in delivery agencies blueprints. 

Delivery fidelity Likelihood: 
Medium  
Impact: High 

We will provide training webinars and refresher sessions throughout the mobilisation and delivery periods  
We will develop a simple fidelity checklist to support the SPM so that managers and practitioners understand the 
requirements of the trial 

Baseline equivalence Likelihood: 
Medium  
Impact: High 
 

We will work closely with police force analysts to understand their data and how incidents or recording practice may 
influence trends and notable changes etc.  
We will adjust for baseline levels within sensitivity analyses by varying baseline periods 

Young people 
engagement in 
qualitative activities 

Likelihood: 
Medium 
Impact: Medium 

The mobilisation phase includes the co-development of high-quality, locally tailored research instruments and processes. 
Menu of creative activities available and plans for evaluation team members not to directly have contact with young 
people, facilitating the administration is led by trusted people. 

Evaluation team 
capacity 

Likelihood: Low 
Impact: High 

CEI has a global team of experienced researchers who would be able to cover any transition periods  
We include a wider team than the immediate project leads in key meetings to ensure knowledge and understanding of the 
project context and activities in case additional capacity is required 

Increased in reported 
crimes 

Likelihood: 
Medium 
Impact: High 

RCT data will be triangulated with IPE data to fully understand the context and implications of findings  
We will report any findings cautiously as pilot evidence 
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11. Timeline 

Building on the co-design activities (October 2025-February 2026), the evaluation is planned 
across four phases of work. The table below sets out the intended timetable for these phases. 
A six-month period of set up and mobilisation for the pilot trial, followed by 18 months for 
programme delivery, including six months of reconnaissance work and 12 months of detached 
youth work, data collection and analysis. The final nine months cover the final analysis, 
reporting and dissemination activities.  

1Dates Activity 
Staff responsible/ 
leading 

Phase 1: Mobilisation 

April 2026 –
July 2026 

Set up of data protection systems 

Development of data collection instruments, including interview 
guides, young people survey, information sheets & consent forms 

Design of implementation data monitoring systems 

CEI 

June 2026 Randomisation of patches and communication of allocations BPSR, AS & CEI 

June 2026 – 
August 2026 

Development and application of ethical appraisal CEI 

March 2026 – 
March 2028 

Collaborative work with police force analysts 

Development and application of ethical appraisal 

 

CEI & DM 

August 2026 – 
October 2026 

Training for consortium on evaluation procedures 

 

CEI 

 

Phase 2: Pilot study and programme delivery 

October 2026 
– March 2027 

Programme delivery – 6 months of reconnaissance phase Consortia 
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1Dates Activity 
Staff responsible/ 
leading 

April 2027 – 
March 2028 

Programme delivery – 12 months of detached youth work Consortia 

December 
2026 – March 
2028 

Collection of programme monitoring data 

 

Consortia & CEI 

 

May 2026 – 
April 2028 

Monthly contact with consortia and police force analysts and 
support for data monitoring 

Consortia 

CEI & DM 

June 2027 – 
July 2027 

Mid-delivery IPE data collection CEI 

February 2028 
– March 2028 

Final IPE data collection CEI 

March 2028– 
September 
2028 

Monitoring data analysis CEI 

March 2028 – 
September 
2028 

IPE data analysis CEI 

Sept 2026 – 
April 2028  

Costs data collection and analysis CEI 

March 2028 – 
August 2028 

Analysis of police outcomes data DM, BPSR, & AS 

Phase 3: Retrospective QED 

April 2026 – 
March 2028  

Negotiate access to data from 10 police forces DM, BPSR, & AS 
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1Dates Activity 
Staff responsible/ 
leading 

 January 2028 
– September 
2028 

Data cleaning and analysis 
DM, BPSR, & AS 

 

Phase 4: Reporting 

March & 
November 
2027 

Interim presentations All 

June 2028 – 
October 2028 

Draft report All 

November 
2028 

Submission of final report for YEF and peer review comments All 

January 2029-
March 2029 

Dissemination of findings All 
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13.1. Appendix A: Shared practice model
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13.2. Appendix B: Theory of Change 
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13.3. Appendix C: Full list of notifiable police offences and groupings  

 

Offence 
 

    

VICTIM BASED CRIME   

 
   

 1 Murder  

 
4.1 

 
Manslaughter 
 

 

 
4.1
0 Corporate manslaughter  

 4.2 Infanticide  

 
   

 
 Homicide  

 
   

 4.4 Causing death or serious injury by dangerous driving  

 
4.6 Causing death by careless driving when under the influence of drink or 

drugs 
 

 4.8 Causing death by careless or inconsiderate driving  

 4.9 Causing death by driving: unlicensed or disqualified or uninsured drivers  

 
37.
1 Causing death by aggravated vehicle taking  

 
   

 
 Death or serious injury - unlawful driving  

 
   

 2 Attempted murder  

 4.3 Intentional destruction of viable unborn child  

 5D Assault with intent to cause serious harm  

 5E Endangering life  

 
4.7 Causing or allowing death or serious physical harm of child or 

vulnerable person 
 

 8N Assault with injury  

 8P Racially or religiously aggravated assault with injury  

 8S Assault with injury on a constable  

 8T Assault with injury on an emergency worker (other than constable)  

 
   

 
 Violence with injury  

 
   

 3A Conspiracy to murder  

 3B Threats to kill  

 
11
A Cruelty to children/young persons  
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 13 Child abduction  

 14 Procuring illegal abortion  

 36 Kidnapping  

 
10
4 Assault without injury on a constable  

 
10
5A Assault without Injury  

 
10
5B Racially or religiously aggravated assault without injury  

 
10
6 Modern Slavery  

 
   

 
 Violence without injury  

 
   

 8L Harassment  

 8M Racially or religiously aggravated harassment  

 8Q Stalking  

 8R Malicious communication  

 8U Controlling or Coercive behaviour  

 
   

 
 Stalking and harassment  

 
   

 
19
C Rape of a female aged 16 or over  

 
19
D Rape of a female child under 16  

 
19
E Rape of a female child under 13  

 
19
J Rape of a female - undefined  

 
19
F Rape of a male aged 16 or over  

 
19
G Rape of a male child under 16  

 
19
H Rape of a male child under 13  

 
19
K Rape of a male - undefined  

 
   

   Rape Offences   

 
   

 
28
E Burglary - Residential  

 
28
F Attempted burglary - Residential  

 
28
G Distraction burglary - Residential  

 
28
H Attempted distraction burglary - Residential  

 28I Residential burglary of a home  

 
28
J Attempted residential burglary of a home  
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28
K Distraction burglary - residential (home)  

 
28
L Attempted distraction burglary - residential (home)  

 
28
M Residential burglary of unconnected building  

 
28
N Attempted residential burglary of unconnected building  

 
28
O Distraction burglary - residential (unconnected building)  

 
28
P Attempted distraction burglary - residential (unconnected building)  

 
29
A Aggravated burglary -Residential  

 
29
B Aggravated burglary - residential (home)  

 
29
C Aggravated burglary - residential (unconnected building)  

 
30
C Burglary - business and community  

 
30
D Attempted burglary - business and community  

 
31
A Aggravated burglary - business and community  

 
   

 
 Burglary  

 
   

 
37.
2 Aggravated vehicle taking   

 45 Theft from a vehicle  

 48 Theft or unauthorised taking of a motor vehicle  

 
12
6 Vehicle interference  

 
   

 
 Vehicle offences  

 
   

 39 Theft from the person  

 
   

 
 Theft from the person  

 
   

 44 Theft or unauthorised taking of a pedal cycle  

 
   

 
 Bicycle theft  

 
   

 46 Shoplifting  

 
   

 
 Shoplifting  

 
   

 35 Blackmail  

 40 Theft in a dwelling other than from an automatic machine or meter  

 41 Theft by an employee  
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 42 Theft of mail  

 43 Dishonest use of electricity  

 47 Theft from automatic machine or meter  

 49 Other theft  

 
49
A Making off without payment  

 
   

 
 All other theft offences  

 
   

 
56
A Arson endangering life  

 
56
B Arson not endangering life  

 
   

 
 Arson  

 
   

 
58
A Criminal damage to a dwelling  

 
58
B Criminal damage to a building other than a dwelling  

 
58
C Criminal damage to a vehicle  

 
58
D Other criminal damage  

 
58
J Racially or religiously aggravated criminal damage  

 
   

 
 Criminal damage  

 
   

OTHER CRIMES 
AGAINST SOCIETY      

 
   

 
92
A Trafficking in controlled drugs  

 
   

 
 Trafficking of drugs  

 
   

 
92
C Other drug offences  

 
92
D Possession of controlled drugs (excluding cannabis)  

 
92
E Possession of cannabis  

 
   

 
 Possession of drugs  

 
   

 
10
A Possession of firearms with intent  

 
10
B Possession of firearms offences  

 
10
C Possession of other weapons  
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10
D Possession of article with blade or point  

 81 Other firearms offences  

 90 Other knives offences  

 
   

   TOTAL POSSESSION OF WEAPONS OFFENCES  

 
   

 9A Public fear, alarm or distress  

 9B Racially or religiously aggravated public fear, alarm or distress  

 
62
A Violent disorder  

 66 Other offences against the State or public order  

 
   

   TOTAL PUBLIC ORDER OFFENCES  

 
   

 15 Concealing an infant death close to birth  

 24 Exploitation of prostitution  

 26 Bigamy  

 27 Soliciting for prostitution  

 33 Going equipped for stealing, etc.  

 
33
A Making, supplying or possessing articles for use in fraud  

 38 Profiting from or concealing proceeds of crime  

 54 Handling stolen goods  

 59 Threat etc. to commit criminal damage  

 60 Forgery or use of drug prescription  

 61 Other forgery  

 
61
A Possession of false documents  

 67 Perjury  

 69 Offender Management Act offences  

 76 Aiding suicide  

 79 Perverting the course of justice  

 80 Absconding from lawful custody  

 83 Bail offences  

 86 Obscene publications, etc and protected sexual material  

 95 Disclosure, obstruction, false or misleading statements etc  

 96 Wildlife crime  

 99 Other indictable or triable-either-way offences  

 
80
2 Dangerous driving  

 
81
4 Fraud, forgery associated with vehicle driver records  
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13.4. Appendix D: Police data form  

Detached Youth Work pilot evaluation 

Scoping possible Recorded Crime and Antisocial Behaviour data sources 

Overview 

One of the key aims of the Detached Youth Work pilot evaluation is to test whether the 
delivery of detached youth work intervention activities leads to reductions in recorded crime 
and/or antisocial behaviour in the intervention ‘patches’ (i.e. small, locally defined, 
geographical areas) compared to similar control ‘patches’ that have not been subject to 
detached youth work delivery.  

The pilot evaluation will therefore be dependent upon the successful construction of 
statistical ‘outcome measures’ using geocoded police recorded crime and antisocial 
behaviour incident data. These geocoded crime and ASB data will be aggregated to 
geographical ‘patch’ level, for both intervention and control patches.  

As part of this initial co-design phase of the pilot evaluation, the evaluation team is seeking 
the support and guidance of data experts within the partner police forces to help us better 
understand the content and structure of geocoded police data in each respective police force.  

We would very much appreciate your assistance by answering the questions below. The 
questions are structured under two main headings: (1) Youth-related qualifiers; and (2) 
General spatial and temporal considerations. Please could you add a short comment under 
each question heading?  

Please could we request that this completed form is returned to the evaluation team by 
close of play on Tuesday 13th January?  

The evaluation team will liaise directly with each partner police force via MS Teams to follow-
up on the answers provided in this form. To help ensure we liaise with the correct contacts in 
your force, please could you confirm the contact details of the primary data expert(s) for 
geocoded crime and ASB data.  Please add further boxes if you would like us to liaise with 
more than two data experts.  

Name  

Position  
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E-mail address  

 

Name  

Position  

E-mail address  

 

Youth-related qualifiers 

Are these qualifiers collected/added by your police force? 

Please add some comment here to help us understand whether youth-related qualifiers are 
added to recorded crime and/or ASB data.  

If so, what definition of ‘youth’ is used? (e.g. age) 

Please add some comment here to help us understand how any such youth-related qualifiers 
might be assigned, such as the ages that would be considered as ‘youth’.  

Are the qualifiers collected on the incident recording system and/or crime recording 
system? 

Please add some comment here to help us understand when and how the qualifiers are added 
to the data systems.  

Qualifier quality considerations: Crime type? ASB? Time period? Location? 

Please add some comment here to help us understand the data quality of any youth-related 
qualifiers, such as whether they are consistently recorded across all crime and ASB incident 
categories or just a subset, and whether there are any notable variations in qualifier quality 
over time and/or between different geographical parts of the police force area.  

General spatial and temporal considerations (i.e. not only related to qualifiers) 
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Consistency of recording systems and recording practices. 

Please add some comment here on the extent to which the general crime and incident 
recording systems and recording practices in your force have remained consistent since April 
2022 to present day. Please also let us know if there are any planned (or potential) changes 
to recording systems or practices due in the coming years.  

Careful assessment of ‘patch’ spatial delineation <-> police geocoding. 

Please add some comment here to help us understand any features of the source crime and 
incident data that might affect the ability to map these records to small, locally defined, 
geographical ‘patch’ areas. For instance, since April 2022, have there been any notable 
changes to the broad proportion of crimes/incidents that have detailed grid reference of 
occurrence, or are any future changes in the pipeline?  

Careful assessment of temporal trends / spikes. 

Please add some comment here to help us understand whether there are any known issues 
with the geocoded crime/ASB data for your force that might lead to unusual (spurious?) 
temporal trends, such as spikes at particular hours of the day that do not reflect the reality 
of crime occurrence? 
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13.5. Appendix E: Alternate police crime and ASB incident data access 
options 

This protocol presents the data collection and analysis approach via the preferred route. 
However, we have established four further data access options that would enable a trial to 
progress if the relevant information shared agreements and permissions are not granted. 
These options are summarised below.  

How we would deal with data sourced through a combination of options 

We recognise that the practicalities of accessing police data may mean that  we may not be 
able to secure the necessary data permissions required for the preferred data to be used in 
this pilot trial. If different police forces provide different levels of access, this would require 
us to collate data through a number of the options set out in this protocol. As we have done 
in other research with police forces, we would strive to work collaboratively with them to 
maximise consistency of approach across the partner forces, whilst maximising the quality 
and utility of data provided by each force. We will tailor our analyses to ensure we make best 
use of the data we collate for each police force. In this scenario, we would also conduct 
exploratory sensitivity analyses to understand the influence of different data types on the 
ability to determine the impact of the intervention.  

Option 2: Request bespoke pre-aggregated statistics from selected police forces: This 
approach would have many of the benefits of the optimal approach, but has two main 
drawbacks: (i) it significantly restricts the flexibility of what the evaluation team is able to do 
analytically as we would be dependent upon the police force analyst to construct outcome 
indicators to our specifications, which may vary as the pilot progresses; and (ii) based on our 
extensive experience of working with police forces and police data, our strong 
recommendation is to try to minimise the resource burden placed on forces, as time 
consuming requests are more likely to be rejected. This approach would be dependent upon 
securing the necessary data permissions. 

Option 3: Negotiate access to the geocoded recorded crime held on the Home Office Data 
Hub (HODH): This approach would potentially provide an overall national dataset of 
geocoded recorded crime, with detailed spatial and temporal information, and would provide 
the evaluation team with the flexibility to aggregate it as needed. However, this approach has 
four main drawbacks: (i) it does not contain any antisocial behaviour data; (ii) it is not 
designed to be used by external researchers, so considerable data cleaning/preparation 
would be needed to get it into shape; (iii) although most police forces do submit data to the 
HODH, a small number do not (and this is subject to change over time); and (iv) it does not 
contain any qualifiers to indicate whether the crimes are youth-related. In relation to this final 
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point, it may be possible to request specific bespoke extracts for youth-related qualifier flags 
from the selected police forces and merge these into a HODH spine, which would result in a 
hybrid of the optimal approach and this HODH alternative option. A challenge of using this 
data is that access to Home Office data can take a long time to establish. We would need to 
identify whether this option is feasible very early in the process (i.e. by Dec 2026) to make it 
feasible to achieve within the project timelines. It may be possible to use this option for 
recorded crime data, and option 4 (set out below) for antisocial behaviour data. This approach 
would be dependent upon securing the necessary data permissions.  

Option 4: Access the ‘raw’ data that police forces submit to Police.uk, i.e. not the publicly 
available data that has been subjected to spatial anonymisation: Whilst the HODH is 
arguably the more reliable source of recorded crime data of the two, Police.uk has the 
advantage of including antisocial behaviour, which the HODH does not. Police.uk could also 
be used for recorded crime data should the force in question not submit data to the HODH. 
The greatest drawback for Police.uk in relation to antisocial behaviour (and indeed this also 
applies to the recorded crime data in Police.uk) is that there are no qualifiers for youth-related 
incidents (or crimes). However, as noted in the point above, there may be scope to work with 
selected police force analysts to obtain a bespoke extract of antisocial behaviour qualifier 
flags for youth-involvement and then merge these into the Police.uk spine. This approach 
would be dependent upon securing the necessary data permissions.  

Option 5: Use the publicly available (anonymised) Police.uk data on recorded crime and 
antisocial behaviour: As we set out in detail in the scoping study, should none of the options 
above prove successful, we would turn to use the publicly available data from Police.uk for 
the purpose of the pilot evaluation. This would cover recorded crimes and incidents of 
antisocial behaviour, but the data lack the level of spatial or temporal accuracy that are likely 
to be require for an efficacy study, and there would be no youth-related flags. This approach 
would not require securing any data access permissions as the data are already in the public 
domain.  
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